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H3 438 -F 338 & 21.6%. 24.6%, KHFIF#E (WUE) 4 5l42% 25.0%. 33.5%. (4] A 2R THELET
BLE 1R 2WAHTARS A BRI RMAEHK, L8Rt RRGTE, Bhtedd, AHTENTHRGRE,
REEET, RARGEANESE, SFEAMHAAL, TRETHERRD 1 R 2HMHEAE, FERHY 21.6%,
WUE 4% % 25 25%.
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1.1 3 XM

RIT 2016 —2017 A5 H IR A AR =B sk
FKRE s (100°26'E, 38°56'N) #E4T. 56 X ik
1570 m, HuR/AKAZ/EHZE 100 m BLR, FFKE 129
mm, 7&Kk 2048 mm, SFF¥H RS E 3085 h,
EFeHOL 10.3, FEH/RIR 7 C, (=0 CHHIR 3388 C,
=10 ‘CHHIE 2 600~3 300 ‘C), M FER, /K

== [ /K & precipitation/mm

BEUEAS R AMUR AN R il 20 A 2 B R e i) A2 22

PR3, R IX AR, 0~160 cm 2P
BT BN 143 glem®s SLAURKFAERIA AR ALAT

AN PE LS mn%mwzaﬁ%ﬁ RIG X - 385 2%

R BN 128.8 mg/kg, HABEEN 19.3 mg/kg, HERLEH
N 148.0 mg/kg, A AT &M 18.1 g/kg, pH {E°N 8.6
2016—2017 4F 2 a P33 S I3 [ W 1) AR AL 72
L 1,
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Fig.1 The average temperature and precipitation during the maize growing season in 2016 and 2017
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BRI R I BEML X 4L 131, 76 [F]— Rl 2 BE (9 900
FRihm?), ZE4TEE (30 cm). ZEREEE (30cm) K, 3t
W 3AMCELCE 2), 43 I8 HL (R Gefide) - 1 BRI (%8
1737 cm). H2: 2 B¥R/7X (3847 104 cm). H3: 3 ¥/
R CTEAT 172 cm) o BENMEFEEE R 3 K, HL ARFE/NX
IR 100.5 m? (30 m>B.35 m), H2 4bFE/NX A 156
m?(30 m>5.20 m), H3 4L F /I8 [X i 1 258 m*(30 m>8.6
m). FRERE: FOKTEAEITEBRME, 17 30 cm,
PR 30 em( 5 i E 7 i Sk B BE — 20 , #EFHREE 4 cm.
2 a MRSy “Jt K 3357, 2016 41 4 H 18
HHEF, 9 H 28 H3k; 2017 45T 4 A 23 HFEF,
10 H 2 HHk,
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Fig.2 Diagram of field layout under more plants per hole
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VI AT 4 WIRE R S BT 3 600 m/hm?,
TSN XA KR I KR . T F R HARE SLK,
AR EIAVERE 8 Wk, WORHT 20 d 1K BEKES
NVER B A 10%. 10%. 15%. 15%. 15%. 15%.
10%. 10%.

i o [ e 0 7l W B 1 O 74 o
FH &S5 R A, 2l (ND: 225 kg/hm?, iR E (P,Os):
120 kg/hm?. BIEFRE 5 N & 46%), BEIEHBE
Bl (5 P.Os & 44%) . EIEH 30%. BERZIRIT) 40%
VESERE, FEAR— KN o B/ X3 DA AC & it AR LG
B, JBAEE I 3 IRBEAK . BT
N30%. HEfERIk 60%, KWW\ IHHE N30%, M4z
HHjiti N10%.

THREH IR TRENX A 2 AT FOKZ R4 4

1 2K TRRE AT R BOS TR 1R AR, Y Sk TR R 30 cm,
W 2 Lh,
1.3 MEMBSHZE

T Ky EFFORREFRET. T R
WL VER AL R G A, s A
T e I S KR W A R I 0 )
10 cm; MEEPIIN 1A A, RSN AN s, BRI 1 R,
M5 ZUN 0~10. 10~20. 20~40. 40~60. 60~
80. 80~100 cm.
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ERr S WRATHCE X MRAI DG T R O B AREAA 5 E  ER

VESHA. R, RECE ARRMEARERE 5 4k, 2
SERF I B TR AR E 2 S, KR
PRFR SR JE SE RN HERE, BL 105 Canili A 30
min, FREREIZE 80 CHLTEIE)H & .

FEARRE S R SR . TR R, A X kR
A IRERMEMIAERE 5 Bk, 7 BIREERFRLAIREFE AR S BN
JEFE, BL105 “Craia A 30 min, BRI % 80 C
M EERE, R TIRERE. MkeaE
K HaS04-H,0, 11 & S5, FHZRIED 2 o

ERIFE . FORBEAE AT Rl R /NXGEIK
H—FRERRE 10 Bk, BT KA FIFE . e
MEE R E: B, B, RS TR
PRI TR E L EY R, 77 TR
JG, ZEBRATWGR AT, SR, PR
FebRi% LR ikt A

AR (em?) =i (em) it 58 (em) 0,750,

AR R= CARRH TR (em®) <EEAS/NX 1
MRED VMXER (mP);

JeEr e (m? Chm?d)) = CGERYBGE 84T
(cm?hm®><10  000) +iZBfrBeéh diH AN (cm?/hm?x
10 000)) i) {g K /2!,

XK (gf (ga)) = AnWaIn Wy)/ (to-ty);

VEI A K Z (gl (m? €)= (Wo-Wp) IAX(tpty);

K4 F 2% (kg/ Chm? -mm)) =/E4#7 & (kglhm?)
HWEYIFEKE (mm);

BUGRIEE (%) =T KA R R Pk it
P IR B ><100%,
Aty o AFEIERHE (d); Wie Wo Nty 6 B

FFYmRE (g): A JNEREEM (m®).
1.4 BURAIBS 4R

K Excel 2007 A1 SPSS 16.0 #cf4 %) #3147 45
o, KRR (one-way ANOVA) A1 Duncan
FRHHAT T E £ E L (a=0.05), FIFH Excel
2007 HAEA.

2 BER557Hh

2.1 FEIEHFEERITER A ERIEH A0
I 2016 —2017 AFRME AT E1 (3R 1), {EAHIF
FIREZE T RA 178 2 #k (H2) F1 17T 34k (H3)
FhAE RS AT ARG I 1 oK JE 4t AR . 2016 4,
AT 1 7L bR (HD [ AR A 2 402 (H2,
H3) K KB\ T 1 7% 2 FR(H2) 4b 3 2 25 (P<0.05)
BT 1L RE (HD A1 5% 3 8k (H3) FhiEH,
H H1 4 FEF1 H3 b BE 2 1] 22 A B3 (P>0.05); It
22 AR SR 3 KT 5 PR %%, RIBE S 4R
AR B3 11 364 o v T AR A 386 A J sk, L Ak 38 i) 22 S
KA EE (P>0.05); 22 H])5 &AbFE 2 0] 2 5
KR EAKF (P<0.05), SHLH H2 4bBE>HS 4 FE>H1
A PR . 2017 A, PROTTHAR AL (A A B
(P>0.05), KWW\ CHJE, & b2 (6 % 5 8%
(P<0.05), SRRy 1 /X 2 PRACH M AR %
(P<0.05) KFHAth 2 kbBH, AT, 19K 2 FAdi b
TR RS AR, SEAT I B8, S0 1 IR e K
G, R ORWRI W\ 1B HE SR S I e T AR A 1S I R
WEGZ T JE A AR R R, A BT IS IR R .

k1 KETHEARATEMR

Table 1 Effects of plant number per hole on leaf area of spring maize under drip irrigation cm?
LB Growth period
A st — - - —— o
Years Treatments HATH PG INSE] 22 1) EH ] Y
Jointing stage Flare opening stage Silking stage Filling stage Maturity stage
H1 691.45468.27a 4 679.84:4152.42h 5 832.73+148.28a 5 469.564270.79h 3 444.62:+174.30c
2016 H2 639.5644.24a 5183.67+189.33a 6 032.644477.01a 6 220.354263.05a 3919.38+102.41a
H3 611.8843.66a 4 960.354197.09ab 5 404.084299.85a 6 072.05:434.91ab 3 707.26+103.44b
H1 653.72454.42a 4 819.86:4155.68b 6 961.704399.78a 6 284.62+189.65h 3597.74+114.58b
2017 H2 679.25465.32a 5 389.98+146.54a 6 992.834412.57a 6 940.234204.38a 3978.42+114.253
H3 681.18442.55a 5104.09+187.45ab 6 303.19+4248.21b 6 239.314253.87h 3 718.14+110.78ab

M Significance

ns

ns

*

ns

ns

E ORISR . FSIARNS FRERRZREE (P<0.05), “*” FoR P<0.05 KPEREE, ns BnfR#.

NGB

Notes The data in the table are mean +standard deviation. Different letters in the same column meat significant difference at 0.05 level. “*denote significant

difference at 0.05 level, ns means no significant difference. The same below.

2016 41 2017 425 AL B - AR AR R A AL,
T3 AR 1T 1A 48 HE SR I OB I e A, ERWE &
FREE (B 3D, T4 A i T LR (B S 5561
ANTR T 3 AR AR — € B 22 57, AT A TR AR

FREFEE R . ORI, H1, H2, H3
PR AR FR B E R AR (P>0.05), KEIWLH
WG SRR, H2. H3 AL BRI AR B 4 b,
M HL AbFEAE 22 JHDUS FRUG R 1%, #ESRIH H2 AbB
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T AR P Sk, H1 ACH R R Fe e s 7
A, H2. H3 BRI ER HL A2 53 51
f5 13.8%- 7.6%. HHULHE— DU, 1 /% 2 BRApAE AT
TELE o W AR R [, A0 HL ARERAR ELE, NS IR
WA BRI S ARIIE T B8 e AT AR
2.2 AEIRENEE R TYRREZENF M

K BRI AR 2R B B R R A AR R O

AR 4
LAl

o [ N w BN (o] [o2] ~ oo ©
T T T T

R AN . 2016 —2017 4F 1A 4b A AH R . 22 /i
FRIT YRR BR85S A
1% (P<0.05), H2 kb3 3 i T HL 1 H3 Ab#E,
H1 4b3E 5 H3 AP 2 ) 22 e AN 2 3 (P>0.05) . 1T I,
1 % 2 BRFPAE AT DL E N N EE SRS AEE
B2 AR R &, JF B 1 XN R AR 3 £
40 J5 £ PR 488 T S Y

KbF8 Treatments:
—0—Hl —o0—H2 —s—H3

20164 B R BStages/d

45 75 95 115 155

45 75 95 115 155
20174 £ B i Bt Stages/d

B 3 KRR AR AR K LAl 89F0R
Fig.3 Effects of plant number per hole on LAI of spring maize

450
400
LLBE Treatmens:
350 f
300 f
250

200 | ab
b
150 | |

100 | ‘T?

50 | ala

F4)5i Dry matter accumulation/(g d-1)

45 75 95 115
201644 H Bt Stages/d
B 4 RREAMAARE T 2R T HRARRE ZH 0
Fig.4 Effects of plant number per hole on dry matter accumulation of spring maize

2.3 FEMEMKBITZESKDETRE (WUE) B
=AU

AN TR b AR R HIO0) 77 B B 7= S 1A IR 3% 1) 52 Tl
Je— B, R S A R R B B PR R ) 1
RSN fE R N s . R ERATT, AR
TR 2 A= R 2 7 % (P<0.05) , H2 AbFEfF=
BHEZE (P<0.05) T H1. H3 4, 5 H1. H3 A
HARLLEE, 2 a 433 3877 21.6%. 24.6%. XAEH
F H2 AR B 2 T H1. H3 kb3, THRIRRE
# (P<0.05) &1 HL 4B, H2 5 H3 /B2 a2 R
AEE (P>0.05). HTREEMEE. SCHREE . [F

40

a a
b b b
b
ab
b
P e
aa Lal
ada T T
155 45 75 95 115 155
20174EAE B B Stages/d

IKEEI G, NI IE B P 18] 7 B e AR AL
THRAEZAAFE - EMER, HERANLE
(P>0.05), AL, 1K 2 BRAMERS 7 AL B R AT o
HAEM, B R R IORN R X ERBINE
HE R S FEAORREE T, SR 1 9% 2 RPN F2 oK B8
ATEERT 1R L MRMMEAR S, SRR G L L
B LRRGS, 0 1% 3 PRAE BRI N 1 TOKTEAT
P, ERER T 1R RN, AR AR A
KA, B 1R 2 SRAMESGE TR AT RE, il
EHIEIIT YRR R, R TR R, e
FERLP £ o



ERr S WRATHCE X MRAI R T R O B AA BT ER  E

P& AL FR T, H2 4bFE WUE(34.22 kg/Chm? mm))
BFE (P<0.05) &F H1. H3 43, 2a P Hl.
H3 4B WUE 4333 25.0%. 33.5%; [FI H2
A PR R R BORTE S A H1. H3 4R 0.2%.
32.7%. BRI TRAEMRE . JaRRE . kS
RGFAEAE, A K7 R R AEE— € 2 5
HERANEE (P>0.05). HILA I, 7EH [FR %
B AHFIRREE S, SRH 17 2 BRAE X K 2 F135 43 F)
FARCR B B3 5 R 8 .

2.4 TEMEBNEFEERAEEIZN

MG R EAE ARG AR ) EE SRR, [
I 2 [ WA 3 5 T AR r= B 2R 22 2
U, Ve E R, S R B K (A - T A
AR A, BRI, SRS
PONIRAT IR M 2 W R E Rk (B 5), i

IR BRI R IR NE S, BER I B A 2 s
WnR B . 2016 FHCT I AR 22 IR AR ) A
IFEAR—F; 2017 FIR AT R 22 B M S 95 dD,
AR TR SR A B SE 2o (e, 873 H2
5 H3 AFREL H1 A FEE 3/, a2 S il 2
B H2. H3. H1 ARFRAK NS, H2 AbFREE
H1.H3 43 5 55 4.60%~12.74%.8.97%~9.79%.
PR A H s B3, AR THFERRE. b
RIS TA) . PRSI GSFAEANE], T BT B 18] [
MAIRE—E M 2R, HFMEE &4 MBI E 37
EZESR. AIIL, 17X 2 BRFRE XTI 22 B LS 16 & 35
BIREL, RSP REAREL, T R R
WEEIN, MEZ X IR 5w, FEXEE R
B2 RAK, Tt 22 IR R A K.

X 2 RRAHARET A BK = A ZHRE F W0
Table 2 Effects of plant number per hole on yield and yield components of spring maize

2016 4 2017 4
Ab . 1
Treatments TR A Gk FET) TR Rg [ TR 20/ Ok ) L B g s
Grains per spike Grain weight Yield/(t hm?) Grains per spike Grain weight Yield/(t hm?)
H1 519.32+14.44a 351.42436.24 9.6840.37b 488.82+12.81b 367.69+20.80a 10.1020.40ab
H2 520.39432.98a 404.4645.34a 11.6140.94a 569.43452.54a 369.90+21.32a 12.4541.78a
H3 517.53#43.98a 398.16+2.28a 11.42+1.06a 468.64+12.27b 334.92439.02a 8.4442.07b
% 3 IR ARSI R A R B E R R F BRI AR R
Table 3  Effects of plant number per hole on WUE and N harvest index of spring maize
e . FE/K I Water IR FH R _ e
e 7 & Yield/(t hm?) I K ; * B REWIEH NHI
consumption/mm WUE/(kg hm™ mm™)
Treatments
2016 4 2017 4 2016 4 2017 4 2016 4 2017 4 2016 4 2017 4
H1 9.68b 10.10ab 332.67a 371.36a 29.1c 27.2b 46.99a 62.51a
H2 11.61a 12.45a 339.39% 346.27a 34.2a 36.0a 48.90a 62.61a
H3 11.42a 8.44b 352.69a 378.25a 32.4b 22.3b 37.08a 46.86b
250
E 50 AP Treatments: —a— H1 —O0—H2 —o0—H3
5
= E 150
s
= £ 100
c
>
<)
S 50
o
0
45 75 95 115 155 45 75 95 115 155
20164F 71 Fr 1 Bt Stages/d 20174EE B Bt Stages/d

B 5 RREAAERIOT A S A Fh
Fig.5 Photosynthetic potential of spring maize under different treatments
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FIAEN A K 22 B ANk 22 1 (95 d) 2 Y (115
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d) RHLHL 1782 KT 178 1 BRAN 1 9% 3 B s
FSCAHA  Ab BRAR O AR KR T — 8. 2017 AFAEXTAR
KR MR O3 (75d) EEFERY (115d) 17T
2 FRFPRE R B T A 2 b, IGsE R, 19X
2 BRAMEEUL 4 1 /X 1 BRFRE X 22 B LR AR AR K
A B BALHAEFH

2016 —2017 FHME L RKH (B 7)), &b
VEPAE KR IR T (45 d) B\ 3 (75 )
BTt R, HACHRRRE— 8. SRR 2 2
T 2017 4E KWW\ 1 2 k22 BT R 2 A 2016
ERER, SEULA B BIAKIEEF KT 2016 E11
AKHEFE, 2016 MU IR 22 18 H1, H3. H2

ACFRFR B I e ss, 2 WLE, HL AbERPGE
BE, T H2 AERRFEENE M, LG 3 M abEEs
B R, 2017 WU\ OHIE 22 8] H3, H1. H2
ACFE AR A e, 2 WDUE, S ALBEEZENE R
Bo EHUEERT L, 1% 2 MRoMiE R LA E SR E AR K
R,

XS 2 a MHRIG LS R R, FORBEHAE
XA BRI FEER . WU, A RIARECR AR 2 2 5
M BRI A= RE ). 56400 1 7% 1 fRAHEE, 1
JC2 BRAT 1 U 3 BRAR AR 1 B oK JE AR e &34 B B4,
H 1% 2 BRFhiE 225 T HAth 2 A4, BRI SR
Je I E YA KRR A K R T 1% 1 Bk

016
~ 014 |
5
T:;’ 012 | Qb3 Treatments:
=)
S 010 f o Hl
N —o— H2
# < 008
o % —n—H3
Z 5 006 |
g
£ 004 |
Q
& 002 |
0.00
45 75 95 115 155 45 75 95 115 155
201644 H I BrStages/d 201744 B i B Stages/d
B 6 RRAEAHT BRI A KE S H R
Fig.6 Relative growth rate of spring maize under different treatments
60
_:; 50 | A3 Treatments:
. E —o—H1
%&9 40 —o0—H2
B ] —— H3
Mg
ZkH —_ 30 -
oy
g3
=5 20 r
3
c 10 f

45

75
20164 B B Stages/d

B 7 KR AP
Fig.7 Crop growth rate of s

95 115 155

31T g

M RAEEAT S E I R B2 s, W AE
IR T AR A R RE J ok, ek oK
MEKEEYS, A, EHRMESET, £
TR GHE 1 7 2 BRI B2 AT Fh o] £ i AR T AR
FaE, B EARI TEAR o WRIWA R 25 A2 ) TR
REZERAEE (P>0.05), KWIWOE H2. H3 4
BRI AR FR SRR S n B ER Y, ARG 1 X 1 KRR

42

45 75 95 115

201744 B B Stages/d
HoT IR A KRR H ok
pring maize under different treatments
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fEEr 22l s OO e T~ R RN K BT
JRIORBEIY, 1 U 2 RFPAE AT SE LR Jm T AR T B
N e I TR AR SR MURERERE R ORALE 1 A28 B & i
AR, T H AR 25 TR R & . X5
SOV I I 5 A, PSR SR AT A A
AT H 5 TR

JCE IR T DA RES T, SR AR D
Lrhe ok, TRESPIR A R, AT R
Jr AT A (8] oA SE A B, v oK G REFIHY



EXR

TEARATIC B I MR DG IR T K 7 B MU A T B F) R

o M T4 P30 T S A 5 P85 AN AT B (T BB 0 AT T
FRIL, 15— 8 W% L TR 52T M s 7 A
TEEEEN, TR G R . AR g R i s
ZERH 2, ARLE 2 a A REN, 1782 Mokl

AT 104 cm) Xk 22 B DL JE G A HR AR OR,
BHL. H3 AbEREH AR s, 1 AR AR K, EYA
KRR AR WHESHENZEE T, KA1
I 2 Bk EINTEAT) Pl T/ oKk A e & TR
WAER, fiea RALA=RE Jo38aE, 1M1 7% 1 BRAE
WD T BRI AT, 19T 3 KoM AR B S
ARSI, (HEE 1 PR 2 (R 3R I 5e 4, PRl
43 1 7T 1R 1 7% 3 AP RIAK IR A AR K2R 1
WA KT A2 B

PP R e R, fE R MIE S E T, &
AT R AT TR S B A 36%. AIGEE R,
FE[E— B4 H2 A FER - 8B B2 (P<0.05) &
T H1. H3 AL, % H1. H3 AbHSFI 8= 21.6%A
24.6%, X3 BEFIONTEAHFIFAE % EAMREE T, K
FSEATAE S, 800 T 54T B RUE o, AR 2L
THRRE AT HL. H3 B, B8 HI3 BN T 38
17, BRGE AL F1 R, B BT R R BRI K 2 9%
SSE SR, AR TRMALE KR E, WK T 3
MR E . FRGERIL, 18 2 RIS SEAT Rt WUE
B G EER  25.0%, X EEPRT 5 TR FATEE X
BB RIK A FIFH BI52m, 45 53R 013 B AT BE 45 M T
BHRIT R EAE IR SRR, Rl R 51248
B8, B, 1% 2 BRI TEAT R G T RS
AT, WG S TR R, fEm TR E,
BEMHE = TR SR K 2 R R

4 &5 ip

L [ LFEN, EMEERFEZE T, 1782 Kk
Pk 2 R TR R HE AR ORI AR I K, AELR
JE A B A, BT R TYR R, ek
iR, ARSI TR & 18 2 HoME T &
i 12.03 thm?, BHABK PR 2 21.6%~24.6%,
WUE &%) 25%~33.5%, R &BERIEED Dt
0.2%~32.7%, ‘&3 m T HAhLIE (P<0.05).

2) FIHL1. H3 ABEEAIEL, FE2K 19X 2 #Rfhil
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Effects of More Plants per Hole on Yield and Population Quality of Spring
Maize with Wide-narrow Allocation under Drip Irrigation

LIAN Caiyun', MA Zhongming®"
(1. Institute of Soil, Fertilizer and Water-saving Agriculture of Gansu Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Lanzhou 730070, China;
2. Gansu Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Lanzhou 730070, China)

Abstract: [Objective] The influence of the yield and population quality of spring maize was studied under drip
irrigation with certain planting density and row spacing to increase yield of spring maize, water and nitrogen use
efficiency and realize the mechanization in the field. [ Method] There were three treatments in the field:1 plant per
hole (H1,37cm broad-row),2 plants per hole (H2, 104 cm broad-row) and 3 plants per hole (H3, 172 cm broad-row).
[ Result] The difference of the leaf areas and LAI between treatments was significant after the big bell
stage.Compared with H1 and H3,the leaf areas under H2 treatment increased by 13.8% and 7.6%, respectively, and
the dry matter accumulation was higher after the silk stage. The photosynthetic potential under H2 treatments
increased by 4.60%~12.74% and 8.97%~9.79%, respectively, and the relative growth rate increased by 21.15% and
103.06%, respectively, from silk stage to mature stage. The yield of H2 treatment was significantly higher than that
of H1 and H3 by 21.6% and 24.6%, respectively, while WUE increased by 25.0% and 33.5%, respectively.
[ Conclusion] By double plants per hole of spring maize under drip irrigation, the LAl and photosynthetic potential
were enhanced with delaying green leaves. Thus, it is helpful to accumulate dry matter in later stage, increase grain
weight and finally increase the yield. Compared with 1 plant per hole (conventionally plant), the yield increased by
21.6% and WUE improved by 25% under double plants per hole.
Key words: drip irrigation; more plants per hole; spring maize; yield; population quality
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Effect of Different Soil Moisture Content on the Growth and

Quiality of Taihang Taxus

DENG Zhe, YAO Sumei’, MENG Li, ZHANG Yuhao
(Henan Institute of Science and Technology, Xinxiang 453003, China)

Abstract: [Objective1The aim of this study is to explore the effects of different soil moisture content on the growth
and related quality of Taihang Taxus in potted plants. [ Method] Taking five-year-old Taihang Taxus as the test
materials, an investigation was made on the growth, soluble protein, malondialdehyde, chlorophyll, flavonoids,
polysac-charides and characteristics of Taihang Taxus in five different soil moisture contents which were set as
90%~100%(W1), 80%~90%(W2), 70%~80%(W3), 60%~70%(W4) and 50%~60%(WS5) of the maximum soil
field capacity. [Result] In treatment W2 the plant height, stem diameter, canopy, leaf area index and chlorophyll a,
chlorophyll b, total chlorophyll all reached the highest level. Compared with those in treatment W1, the results were
improved by 11.4%, 26.7%, 11.7%, 15.6%, 14.4%, 8.9% and 13.0% respectively, and the malondialdehyde content
was the lowest in the treatment groups, which was 14.1% lower than that in treatment W1. Treatment W4 had the
highest amount of polysaccharideand soluble protein. When compared with treatment W1, 107.5% and 42.0% were
improved for polysaccharideand soluble protein, respectively. Treatment W3 had the highest amount of flavonoids,
which was 93.6% higher than that in treatment W1. [Conclusion] Treatment W2 is good for growth in Taihang
Taxus, and treatment W3 is good for accumulating flavonoidsin Taihang Taxus,while treatment W4 is good for
accumulating polysacchardes in Taihang Taxus.

Key words: soil moisture content; growth; soluble protein; malondialdehyde; chlorophyll; flavonoids; polysaccharides
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