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Effect of covering and planting on eco-environment and barley
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Abstract The effects ol covering and planting on soil eco-
environment, such as water, salt, nutrition and temperature, and
on barley growth and yield were studied in the coasial area of
Jiangsu. The results showed that in the dry spring, the mulch
could reduce soil water evaporation, restrain soil salt
accumulation, lower soil solution concentration and top soil
temperature, and increase soil available nutrition. The crop plant-
ing could reduce soil water due to barley transpiration, but soil
salt and solution concetration were still lower than those without
crop. The pot-culture experiment results also showed that the
mulch eflectively promoted barley growth and significanuly raised
barley yield.
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IHEEBHE T EREL AL
13.3 77 hm?* £, — &5 B h Bk T 3 24
P ERERMAKR, BEESEHSEBENED
HEMALEE — W (BRI A 1994). FF A
EEELEMELRSD, #KmRBZEHME
KBS ARERE BHEDERLE,
Hit, FREERES SHERG T RES
B 8 H K4 R SR B R
LERKIEL REEMREEKEE AR

R2ma, AT LA A A R A s X i B AT R AR
AT H AR RIS R HE

IR £ 2R CE b P

1.1 HE/MRE

REBRELHRERFEE RS, L%
KR AT ERELE R ESR L, #ik
TR FEREMHERDE 1, 0~20em LERF
B 1.35g/cm®, DB AW IE L, Im L2
FH &N 1.55g/kgo

1 HRATENTEREER
Table 1 Tested soil properties
TREE AR
pH
(cm)  (g/kg)

HLR A K (g/ keg)

0.2~0.02mm0.02~0.002mm < 0.002mm.

0~20 11.07 8.42 532.7 269.7 103.2
20~40 5.36 8.50 525.0 276.9 111.0
40~60 2.56 8.78  548.1 276.2 86.3

INRAHEEM T (DEEME, ()R
#EE, Q)VEEAM, (ORZTAMHER), /)
X 3 %% 3000kg/hm* P18 . #§Fb g L B0 & &
R, BRI RS A, RAR T, A
AAEA, MTEREP M &, KT mPho I} s,
&MY 1993 4F 10 B 25 B, Wik W] ik 4E 5
H 25 H, 1&RTFF A /X HE 300kg/hm® i i i
§5 75kg/hm? JREEFELE., HSXEF 156m?, T
2 3K, RIMAE, /K4 10,2040, 60cm
sk it , R ER (L4 8 i) W5k 7y 2
b, S H R E LS B 3h A& (& 2h Wl 1K)
2~3d, [EHHLE LR 10cm 4b $H 5 i 3, W5
W0 R, 3H25 H~4 H23 H, 3% 0~
10,10~ 20,20~ 40, 40 ~ 60cm, 4 L,

1.2 A%k

1994 - 07 - 28 W FF, 1994 - 10 - 05 2 [H]
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1r M |56 9 [ B, B 0~ 20em 384T
BREEKRE, ZARERHN 15em, & 20cm. &b
HEHEET, EE 6 R, MERENERKETE
B ',
1.3 WM&

4ihi5i1 KL, SRR

K4y ARG HI PR

R 1mol/L NH,OAc B8, KB E

R HE:0.5mol/L NaHCO, B, ¥ H
Bk

WA YR (REEHESR)

2 HR5iT

2.1 FEH SR KT H R
2.1.1 ZHORWR 5B

I EHBEFHIEKEHRN 950 ~
1050mm, (HE N RBRAE S, MAKFEERE
KEBESHETS8 I ZNA, HEAMELRER
BERTHEARE, IR 3.4.5 A, REAR
KHg 2~3 F(BRMA%E 1988), LK iEDh
ZHCTKAL, LB R BTN E S MEE
RN, K K MK E# T K458 E
BERNEK, Fit, RUEAR, H FEAMEM L
KW S EAEAR, REE CERER, BKS
Melmi e, N2 H8Km LA, HREL
KW Vg . R W R SR, £ 38K % o
2WRA LT, WG TE, XHEXERE K
RAWEZ, RN ZHER K6 38k
SEEFIE(E 1), YT EERRERE, BH
LT K 5 RREBZE, * 1 LK
s iR RRER, T H % 56 ot s R &t
HMIGR LR, PRAK - RIB T, NTTRRAR T 3%
KGR HE 1992), Bias B LIS %2 1 1K %
HIE AL, BHEEREAONE, B 55
Hifa] Y 22 FrOR B /D, M I Em A REE,
BAVEMET, W0 T —#59 Ko M L FEEEL
B TR PR AWK, H R 35 /K B Sk
M3 A 1233 10em 20em T2 KR /1 8485 .
B2, MHEETHIEERKE S TFTEER

MlE, BHEfE AR TRERSE
+TiE.

AT S1¢hPa)

1 20em T2 4 A{HKR AL

Fig 1 20cm soil monthly dynamics of water suction in Apr. 1994

2.1.2 THUKRABHEZEL

Ko BEEEMZRSEMK, BRE
B HOKR A SELRE 2, BHEREE
K, BEBTAK, Flik 60cm 0, LEE M E
SEA(E3), BEUE, KR AKTFRAE
TR BE N, PR AL T R K /1 BR A 2
A, BEEATEFRAHBT T AES,
ARERKORES, DR BEEHFESFESFHE
HIKRADERFRARMEEZZ AN ERER,
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39 —— m e
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37 v ST TS
~ 36 ’-/-2’,: .....................
£ 35 T
= 34 et
R 33
= 32
¥ 31
30
29|
28
27 /’_\
26
2

5 i A 1 2. A 1 A i n N
4:006:008: 001 0:001 2: 001 4: 001 6:0018:0020:0022:00 24: 00
B ]

Bz loem LEKBE S H AL
Fig2 10cm soil diurnal dynamiics of water suction in Apr. 2,

1994
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Fig3 60cm soil diumal dynamics ol water suction in Apr. 2,
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2.1.3 1HEKELL
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il

R, b 1.56g/kg, 40 ~ 60em + 2 & Th &t
REHN 1.91g/kg, ERAHELLE SRR
TR, ANEmTHAUBEKT 55.9%.
57.7%.34.5%.22.0%, FZ RS ET (L
HARRBR, MEUG, SIS ESRR
IHEHRATESESHMZ N, ERHFFEFLLR
HEMESEBEA LM T4 REMKT 45.0%.
32.8%.17.7%4.1% . MIFfFALIE 0 ~40cm T
BHURME B RS, B A, B
1% 40~ 60cm L2, ZHER AL W/, &8
CREREMEHEERRAME<EH.

®3 FRALEBLIELIE BT (g/ke)

Table 3  Soil salt content in conditions of different

R2ARRNBFESRBEE BEHE
2 0~10cm fl 10~20cm T E KB FFAE
T 7.4%F 14.4% ;20 ~40cm 1 40 ~60cm T+
BEKBREEHBER, BE 584 0~10cm
TEEGEKEHH 10~-20em T BEE, fFEL
fa, & KEEAEK, BEmfE 0~ 10cm. 10~
20em + B FHZTKESHNIES T 5.8%

10.4% .

£2 TALBLEESKEEN (g/ke)

Table 2  Soil water content in conditions

of different

treatments
+E 8 5} # (A/H) P
(em) 3/25 3/30 4/4 4/9 4/14 4/23
0~10 WEMF 293 273 308 305 296 291 294
B 256 252 275 292 279 315 278
W= 312 308 283 284 250 309 291
#|i 302 281 251 271 263 256 271
10~20 Waf¥ 208 245 233 243 293 286 266
FFFE 259 231 202 198 265 288 241
WX 268 251 213 289 250 300 262
B 223 235 179 221 230 283 229
20~40 WEMF 288 262 281 251 262 254 266
FhF 259 274 280 274 252 249 265
W 267 299 266 — 200 252 275
W 267 299 266 — 290 252 275
40~60 WEMFE 240 248 247 270 253 297 259
Fhk 256 261 280 256 275 259 265
W2 250 276 270 — 289 258 269
Bith 264 248 271 — 263 297 269

2.2 HIFHFEX RIS & B W

753 A4 84 10 ~20em T EFH 5

treatments
12 e H # (H/H) P
(em) 3/25 3/30 4/4 4/9 4/14 4/23
0~10 WE#F 1.45 0.82 0.65 0.57 0.71 1.24 0.28
#F  1.52 1.30 1.14 1.76 1.50 1.69 1.49
W% 1.06 0.78 0.50 0.47 1.17 0.53 0.75
EH# 1.87 2.55 1.55 0.60 1.63 1.96 1.70
10~20 W% 0.90 1.01 0.83 0.63 0.81 1.22 0.90
#FE  1.50 1.37 1.19 1.29 1.29 1.35 1.34
W& 0.82 0.90 0.57 0.57 0.53 0.57 0.65
i 1.62 1.59 1.32 1.40 1.40 2.01 1.56
20~40 WHEMK 1.06 1.31 1.12 0.99 1.06 1.71 1.21
fE  1.64 1.70 1.42 1.45 1.21 1.40 1.47
WHE 1.64 1.31 1.01 — 0.94 1.19 1.22
B 1.95 2.17 1.88 — 1.24 2.04 1.88
40~60 WEMF 1.17 1.48 1.40 1.12 1.27 1.88 1.39
fF  1.56 1.89 1.40 1.55 0.99 1.28 1.45
W% 1.951.62 1.09 — 1.27 1.50 1.46
i 2.06 2.19 1.91 — 1.24 2.17 1.91

2.3 FHESG R AT T WO B

W XIROKRIEERZ, Bl TR
B, ERRE, TS KEE RS, £ 4
R AL B R MOR B AL T 10e/16
BELEH LT3l L FRIK T 3.65.
4.27.2.51.1.56g/1, T35 Fp & b A 35 FhE B2 AKX
T 2.78.2.23.0.98.0.15g/1, LR, Tk
Hodc T4, FRLUEER S m T ke, & KEWH
KA, B Wk R AR B R K,
FZUEHEXZ FARKN AR, B s+
B R i A B A S 2 R g AR (L
FHE.
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2.4 BEESMENTBEENER

FRERENERELEA R YKER
=, A% 4 3R B B K (Ning Changui
1990), Hilt, BHELERGFHEH TLAER
BB, BT 4.5 A, REES, BEZE LR
PREAR(E 4), MH , BECAREFARKRME
EZRHEF HRBENRHBERAERNTLT
ERERFKANEF. MEED, B TED
REAEHEZ L EFTNEH=E-HIEERE, F
W TR RERER T4 —Rrae i, Bk,
MEEHELREE . FFETEEY,E
=T EREE, BT LBKSMES, M T
TR RE, BT R, HIlt,
BB Ky R I T MAESKRE
& &4k, THEH TR ER.

F4 TELBRLHESERET(g/)
Table 4 Soil solution concentration in conditions of dif-
ferent treatments

T2 e H # (A/8) i
(cm) 3/25 3/30 4/4 4/9 4/14 4/23
0~10 HEEF¥ 4.95 3.00 2.11 1.87 2.40 4.26 2.56
¥  5.94 5.16 4.15 6.03 5.38 5.37 5.34
W% 3.40 2.53 1.77 1.65 4.68 1.72 2.63
#i# 6.19 9.07 6.18 2.21 6.39 7.66 6.28
10~20 WEFF 3.02 4.12 3.56 2.59 2.76 4.27 3.39
¥ 5.79 5.93 5.89 6.52 4.87 4.69 5.62
W% 3.06 3.59 2.68 1.97 2.12 1.90 2.55
BH 7.26 6.77 7.37 6.33 6.09 7.10 6.82
20~40 WEFH% 3.68 5.00 3.99 3.94 4.05 6.73 4.57
¥  6.33 6.20 5.07 5.29 4.81 5.62 5.55
Wi 6.14 4.38 3.80 — 3.24 4.72 4.46
Wi - 7.20 7.86 7.18 — 4.41 8.19 6.97
40~60 WEMK 4.88 5.97 5.67 4.15 5.02 6,33 5.34
#FE 6,09 7.24 5.00 6.05 3.60 4.94 5.49

W 7.80 5.87 4.04 — 4.39 5.81 5.58
#Mit 7.80 8.83 7.05 — 4.71 7.31 7.14
170 crreeeee WX R
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Fig 4 Monthly dynamics of 10cm soil temperature in Apr. 1994

2.5 BE S SIS R

MRS WLIEL, LIEEN P MEMHEN 2
MH# 0~10cm TEWEMH B ST 10~20cm
B X5 X +tHBERR, LERAMRE
i, ek R, B EMRA X, ZEFLT, |
THFEMABELE, 7750 6 T kA, TEEX P
HRBNHEESTXE (B, BHEEKY
MR B A 3R b T K B B, S 3L P AT
BN EEHEE R R T ARREMRK 8 TE
i X+ A A B RS, A B 1A] R & BB
BHER.

%5 TEALBLHEIFSTH(mg/ke)
Table 5 Soil available nutrition content in conditions of

different treatments

o A WMEME ¥ W= i
(A/R)A® B® A B A B A B
3/25 9.8 3.9 9.4 4.0 12.4 5.2 12.2 6.2
3/30 9.0 3.7 10.5 6.0 10.9 5.1 9.0 3.2
4/4 10.7 4.6 11.6 3.8 10.9 3.8 8.6 3.4
4/9 12.1 3.6 9.7 7.3 10.5 5.6 9.7 4.9
4/14 4.5 2.1 5.9 1.9 7.0 2.8 5.6 1.9
4/23 5.5 3.2 7.0 4.1 7.2 2.8 5.2 1.3
3/25 64.1 37.5 65.5 42.7 62.7 35.7 59.9 41.0
3/30 59.9 43.1 61.6 44.1 62.0 41.7 53.2 39.2
4/4 58.9 48.0 55.0 44.5 55.0 29.1 49.7 35.7
4/9 55.0 35.7 55.0 37.7 50.1 27.3 55.0 34.0
4/14 50.1 22.6 52.0 37.7 43.6 27.3 48.4 28.6
4/23 68.3 31.2 54.6 42.4 58.8 35.0 53.9 27.7
3/25 125 105 125 150 130 125 150 125
j 3/30 100 105 90 100 105 110 110 118
” 4/4 8 108 93 103 125 113 120 118
4/9 75 90 100 115 88 100 125 138
# 414 150 183 135 173 183 165 155 158
4/23 125 145 105 145 165 165 155 175

CANO0~10ecm £ 2, @B H 10~20cm 1.

%O B

HES
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BHRET LRETHE, i fREK
B BHTARNET,. EREFVERZES
TR HE R, s SR A B R4 B
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{6 H (Bl WL 5%, A 55 5P H o BLER o IR
MREEHESEE, X TREAYY, RS E
A3, RERE, ARG WAR, H HEEEH
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1.6% , §FAtAKk 12%, IR HK 8%, Brih 20 %, #
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2010 4, £ F MM G, TR BEZE 35%,
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MERE BORH TR, BT R R 8450 AfE 4T
EREBHEAMTENZK, MFFTHE—2
HIsEEMEN

XN BHGE S IR R BT
BAESRE(ER) Z LH, AR RGP
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o, ZRTE EEMELAEHEH>
7.4%, BHRBEKF.

*o6 HERBRAZRERDSHTE

Table 6 Barley growth and yield in field experiment

W e W e HERE REME M
A # (F/hm?) 342.0 328.5 1.1
BREEN(H/hm?) 694.5 657.0 5.7
B A (T /hm?) 631.4 594.3 6.2
7= & (kg/hm?) 4068.7 3786.9 7.4

BHRRENEREW(R 7)) BREHELZHR
ABHEMEEZTFRY, EREY T BNET
FREA RS, BORHEY TENFRTE
SEBEINT 6.5% M 7.0%, ¥ik BEKF,
K7 ARABXZLERKDERFR
Table 7 Barley growth and yield in pot experiment

#E B

Ti 263 8=
I/ gif | WafrE REME HIN(%)
2/21 EBER(AN/R) 17 14.7 15.6
2/21 BR&E(cm) 37.8 31.29 20.8
3/17 &EH(g/ ) 27.42 18.83 45.6
3/17 FE/H) 4.68 3.44 36.0

5/20 FHRBE(AN/R)  10.33 10.10 3.3
5/20 EMTE(g/&) 8.88 8.34 6.5
5/20 R TE(g/#) 12.22 11.42 7.0

3 &t

WExX HIBOEREM LBEEGHNESH
ROGEER BERET REATREZM
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b IR A HE — T AR RIE T
B R X R VR SRR AR REE
BB LR o

S HK

A%, 1004, IIHKFELE R ARZE RILA BT
WALHFRAE B 2, (F 70 AR AL A A
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