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1.1 AR AER ,
RETF 2005~2006 EEEHILBEERARESHE
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HFLTIRABERERREMBT, BAEH
BEEENEX R EAIY L, B FE,. £ 2
TR, ZE R 850 m, FHMEKE 571.9 mm, HE
HBFFI8I=ZA A BRFETREAMESE, X
BER AERBEHR, I0CHAFRAR
3725.9C AR EEBEG . BHEANEN 11 g/
kg, BEZL Z 58.45 mg/kg, BB 12.6 mg/kg, EHK
#4103 mg/kg,
1.2 REHHEE

REAE KBXE 488, I FEHE
(CK) :/NEWIRRf B # 10~15 cm,7 A ¥ H# 20
em,9 B WEE, [ %8/ MERKNEZE 10~
15cm, WKEAR#THE. IRHFERER:PE
WAk B2 10~15 cm, 7 A ¥ A/ B G R HLEE AL,
BMEEN30~35cm, FNEAHER, VRS
G E 24T & /D F YUK B # 30~35 cm,7
A R/NREAILERL , T EE K 30~35 om, I
BMERNES. KREERAG, & XEEHERA,N
(187.5 kg/hm?) \P,0s (150 kg/hm?)Ft K,0(187.5
kg/hm?) BB 5 KEMA, RAMNLKHART, E
H3K,#244MDK,PAREHRHI 10 mX 10 mo
1.3 #&EHZ

EEFARR G RPEBELETXHENLD
W HETHIBEEAE, LB MR RESFERE
MEBEBALEHNHENBBURKREEPHTSGR
#7, BAKBEIR=Z S, SAERAR 1 o, R
FREREEREEHE. SMEERKAMAE
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BHHHFA. AESGRRAFTEMTNEZELEH
TaE. AEA1040.3 mx0.3 m /PEERE
BPIXEMAENRESE, IHREFREERY
EAGHER, FXRRACERETENEEN
MY FEEH(R) FARBREMNATEERENIE
i B R Y.

ra = (HXEE + HXEE) 2 (1)
XP ENEEAPK PR ERERNFEERUDX
PEIAZREREEZ A X HE RN R RS
BERRERUDMPIIARENAEZNEYE
#4448 ¥ Y Shannon £ #4438 $ (H') \Shannon ¥
‘ SEHB(E) fl Margalef W R £ B E 8 &
(Dy) 8, HHBER R

H = (NIgN - > nlgn) x N™! (2)

E = H x (InN)"! (3)

Dy = (S - 1) x (InN)™? 4)

KA NRIENK 1 m? RFEREREE; n BB/

R AEREEE; SHEDR L m? AAER
KRB AR ECTFENEHREEE#RT(X
+0.5)12 #412) > =347 LSD LB (P = 0.05)
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Table 1  Sorts and numbers of weeds under different conservative
farming systems during the seedling stage of winter wheat

REMEX  REHE

TM: tmg . Weed sorts Weed mumber
restmen (F/m)  (#/m?)
I f6% B fE Traditional tillage(CK) 5aAB 46.5bB
1 %8 No-tillage 6aA 75.3aA

I 3 #2 #; #F B & Subsoil and stalk
mulching

IV % & 2 54 B # Subsoil and
standing stalk mulching

2.67bB 21.0cC

2.33bB 17.3cC
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Table 2 Density of weeds under different conservative farming system during the seedling stage of winter wheat

A 1 58 (CK) I &8 I #HFERE & NasRERRES
Items Traditional tillage No-tillage Subsoil stalk mulching Subsoil and standing stalk mulching
#  # Shepherdspurse 12.3aA 18.7aA ObB 0bC
KLY Field Speedwell 14.72A 20.3aA 0bB 0bC
HIJLI Setose Thistle 6.5bB 9bB 62A 42A
#% 18 & Sophia Tansymustard 4bB 6.3bB - 42A 4 aA
KB H Oakleaf Goosefoot 3bB 8bB 3bA 2bB
W K Amaranth 4bB 7bB 0bB 0bC
% B Plantain 0bC 6bB 0bB 0bC
B #E Total density 46.5 75.3 21 17

F3 TREKRFUMELESNELMAARTATFELE (%)

Table 3 Relative abundances of weeds under different conservative farming systems during the seedling stage of wheat

o H I #4584 (CK) I %8 B33/ & NEEERNE R

Items Traditional tillage No-tillage Subsoil stalk mulching Subsoil and standing stalk mulching
% 3 Shepherdspurse 27.7 26.1 0.0 0.0
B4 Field Speedwell 32.6 27.5 0.0 0.0
FIJLH Setose Thistle 14.2 12.0 43.6 37.9
#% 15 % Sophia Tansymustard 9.5 9.0 29.5 42.4
KABE Oakleaf Goosefoot 6.7 10.5 26.9 19.7
% ¥ Amaranth 9.3 7.1 0.0 0.0
% B Plantain 0.0 7.8 0.0 0.0
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EHMEMGER

mMEATH, [RBLBELDEEBEEZE
VHFEEERR, REMRAEFR EER L
KBRE KSR NEXHFE; NRBEFRMES
AEBLXPEZEFAEAREYHFEERME, KE/
KUAFILK BFRENKEE. HRETERR
[FIERE AL T8 B B A 77 AN R IR S R R IR 4%
H R 3 IR R AR, T & Fh J B R 51 35 3 08
BB ENHAFER, 0BT
B RN B RGN 2 A AN AR IR Y R A
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Bl ZREYFHERERIER KT, [REFER
BEMVEEERNE S A BERAHERERFE
Z.B51&80 [ EEPECK) LEEXE TH
BEKF, N &8 [ A58 E(CK) AR RE
YHERERERER MIEHFENEENNER
EEMEELERYRH EHEEERK SREN
MERENABRE BEMAEREIGRYS, M
BERENEBRVAEHEATERE M6 EZEEK,
HESTH BEHFEMBESNEEERLES
HERBBNBAIBAT 53.8% M 63.4% , &/
ErEBEEMBAFEINT 17.6% M 25.9% , i %8
MR EEXEEMT 61.9% , X /NEFBBIT
9.2% , A MBEHRNESZNE B HEGTLEEM
HAENER B TRESRIENERES N
mERGBTRE H BREE,
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Table 4 Diversity indices of weeds under different conservative farming system during the seedling stage of wheat

m B I 5 B (CK) I %8 DEHELE & NEBEFRE %
Items Traditional tillage No-tillage Subsoil stalk mulching Subsoil and standing stalk mulching
Z# 55 % Shannon 0.687bA 0.772aA 0.428¢B 0.453cB
53 K 458 Shannon 0.181a 0.179a 0.170a 0.206a
Y Fb £ W 5 ¥ Margalef 1.321bB 1.392aA 0.914bB 0.790bB
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Table 5 Relation between weeds and yield of winter wheat under different conservative farming systems

Bext

& = '3 2.4 4 E3ogid R
Treatment Weed number Compare with CK Yield Compare with CK
(7 # /m?) (%) (kg/hm?) (%)
1 #5 5 $H4E(CK) Traditional tillage(CK) 3.10 — 4649.5 -—

1l %8 No-tillage 5.02 61.9 4222.4 -9.2
IECESREY: § 4

Subsoil and stalk mulching 1.40 ~54.8 5470.0 17.6

IV B 5 i B 1.13 -63.4 5853.8 25.9

Subsoil and standing stalk mulching
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EMR KRB ATHAR EREFENHAMEEYER
B2 1k, 5 3 Shannon ZH ¥ (H'), Shannon ¥
SIEEK(E)M Margalef HFFEEE T (Dpy) M
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Comparative study of water absorbing and retaining
characteristics of four superabsorbents

BAI Wen-bo, SONG Ji-qing, LI Mao-song
(1. Institute of Environment and Sustainable Development in Agricuiture, Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences,
Key Laboratory of Agro-Environment & Climate Change, Ministry of Agriculture, Beijing 100081, China)

Abstract: Experiment was made to compare water absorbing and retaining characteristics of four superab-
sorbents, and their corresponding response to different alkali — saline solutions. The results indicated that the
water absorption rate was the largest in distilled water, while in 0.9% NaCl solution, it was the least. In 1:5
soil saturation extract, the water absorption rate of the superabsorbents was compared as the following: BJ >
WT>BF>H]. The four superabsorbents could absorb water more than 200 times of their own weight, and the
water absorption rate maintained over 50% of their original water absorption rate, even when they were reused
for six times. BF and WT had the ability to absorb water quickly and release water slowly. We concluded that
BF had the best water absorbing and retaining characteristics in four superabsorbents; secondly, it was WT. BJ
and HJ were relatively worse.

Keywords : superabsorbent; water absorbing; water retaining; water releasing; pH
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The investigation of weeds growing situation in different conservative
farming system in the winter wheat fields

FANG Ri-yao', ZHANG Hui-ging', FANG Juan®
(1. Northwest A & F University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China;
2. Vegetation Protection Station of Weinan, Weinan, Shaanxi 714000, China)

Abstract: Based on the investigation of random block, investigation and study on weeds kinds and their
quantity were conducted in the winter wheat fields under different conservative farming systems. The results
showed that the dynamic of increasing and declining on weed species and number was affected significantly by
various tilling systems. Among four treatments, fallowing, mulching of leaving high stubble, sub soiling tillage
and sub soiling tilling with mulching, the weeds species and number showed a maximal number in the system of
fallowing, while mulching of leaving high stubble sub soiling tillage and sub soiling tilling mulching would be fa-
vor for controlling and inhibiting weeds growth and their widespread. Under different conservative farming sys-
tems, the species and relative abundance of weeds were changed and the diversity indices of Shannon’s H and
Margalef’s DMG were different. It is due to ecological environment, amount of available soil nutrients and wa-
ter of available soil that may have different impacts on the growth of different weeds.

Keywords: conservative farming system; weed of wheat field; biodiversity



