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Cultivation and Benefit Analysis of Silage
Maize in Cangzhou Area

LU Shan, XIAO He-xia,MAO Cai-yun, LIU Qing-song, YAN Xu-dong
(Cangzhou Academy of Agriculture and Forestry Sciences,Cangzhou 061001, China)

Abstract: In order to explore silage maize planting and economic benefit in the ecological type area of Cangzhou,
the plant weight and economic benefits were studied through field comparison experiment of Yuqingzhu 23 and
Zhengdan 958. The results showed that the average fresh weight and dry weight yield of Yuqinzghu 23 were 60
240 kgehm? and 15 720 kg+hm? .respectively,and the dry matter rate was 26. 08%. The average fresh weight
and dry weight yield of Zhengdan 958 were 52 380 kgehm™® and 14 400 kg*hm™*,respectively,and the dry mat-
ter rate was 27. 49%. The fresh weight yield of Yuqingzhu 23 was 15. 01% higher than that of Zhengdan 958,
and the dry weight yield was increased by 9. 17%. The average income was about 2 400 yuan+hm?, the eco-
nomic benefit of Yuqingzhu 23 was significantly higher than Zhengdan 958.
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Table 1

Growth damage degree and performance of Handroanthus chrysotrichus in

different drought stages
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From left to right, it's 2 days, 4 days, 6 days and 8 days respectively, the image below is corresponding to the restoration cultivation.
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Fig. 1 Plant damage and restoration cultivation situation in different days of drought treatment
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Fig. 2 Soil moisture content and relative water deficit

of leaves of Handroanthus chrysotrichus under drought stress
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Fig. 3 Effect of drought stress on the total SOD

activity of leaves of Handroanthus chrysotrichus
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Fig. 4 Changes of MDA content in leaves of

Handroanthus chrysotrichus under drought stress
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Fig.5 Changes of Pro content in leaves of
Handroanthus chrysotrichus under drought stress
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Fig. 6 Variation of soluble sugar content in leaves of

Handroanthus chrysotrichus under drought stress
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Table 2 Correlation Analysis of physiological and biochemical indexes of Handroanthus chrysotrichus

under drought stress
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Index Total activity of SOD MDA content Pro content Soluble sugar content
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Effects of Drought Stress on Physiological and Biochemical
Indexes of Handroanthus chrysotrichus Seedlings

DING Shi-feng.YUAN Sen.HUANG Zhi-qing.FENG Zhi-jian
(College of Forestry and Landscape Architecture, South China Agricultural University, Guangzhou 510642,
China)

Abstract : In order to analyze physiological and biochemical responses of Handroanthus chrysotrichus to drought
stress, the total activity of SOD and the contents of MDA, Pro and soluble sugar were measured under different
drought stress in the 1-year old seedlings. The seedlings growing under natural conditions were used as con-
trol,and the injury of seedlings under stress was observed. The results showed that, with the deepening of
drought stress,the growth of Handroanthus chrysotrichus was significantly affected. The water balance was
obviously out of balance on the 4™ day, the content of MDA increased significantly, the contents of Pro and sol-
uble sugar reached the maximum ot the 6™ day. Besides that the total activity of SOD did not change signifi-
cantly during the whole stress cycle, which concluded that the response of SOD activity to drought stress was
delayed. The delay of SOD resulted in the increase of MDA content, consequenced the destruction of cytoplas-
mic membrane and the imbalance of osmotic pressure regulated by Pro and soluble suger, which resulted in irre-
versible damage to plants. In the subsequent 30 days of recovery treatment,all the other groups were able to re-
sume normal growth except for the 10-day drought group,indicating that the drought lasted for about 8 days
was the critical value of the drought death of Handroanthus chrysotrichus.

Keywords: Handroanthus chrysotrichus ; drought stress; morphological characteristics; physiological and bio-

chemical indexes
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