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Abstract

To elaborate on the effects of intercropping Medicago sativa L. on the growth, distribution of Hip-
pophae rhamnoides L. roots and the improvement of rhizosphere soil, this study was conducted using
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5-year-old Hippophae rhamnoides L. plantations and 2-year-old Medicago sativa L. intercropped un-
der the forest as research objects. The results showed that intercropping Medicago sativa L. in Hip-
pophae rhamnoides L. forests had a significant positive impact on Hippophae rhamnoides L. roots.
The fine roots were most distributed in the soil layer at a depth of 40~60 cm, with a weight of 48.8 g.
Meanwhile, after intercropping Medicago sativa L., the soil pH value decreased by 2.93%, electrical
conductivity decreased by 6.82%, and the contents of soil organic matter, total nitrogen, total phos-
phorus, and total potassium increased by 9.91%, 7.29%, 5.26%, and 3.66% respectively.
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1. 5|8

EAESHERE S TERERVEERNRERT, BENEGHERES HEESKMIEREE, KE
HABARBE TR STIRE . $em 7 L=, XOTcE R SRR AE 2, & TR M
A BT B 1] [2]. 765 ARG P ia b X R FHE AR TRV EY TREMAESE R, BAKEREA R
GURERE 78 70 RAE RSP ThEE, AT M KA JE IO, SEIVAE S B IR B S 250 KR INAE 8% —[3].

Wisk(Hippophae rhamnoides L.) N HARTRE b 8 ME e 7 bR & HHREAR BUNTR AR, fE4BkZ ) 2 4
i, CHAEFRE AL HIX, KK LREE B R D s R ST R EE A BARIER, FREV B
ML 6.67 x 10° hm?, (5 FVDBER 80% [4], KRB K BB FEFHAFE R, KHEEE
(Medicago sativa L)VE N FIEHI N OLR SRR, B~ &ES . SRR FEEM ZFE5], Wk
NRMNE ARG IR ERIRR 6]

RV AN ETE A5 S R DN IE R 58, SRR T R TRXMEGEE | B TR s R A A
SBEEWHEMRAT]. HFRRIELEEREARA, RIEWRWIRE LIRS E, WHRARPEKE R
HHEH, SCERIEYIIRR T30, WIREMAE AN BE SR8 [9]. HAl, XTSI EERED
BT, AHIEAELACE T8 VDR R A0 SAR bR -3 A RS L M AN AR . SRR FUX —40, Ttk
R, FRTHESB R IR LSRR E A S RGN Frs R R A A EE I EIS 55 .

IS H A T 5 MR R 2 BN PELES, HOARRAIL PR, R4 124°31'~125°45", JL4i 43°55'~44°55". 2020
EHEE RPN T, EMERITIE AN 2m x4m. &3 EFNEDBOFIME N 2.12m, PSRN
5.05 cm, “F¥JiEy 1.86 m.

2022 SEFFLRAEVP AR T M RILE R, HRITEEL N 4em x 25 em, A& 20 kg/hm?. 76 3 1F] 563
K, BEBEEZ02Y 1300 m¥/hm?, 52 WATF VDRV A6 78 10k & &9 A R E B VA TAE.

3. R R RARARAE
3.1. A%

FEVDIR - A E AR M AE AR A BRAM L A S BEH AT RO 5 mox 5 m B 3 3, TSR VD BRAR S AN
MRBR A PR BTN A . e BE MEEYD R E T2 1.2 m AR 383 BT 42408, A% N 0.5 m x 0.5
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m, 20 cm A 1 )=, 2% 120 cm N1k, WS Z 13RO NI AR, HRAE S E0RE VD BT S T 15 HAR
0T, IR AERO) D ARG SR, D> 1 mm)MAROEER, D <1 mm).

3.2. ¥gFRIE

WRAYENE: WE 105 CHRFAMRTEEE, HARAHEKE,

TIEFAME R 3 pH R AL RNE, BS R KA DDS-11A BB SR4G0E, BYURS
R EA RN - AL E, &%, B fTEERA 12000 HOE TR 9 HT 40N E .
3.3. BURSHT

{8 F] EXCEL #fxe B AR SE06 3 n BEAT 87, (EH] SPSS 22.0 B BEATT7 20 W 2 B HUELHLE:

4. RS54
4.1. IPHIRREVEBE S HOIE

B 1. &2 ATLAE YD BRADMAT VD i - S50 B A5 AR AR NV R AR & R B A 7E 20~60 cm &
HZZ 0], 505 bR R E R 50.4%. 50.7%. PIRIEER T VDB ROHAR I B> A LI SE B TR
TR, fELZIREEN 40~60 cm AR RAOAMRZ, WREVESHN3073gM311.6g, ZERAL
s AP SR VDR RAUAR R B A R SE B E R RERBIRE S, 75 LR IR 40~60 cm FiT 80~100
cm B YRR R P /NIGEAE, o bl - BRI E RS AR N VDR 7 7y 48.8 g 1 25.2 g, VbIRAIAR N4
5N 412 g f123.8 g, #ELZIRIE N 40~60 cm I, PR R ARG 2 7 B2,
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Figure 1. Effect of intercropping Medicago sativa L. on the biomass of coarse roots of Hippophae rhamnoides L.
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Figure 2. Effect of intercropping Medicago sativa L. on the biomass of fine roots of Hippophae rhamnoides L.
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4.2. T3 pH EMBESENEEH S HIFE

k3. B4 FoR, fERALES, YR - RAGETE AE A BAibk 2 P 1 14 pH (AL
YO R ZE 5 AIAE 7.75~8.18 F1 8.08~8.29 Z[A], ~F-IME 73714 7.95 A1 8.19, FHALT VDML, [AMEEILE TS
AROIEAR T 3 pH A, 7 HEHE N 0~20cm B, 3 pH EXCERCR BN, P T 0.46, Efk
P RENESN 2.93%. [FIRT, YRk - SKALETE RIVEMRAYDIRAM 2 P 1) L f S RS B TE
HIFE 0.73~0.91 mS/em 1 0.82~0.93 mS/em X [d], “FI{E 55179 0.82 F1 0.88 mS/em. 2 Ml T L1l &
SEALE 0~60 cm H1 100~120 cm + /2 7 71k 535 (P <0.05), 1 0~60 cm 12 FRWERAEE 15 )G HIEH 5% 0
IR T 17.58% 13.10%H1 17.20%. FHIGAT UL, BIASE/E 50 30 N TR0 4E SR A6 78 7D T A 200 S v R R 2
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Figure 3. Effect of intercropping Medicago sativa L. on Soil pH value
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Figure 4. Effect of intercropping Medicago sativa L. on soil electrical conductivity
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4.3. TRBHIEHRSBNEE QL

HIE 5 i, WNAFETLZREE S ARE, Wbl - SICE T R EARRYD Ak T~ 3G YU & b
&L Z IR R E kb, FEETS, WS E R Ry BAR A HUR & B2 s T iiaisk, Al
S REFEBEENI 0~60 cm Z, A HBEBEIRESER 60.9%, HFTE 0~40 cm K, AHLURSERS
T 14.2%.

DOI: 10.12677/br.2025.145036 319 JERZIEERTI


https://doi.org/10.12677/br.2025.145036

IS 25 RR B AR R0 G 15 v A A B v Ak 2 2 LI A HLR & & .

HE 6 fras, WBl - SIS 1S AEMRAVD BRAi R T LI A% & =0 TE 0.37~1.35 g/kg F1 0.36~1.28
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=]

Ho

B 7 Fos, VDI - SRAEE A R E AR D R N L3R A% 5 5 20 BI7E 0.20~0.52 g/kg 1 0.22~0.49
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Figure 5. Effect of intercropping Medicago sativa L. on soil organic matter content
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Figure 6. Effect of intercropping Medicago sativa L. on soil total nitrogen content
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Figure 7. Effect of intercropping Medicago sativa L. on soil total phosphorus content
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Figure 8. Effect of intercropping Medicago sativa L. on soil total potassium content
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IR A TEE T B AR X T RV MO E A, AR T MERIEE TS, SR -
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