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Fig. 1 Emergence rate of chufa tubers under different treatments
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Fig. 3 Tillering of chufa under different treatments
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Table 2 Contents of total nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium in

chufa leaves under different treatments 0.07 mmol/g FW
0.63 png/g FW 1.09 nmol/g FW

CSF 8.08£0.31 ab 3.82+0.07a 69.53£1.67a 8.43%

SSF 9.06+0.48 a 2.54£0.02b 46.95+0.31 ¢ (P<0.05) SSF SSM

SSOF  6.79+0.45b 2.38+0.03¢ 52.19+£0.61b

SSM 7.28+1.13b 1.99 +0.02 d 52.42+0.28b (P<0.05) 0.08 mmolg FW

35.16%
P<0.05 (P<0.05)
(P>0.05) SSOF  SSM

2.3

[25-26]

[16]

3 SSF CSF

R3I MTEMRAAMNE. BEKR. R-EIERAXNESE

Table 3 Contents of soluble sugar, proline and malondialdehyde and relative conductivity of chufa leaves under different treatments

(mmol/g FW) (ng/g FW) (nmol/g FW) (%)

CSF 0.30£0.00 a 483 +0.13¢ 3998+0091 a 8.92+1.15¢

SSF 0.23+0.00b 546+0.12b 41.07+1.18a 17.35+1.43b

SSOF 0.29 £0.00 a 6.19+0.10a 40.35+2.68 a 31.59+0.71a

SSM 0.31£0.01 a 573+042b 4135+ 144 a 11.25+2.44 ¢
2.4

4 85 d
K" K'/Na*
CSF SSF SSOF SSM (7]
(P<0.05) 85d
SSF

SSOF SSM

T4 MTEBHRRARELIBER

Table 4 Dry weights of roots, numbers and dry weights of tubers, root/tube ratiosr of chufa under different treatments

(9] () (9] (%)
CSF 5.11+0.64 a 5.67+1.53a 1.12+£0.10 ¢ 461.19 +81.87a
SSF 1.44+0.12b 6.33+£1.53a 2.21+0.10b 6536+7.73b
SSOF 1.54+035b 7.67+1.15a 2.38+0.05b 65.07+1582b
SSM 1.78 £ 0.13 b 8.33+£2.08a 281+0.12a 63.30+3.57b
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Study on Physiology of Chufa Cultivation in Solonchak

WANG Zichen'?, ZHANG Bing?, GUAN Yongxiang®", WU Tianxiang®, SHENG Jing',
ZHANG Yuefang', HE Renhong®

(1 Circular Agriculture Research Center, Jiangsu Academy of Agricultural Sciences/Key Lab of Food Quality and Safety of
Jiangsu Province-State Key Laboratory Breeding Base, Nanjing 210014, China; 2 Shaji Town Agricultural Technology
Extension Service Center of Suining County, Suining, Jiangsu 221232, China; 3 Jiangsu Province Station of Farmland Quality
and Agricultural Environment Protection, Nanjing 210036, China; 4 Jiangsu Polytechnic College of Agriculture and Forestry,
Jurong, Jiangsu 212400, China)

Abstract: The physiology chufa cultivation in solonchak was explored through pot simulation test under soils with
different textures and under different fertilizers in order to determine the suitable planting way of chufa in the exploitation of the
coastal mud flat. The results showed that solonchak with salt content of 2.98 g/kg was more suitable for the germination of chufa
tubers than conventional clayey soil which salt content of 0.43 g/kg, and the number and dry weight of tubers under the treaments
of solonchak were also higher than those under the treatments of conventional clayey soil. The daily lowest temperature for the
normal germination of chufa tubers should be higher than 10.0 ‘C. Solonchak under salt-resistant and seeding-grow matrixes
treatment (SSM) promoted the germination and tillering of chufa tubers, and increased the economic output of chufa. In sown 85
days, the tillers number under SSM treatment was significantly higher than those of other treatments(P<0.05). The root dry
weight, number and dry weight of tubers under SSM treatment were higher than solonchak under chemical fertilizer treatment
(SSF) and solonchak under commodity organic fertilizer treatment (SSOF). Salt-resistant and seeding-grow matrixes was helpful
for the potassium uptake of chufa leaves. Total potassium content in chufa leaves under SSM treatment was 0.44% higher than
that under SSOF treatment, and was 11.65% significantly higher than that under SSF treatment(P<0.05). Soluble sugar content in
chufa leaves under SSM treatment was significantly increased by 0.08 mmol/g FW than SSF treatment, while the relative
conductivity of chufa leaves was significantly decreased by 35.16% (P<0.05). Compared with SSOF treatment, SSM treatment is
more helpful for chufa leaves to accumulate soluble sugar and to decrease relative conductivity and proline content.

Key words: Chufa; Salt-resistant and seeding-grow matrixes; Soluble sugar; Proline; Relative conductivity
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