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N Nutrition Characteristics of Component Crops

on Wheat/Maize Strip Intercropping

. . 1 . 1 . ol 2
Jin Shaoling Li Long Zhang Lihui Ma Yongtai
Suo Dongrang’ Wu Guoging® Wang Ping’
(1 Institute of Soil and Fertilizer, Gansu Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Lan Zhou, 730070)
(2 Zhangye Research Institute of Agricultural Sciences, Zhan gye, 734000)

Abstract Results of field experiments conducted in 199F 1992 at Zhangye, Gansu
Province showed thatD N resource competition between wheat and maize in strip inter—
cropping exists@ N uptake efficiencies of intercropped wheat are all higher than that of
single—planted wheat, while the efficiencies of intercropped maize are lower than of sin—
gle—planted maize. The N uptake of intercrops, as a whole, is higher than of single-plant—
ed crop in the equivalent area3 N utilization efficiencies of intercropped wheat are low—
er than that of sole wheat in most cases. N utilization efficiencies of intercropped maize
are higher than that of single-planted maize in most fertilization treatment. But N utiliza—
tion efficiencies of the whole intercrops are lower than that of single—planted cropin e~
quivalent area;d As far as N nutrition, the advantages of intercrops almost come from
the contribution of N uptake efficiency. The contribution of N utilization efficiency is ei—
ther O or negative value.
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