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Contrast Test on Different
Soilless Media for Elymusdahuricus turcz.

YANG Hao' WANG Bai+ian® WU Jing® WANG Ting® YUE Zhen-wen’

( 1. Ming Dynasty Tombs Forest Farm Beijing Municipal Bureau of Landscaping Beijing 100041 China;
2. College of Soil and Water Conservation Beijing Forestry University Beijing 100083  China; 3. Taiyuan
Branch of China Railway Engineering Corporation Taiyuan 030009 China)

Abstract: In order to study the ameliorating effect of different soilless media on Elymusdahuricus turcz.
four media were made of humus withered leaves peat and plant ash in different volume ratios. The height
leaf length tiller root length and biomass of Elymusdahuricus turcz. were measured. The eigenvalues and
component of growth indexes were analyzed to search for the best medium. The results showed that: (1) The
height root length and biomass had marked differences in statistics but the leaf length and tiller had little
differences. When withered leaves and plant ash were mixed with the ratio of 3:2 partnerpeat was better than
humus. The evaluation function based on principal component analysis showed the order of the quality of

them: A3 > A4 > Al > A2.
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Tab.1 Variance analysis of the growth index of Elymusdahuricus turcz. on four growing substrates

Growth index  Causation of difference Sum of squares af Mean square g Fo Fou
260. 967 3 86.989 48.853™  7.59 4.07

Height increment 14.245 8 1.781
91.129 3 30.376 3.478 7.59 4.07

Leaf length increment 69.878 8 8.735
1.167 3 0.389 2.333 7.59 4.07

Tiller increment 1.333 8 0.167
580. 56 3 193.52 22.62 7.59 4.07

Coverage 68. 44 8 8.555
20.740 3 6.913 21.946  7.59 4.07

Biomass 2.806 8 0.315
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Tab.2 Mean value of growth index of Elymusdahuricus turcz. on four growing substrates

/em /em / /em /g
Treatment Mean value of Mean value of Mean value of Total root Mean value
height increment  leaf length increment tiller increment length of biomass
Al 18.38¢ 14.58b 2.00ab 22.353¢ 3.34be
A2 15.97¢ 16.05b 1.50b 17.701¢ 2.42¢
A3 27.73a 21.80a 2.17ab 45.400a 5.99a
A4 24.30b 18.78ab 2.33a 35.417b 4.04b
LSD a=0.05 ;
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FAC1 =0.162X, +0. 582 X, -0.550 X; +0.266 X, +0. 324X, (1)
FAC2 =0.049X, -0.478X, +1.128 X, +0. 013X, —0. 087 X; (2)
(
) A3 > A4 >
Al > A2; A3 = 6:2:2
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Tab.3 Rotated component matrix
Component
Principal compeonent Evaluation factor 1( 1) 2( 1)
Growth factor (X)) 0. 858 0.511
(X) 0. 803 0. 575
(X)) 0. 949 0.243
(Xs) 0.858 0. 445
Factor of tiller (X;) 0.344 0.936
Characteristic value 3.137 1.725
/% Rate of variance 62.731 34.492
/% Rate of cumulative variance 62.731 97.223
Al.A2.A4 4
Tab.4 Component score coefficient matrix
Al Component
A2, A4, Evaluation factor (1) 2( 1)
tA4 > A2 > Al
(X,) Height 0.162 0.049
> A3 Al.A2.A3
(X,) Leaf length 0.582 -0.478
Ad > Al > A3 .
( X;) Tiller number -0.550 1.128
A (X,) Root length 0.266 0.013
(X5) Value of biomass 0.324 -0.087
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Tab.5 The selection results of composite formulations
Formula FAC1 FAC2 Composite score Grade
Al -1.103 0.478 -0.527 3
A2 -0.352 -1.533 -0.750 4
A3 1.522 0.039 0.967 1
A4 -0.067 1.016 0.309 2
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