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Fig- 3 Effect of DA~ 6 on the content of MDA in leaves
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Fig-4 Effect of DA ™6 on the content of praline in leaves
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Table I The effect of DA—6 on the nutrient absorption of peanut

i3 N WCEE (g/ %) P R B g/ 45) K WRICE (g/ %) CaWCHL(g/20) Mg TUCE (g/4)
Treatments N absorption(g/pot) P absorption(g/pot) K absorption(g/pot) Ca absorption(g/pot) Mg absorption(g/pol)
CK 1.3140.044 0.2640.01a 0.58=+0.03a 0.85-+0.064 0.17+0.014
DS 1.2140.05p 0.2040.01¢ 0.5240.03p 0.63=40.06h 0.16+£0.014
D—S 1.2440.03ab 0.2¢ 0.57£0.024 0.67=+0.03p 0.18+0.014

1.2740.03ab 0.2240.01p 0.59+0.02, 0.69=+0.04p 0.16+0.014

2.5 DA~ 6 MTEMBE L~ BRI
FET- R 8 26 0F T AR A2 R B A2 2
[EIRRFERI (% 2), T 5 Wra NP DS fkkm
H CK b 7-9 om . A 63. 700, SERFHELL CK
®Z DA CXHTRMBEGTRENKS.
FEEFARERG & BRI
Table 2 The effect of DA~ 6 on the plant height

pod yield and rough fat content of peanut

4 Fedr(em)  BERE(g/BR) O HEEMEEN)

Treatments  Plant height Pod yield(g/plant) Rough fat content
CK 21.841.55  28.22-3.84  0.495+0.004a
DS 13.94£1. 3pe 20.29+£3.4p 0.458+0.007¢

D—s 12.540.8c  24.0243.1ap  0.485-20.009h
D—F 14.8+0.9p 21.89+£2.5h 0.484+0.001ab

16 7.9 g/ Rk, FEAR 27 900, FPRA LGB & B CK
FEAIG 0. 04 ANE 4 i 2R R B K, TRhe
TEADA—6 5. tRE S5 DS LB EER, JE
SRFEELHALEE DS 390 1.6 A0 3.7 g/ bk, AEXE B0
7.9%F118.3%  fdiF DA—6 HAbH DS HLAS T &
BAABERE.
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Influence of DA—6 on physiological and growth targets of
peanut under drought stress

YU Jun-hong, PENG Zhi‘ping* » YANG Shao hai, HUANG Jichuan, ZHAN Yuzhong
(Soil and Fertilizer Research Institute; GAAS; Guangdong Key Laboratory of Nutrient Cycling
and Farm Land Conservation, Guangzhou 510640, China)

Abstract: A pot culture experiment was carried out to study the effect of DA—6 on physiology and growth
targets of peanut during flowering stage under drought stress- The results indicated that the application of DA —
6 could alleviate harm to peanut caused by drought stress, strengthen accumulation of the photosynthetic product
and capacity of water utilization and promote the amount of nutrient absorption and pod yield. Compared with
the drought stress control; the net photosynthetic speed and the transpiration rate was increased by 48.9% and
26.6% after DA—6 spraying. and 47. 8% and 68.0% after DA—6 applying to soil- The water utilization effi-
ciency of DA—6 spray was also distinctly enhanced- Furthermore, the proline content was significantly reduced
by 35.1% and 62. 0% in DA—6 spray and soil application treatment. MDA content was decreased by 44. 9%
and 34.2%, while the peanut pod yield was increased by 7. 9% and 18.3%, the rough fat content was also sig-
nificantly enhanced- In all treatments. DA —6 spray had the most significant effect in improving water utiliza-
tion efficiency and rough fat content. Therefore, DA —6 could be a new potential chemical regulator to strength-
en the crops drought resistance in water saving agriculture-

Key words: DA —6 (diethyl aminoethyl hexanoate ) ; drought stress; peanut
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Development and validation of surface fertigation flow
and solute transport model

LI Zhixing: XU Di, LI Yi-nong

( National Center of Efficient Irrigation Engineering and Technology Research
China Institute of W ater Resourcesand Hydropower Research, Beijing 100044, China)

Abstract: The surface fertigation solute transport model is developed with zero-inertia model as irrigation
flow model and one dimension ADE equation as surface solute transport equation, and solving them separately
with the methods of Preissman format finite difference and characteristic curve- It provides an effective model
tool to optimize designation of technical parameters combination for fertigation- The research results show that
there is good agreement between the measured data and the predicted result by the model, so the suggested mod-
el could offer an important tool for optimization of technique factors combination for fertigation; in the fertiga-
tion experiment » the research results with both the solutes of ammonia nitrogen and Br are similar. so the re-
search results in both conditions can be referred to by each other-

Key words : surface fertigation; flow ; solute transport; advection-diffusion



