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Fig.1 Effects of biochar on soil fertility
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Fig.4 Effects of biochar on tomato yield
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Tab.1 Correlation coefficient analysis table of yield and its influence factors
At AOUR R SRR AR R MR U R R pH {H A KR

A LT L 0.8047" 1
8 A% 280 ik L 0.8243" 0.703 2 1
T K IO L 0.8013" 0.8829" 0.758 8" 1
AR R L 0.8320" 0.8713" 0.7925* 0.9903* 1
pH 0.3885 0.004 7 -0.3958 -0.057 1 -0.000 4 1
LA RE 0.8070" 0.9105" 0.7632* 0.9902* 0.9672* -0.1426 1

Hox FoRE EIKF p<0.05,
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T WNRIHF 22 45 A e AL D B0 1 25 5 45 A TR, LA
IHE SR 7 A B30 1 B2 o A 4 SR RS BE AR . AR
SCAERZ WA = 4 6 A B 22 1) AT 32 B e A
LR 2,

x2 ERSAWER

Tab.2 Principal component’s analysis results

TRy FHE TETRER/% B Tr E R %
1 5.4329 67.91 67.91
2 1.863 4 23.29 91.20
3 0.4559 5.70 96. 90
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Study on the Effects of Biochar on Saving Water, Preserving
Fertility and Tomato Yield

Gou Mangmang'>  Qu Zhongyi' Yang Xiao' Zhang Dongliang'
(1. College of Water Conservancy and Civil Engineering, Inner Mongolia Agricultural University, Huhhot 010018 , China
2. Institute of Water Conservancy Science of Inner Mongolia Municipality, Huhhot 010020, China)
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Abstract: Study on modified sandy loam soil and increased tomato yield by using biochar was conducted
through the pot experiment. There were five installed treatments that sandy loam soil ( CK) , per kilogram
sandy loam soil plus 10 g of biochar( C10) , per kilogram sandy loam soil plus 20 g biochar( C20) , per
kilogram sandy loam soil plus 40 g of biochar( C40) ,and per kilogram sandy loam soil plus 60 g of
biochar( C60 ). Results show that biochar can improve soil fertility and the effect of higher biochar
application is remarkable. Compared with CK, the content of organic matter in treatment C60 increased
by 560% . In treatments C60 and C40, both available N increases by 290% and 150% respectively;
both available P increases by 410% and 290% , and both available K increases by 290% and 150%
respectively. Soil water content in treatment C60 is 170% higher than CK. Using biochar can effectively
improve tomato yield. Comparing with CK treatment, tomato yield increases 98% and 170% in
treatments C60 and C40, respectively, and the largest increase is in treatment C40. Through correlation
analysis, water and fertilizer are important factors affecting tomato yield, and correlation is more than
80% . In order to make full use of existing resources, reduce the use of chemical fertilizers, save water
resources, improve agricultural land, water and ecological environment, application of biochar technology
is a new idea.

Key words; Biochar Saving water Preserving fertility Tomato yields Sandy loam soil
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Effect of Above-and Below-Ground Interactions on
Maize/Soybean Intercropping Advantage

Li Yue' Wu Pute’ Chen Xiaoli’ Wang Yubao® Zhao Xining’
(1. College of Water Resources and Architectural Engineering, Northwest A&F University , Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China
2. Institute of Water Saving Agriculture in Arid regions of China, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China
3. College of Architecture, Northwest A&F University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China)

Abstract ;: The nutrient uptake, photosynthesis and yield of different separation methods were measured to
analyze resource competition from above-and below-ground interaction. The treatments included no shoot
or root separation (T1) , shoot and root separation (T2) , root separation (T3) , shoot separation (T4) ,
sole maize (T5) and soybean (T6). The land equivalent ratios of grain yield and biomass were 1. 23 and
1.20 for T1, 0.97 and 0.91 for T2, 1.01 and 1.02 for T3, 1.10 and 1.08 for T4, respectively.
Competiveness of maize relative to soybean was 0.79 for T1, -0.08 for T2, 0. 14 for T3 and 0. 39 for
T4, respectively. The nutrient competitive ratios of maize relative to soybean were 1. 63, 1.92 and 1. 50
for T1; 1.05, 1.03 and 1.06 for T2; 1.28, 1.32 and 1.27 for T3; 1.47, 1.43 and 1.36 for T4,
respectively. Except the jointing stage, the P,, T,, G, and C, of maize were the highest for T1; and the
values for T4 were the second; and the values for T2 and T3 were remarkable lower than that for TI.
Except the branching stage, the parameters of soybean were the lowest for T1, and the values for T2 and
T3 were significantly higher than that for Tl. In summary, as for maize/soybean intercropping
advantages, the interactions of above- and below-ground parts was greater than that under the action of a
single factor, and there was greater role from below-ground part than above-ground part.

Key words; Maize/soybean intercropping Shoot interaction Root interaction



