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Table 1 Physical and chemical characteristics in experimental soil

I 42N 4P 4K W% N P K pH
(g/kg) (g/kg) (g/kg) (g/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)
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Fig. 1 Biomass growth rates above-ground of mulberry and soybean under sole and intercropping
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Table 2 Indices above-ground in mulberry-soybean intercropping system

AT S epried A NRA LRSS BN ER7 )
Cumol/(m*s)) (ug/(g-h)) (mg/g) (mg/plant) (g/plant)
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Table 3 Indices below-ground in mulberry—soybean intercropping system

b MR T WRTE MR T3 A C g U
(g/plant) (g/plant) (cm/em®) (mg/kg 1 (TPE, mg/(kg-d))
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Table 4 Indices in middle rows of soybean and rows adjacent to mulberry in intercropping system
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(g/plant) (umol/(m?ss)) (mg/plant) (g/plant) (g/plant) (cm/em®)
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Interspecific Interaction of Below-ground and Above-ground Indices
in Mulberry-soybean Intercropping System

ZHENG Xiao-yuan, ZHAO Li, XU Nan, ZHANG Hui-hui, SUN Guang-yu

(College of Life Science, Northeast Forestry University, Harbin 150040, China)

Abstract: A study was conducted in the field to investigate the interspecific interaction of below-ground and above-ground indices in
mulberry-soybean intercropping system. The results showed that above-ground biomass, net photosynthetic rate in leaves, nitrogen content, root dry
weight, root length density and nitrate reductase activity in leaves of intercropped mulberry increased 65.9%, 11.8%, 17.8%, 24.8%, 139.8% and
116.2% respectively compared to sole mulberry during the co-growth stage in mulberry/soybean intercropping system, but reduced in intercropped
soybean, which indicated the interspecies competition between component crops. Soil microbial biomass C and dehydrogenase activity increased in
intercropped soybean compared to sole soybean, which indicated the interspecies facilitation between component crops. It suggested that the
coexistence of the interspecific competition and interspecific facilitation in mulberry/soybean intercropping system.

Key words: Mulberry (Morus alba L.), Soybean (Glycine max L.), Intercropping, Interspecific facilitation, Interspecific competition



