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Fig.1 Root water uptake coefficient F(z) as  Fig.2 The function relation between soil water stress

a function of root depth factor and soil water availability
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soil profile in wheat field and simulation value in low irrigation treatment



52

th

H & & kK % % #

1996 4

Ti7. MRER N
10 m X4 m,/NX P
B FE K AU
W& - WH T &K
LK.
2 MBRESHF
EX/PNEENE
EHNHEERZR
KERIBIR LR %
B, Z@2m +H&N
BEKE S LR E
KRBT, Tk
1 T T K DX I A 7K
X, SE 5 s mE
ZEIMREF KB
i s%(LEk 1 ME
3, B0, XXMENT
HH WA E K
WA HBAME. M
R ENTLEMEK
BB EKE 0O
fTHB, 4 5 E & A
FIETHBM T HE
KEHE DA E L
A5 fE 6, HES
HEHTHE KA
oKk A o, F R
177 4,204 d 0 234 d
B2m 1 EBE&ES
7K BB LW E S
1B, B o il 28 9 BT

20
40
60
80
100
120
140
160

TERE/cm
Soil layer depth

180
200

)
]

\

\

\.
\
\

8.

10 15 20 256 30 35 10 15 20 25 30 35 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

FIREKE %

Soil water content

5 R 2KTEARFRESKENTRESRBUER &
Fig. 5 The comparison between actually measured soil water cotent of different
depth in 2 metere profile and the simulation value inhighirrigation treatment.
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Table 1. The comparison between actually measured total soil water moisture of
2 meters soil profile in wheat field and simulation value.

KX KX

R R Low irrigation treatment High irrigation treatment
Sowing days LHE BME REY EWE BIHME REY%
Measured values Simulation values Error/% Measured values Simulation values Error/%
65 548 540 —1.5 551 547 —0.7
177 535 539 0.7 537 542 0.9
190 506 514 1.6 507 503 —0.8
196 532 530 —0.4 540 558 ’ 3.3
204 494 502 1.6 512 516 0.8
218 478 472 -1.3 486 493 1.4
225 478 472 —1.3 481 491 2.1
229 492 482 —2.1 515 531 3.0
243 423 436 1.6 470 473 0.6
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The Application of Linear Root Water Uptake Model
in Soil-Plant System ‘

Tian Zhexu Wang Jian
(Soil and Fertilizer Institute, CAAS,Beijing 100081) (China Agricultural University)

Abstract; In soil-plant system ,linear root water uptake model is a linkage between soil and plant. Tt
is a key difficulty to establish a root water uptake model which used satisfactorily. The simulation of abso-
lute root quantity,according to plant growth pattern,can not do well to obtain satisfactory results. One of
the most research methods used in recent years is to use linear equation to describe several factors compre-
hensively and set up root water uptake model. This article through the comparison between measured re-
sults in winter wheat field in Beijing area and simulation values,demonstrated that using linear root water
uptake model in soil-plant system can obtain satisfactory results.
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