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1
Table 1 Available sulfur in soi profile of mulberry garden

s Topsail Subsoil
0~ 20cm 20~ 40cm 40~ 60cm
(mg kg ') 2.51~ 87.83 (52)V 4,75~ 69. 38 (40) 7. 42~ 108.72 (27)
(mg kg 1) 18.3% 15.25 %.5 1631 30.85 24.01
C.V.(%) 83. 15 .52 77. 83
() 55.71 £2.50 40. 74
(1 Number of samples. (2) 16mg kg ! The samples of soil available sulfur
< 16mg kg™ ! were S deficient soils.
2.1.3 20~ 40cm (0~
20cm) ( 2)(y=07503x+ 25984, R°= 05719, n= 40);
40~ 60an 20~ 40cm
( 3 4, cy=36663 " (R'= 04169, n=27) y=
2 1297x" ™ (R’ =0 B02" , n=27)
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2

Table 2 Soil fertility in mulbeny gardens

Items (High yield) (Middle-yield) ( Loweryield)
(kg hm 2 330. 12 27.45 260.21 23.65 182.40 36.48
CV(%) 8.32 9.09 20.00
(gks™ ) 10.33~ 35.76 10. 10~ 28. 55 7.93~ 27.33
(gke™ 1 9.8 6.73 18.10 6. 11 15.74 6.26
CV(%) 33.89 33.76 39.77
(mgg ') 98. 61~ 386. 00 82.65~ 224.24 63.06~ 181.36
(mgg!) 186.10 106.55 142.91 47.56 111.29 35.58
CV(%) 57.25 33.28 31.97
mg kg™ 1) 12. 00~ 40.73 10. 75~ 30. 81 8.57~ 2.8
(mg kg™ 1) 25.12 9.97 18.96 7.42 11.21 4.4
CV(%) 39.69 39.14 36.04
(mg kg™ 1) 73.20~ 233.5 50. 44~ 39. 06 17.80~ 112.21
(mg kg™ 1) 129.78 31.28 110. 64 2219 81.45 29.91
CV(%) 4.1 20.06 36.72

3

Table 3 Compar ison in sulfur content of topsoils taken from mulberry gardens with various soil fertility

Ttems Highyield Middle-yield Loweryield
15 %
(mg kg 1) 11.9~ 87.73 5.22~ 36.54 251~ 36.15
(mg kg ") 30.69 2.7 16.30 7.65 12.91 9.8
CV(%) 73.97 46.93 74.21
> >

137 2%
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Table 4 Sulfur content in mulbeny leaves and effect of soil fertility on it
( Content of sulfur in mulbeny leaves taken from
Ttems Content of sulfur in mulberry gardens with different yield levels)
mulberry leaves High yielding middle-yielding Loweryielding
of total samples
52 13 15 4
(gkeg™ 1) 1.44~ 2. 67 1.92~ 2. 67 1.77~2.43 1.44~2.32
(gke™ 1) 2.03 0.30 2.28 0.23 2.13 0.19 1.82 0.24
CV (%) 14.78 10.09 8.2 13.11
2.3
5 5 s >
> )
2
5
Table 5 sulfur concentration in cocoon shell, silkworm pupa and excrement
(Ttem) ( Cocoon shell) ( Pupa) ( Excrement)
30 30 13
(g kg™ ) 1. 14~ 1.95 4.51~ 7.93 1.68~ 3. 74
(g kg™ 1.60 0.19 6.24 0.8l 2.35 0.65
CV(%) 11. 88 12. 98 27. 66
6
Table 6 Changes in sulfur concentration in cocoon shell, silkwormpupa and excrement from muberry
gardens with different yield levels
The level Total sulfur content in shell Total sulfur content in pupa Total sulfur content in exaement
of yield

Mean SE Range (0% Mean SE Range CvV Mean SE Range CvV
(skeg D) (ghe™) (%) (gkg!) (kg (%) (gkg) (gke™h (%)

1.70 0.14 1.45~ 1.95 8.24 6.31 0.8 5.26~7.93 13.95 2.33 0.5 1.80~3.51 23.61

(n=10) (n=10) (n=18)
1.65 0.12 1.45~ 1.78 7.27 6.4 0.92 4.51~7.21 14.74

(n=9 (n=9 2.04 0.45 1.68~2.67 22.06
1.46 0.19 1.14~ 1.67 13.01 6.18 0.74 5.22~7.63 11.97 (n=4)

(n=11) (n=11)
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RELATIONS OF SULFUR CONTENTS IN MULBERRY LEAVES AND
SILKWORM COCOON WITH SULFUR NUTRIENT IN TYPICAL
MULBERRY GARDEN SOIL

Zhao Yarwen Cao Zhi-hong Hu Zheneyi Liu Qin  Zhang Xin Xu Cheng kai
(Institute of Soil Sdaence, Chinese Aaademy o Sciences, Nanjing 210008)

Summary

The available S content, as measured with Ca( H,PO4), extradion and ICE-AES, in topsoils
(0~ 20cm) of mulberry gardens in the area of the middle and lower reaches of the Yangize River
was found to be 2. 51~ 87.73mg kg ') (Mean SE= 18.34 15. 25mg kg'). About 55.77% of
the mulberry garden topsoils in six provinces of Jiangxi, Anhui, Hubai, Hunan, Jiangsu and Fujian
have an available sulfur content below the critical value. The available sulfur content in the mulberry
garden topsoil was commonly found to be lower that of the subsoil. Significant twe-power function
correlation was found between the available sulfur content in soil of mulberry gardens and the total
sulfur content of mulberry leaves ( Y= — 0. 001x°+ 0.017 9x + 1. 7919, R*= 8.1773  ,N=
52) . The curvilinear correlation ( two-power function relationship) between sulfur contents in mul
berry leaves and wcoon shell was significant ( Y= - 0. 694 2%+ 2.9%x— 1. 5823, R =
0.2101 , n= 26) . Sulfur concentration in cocoon shell, pupa and silkworm excrement from high
yielding mulberry gardens was higher than that from low-yielding mulberry gardens, respedively.

Key words Soil of mulberry garden, Sulfur nutrient, Mulberry leaves, Silkwomm, Cocoon



