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Effects of Soil Moisture in Walnut —peanut Intercropping System
in the L oess Region of West Shanxi Province

YUN Le, Bl Huaxing, REN Yi, MA Wenjing, TIAN Xiao-ling
(College of Water and Soil Conservation, Beijing Forestry University, and Key
L aboratory of Soil and Water Conservation and Desertif ication Combating of the Ministry of
Education, National Field Research Station of Forest Ecosystem, Jixian, Shanxi, Beijing 100083, China)

Abstract : By taking the typical wal nut —peanut intercropping systemin the loess region of West Shanxi Prov-
ince as the study object , the effects of soil moisturein different layers of soil profile (0—100 cm) were stud-
ied using the traditional weighing method in 2008. Results showed that (1) the seasonal variation of soil
moi sture was very significant in the intercropping system. (2) Soil moisture content increased with the in-
creased depth of oil in vertical direction and the variance of soil moisturein 0 —40 cm soil layer was strong.
Soil moisture content increased with the increase of the distancefrom tree row and then became stablein hor-
izontal direction. The curve of soil moisture could be described by a parabola equation. (3) Soil moisture had
posdtive effectsin the intercropping system, comparing to peanut sole cropping. The analyssindicated that
there was an ecological niche overlapping between trees and peanut , which may negatively impact the produc-
tion of peanut , but the competition between fruit trees and crops was not strong.

Keywor ds: intercropping system; soil moisture content; spatiotemporal distribution; soil moisture effect
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