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Table 1 The fertilization scheme of each treatment

HilL A/ kg hm

Qb B Wile — %% /kgehm?
Treatments Phosphate diamine Potassium sulfate
Ay 750. 00 0
A, 375. 00 0
As 375.00 375.00
Ay 187. 50 187.50
CK 0 0

TE BT BRR B & N il 1826, 3 P2 0546 %0 B MR
a1 K0 50%,
Note: The Nitrogen content of phosphate diamine was 18% ,
P,Os5 was 46% ; Potassium sulfate containing 50%
K,O.
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Fig. 1 Biomass of sweet sorghum with
different fertilizing modes
The different capital and lowercases indicate signif-
icant difference among treatments at 0. 01 and 0. 05 lev-
el. The same below.
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Table 2 The F value of variance analysis

A MR = ii3Es ol i it s
Biomass Panicle weight Plant height Sugar brix Sugar yield Juice yield Leaf number
4,447 3.04* 1. 85 2.57 2.00 5.21%* 4,98 *

TEx BRESUKTPERBE, « » BREINKELREE, FH.

Note: * mean significant difference at 0. 05 level, * * indicate significant difference at 0. 01 level.
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Table 3 The SSR test for traits

b 7 T kg fib 3 Wik /%
Treatment Panicle weight Treatment Sugar brix
Ay 11.01 a Ay 16.15 a
Aj 10.53 ab A, 15. 88 ab
CK 9. 64 ab Az 15.12 ab
Ay 8.96 b Ay 14.99 ab
A, 8.83 b CK 14.73 b
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Fig. 2 Leaf number of sweet sorghum with

different fertilization treatments
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Table 4 The correlations among seven traits

I o 4= Wl i R i it
Leaf Panicle Plant Sugar Sugar Juice
Traits Biomass
number weight height yield brix yield
A )77 & Biomass 1 0.902* * 0.458" 0.683** 0.902*
I F %% Leaf number 1 0.799* * 0.873%* 0.385"*
Fli# Panicle weight 1
¥k Plant height 1 0.759* 0.445* *
BEF= B Sugar yield 1 0.496* *
BEAEE Sugar brix 1 —0. 650

HH R Juice yield
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Effect of Saline Land Fertilization on Biomass,

Sugar Brix and Related Traits of Sweet Sorghum

TANG Chao-chen, LUO Feng,GAO Jian-ming.,PEI Zhong-you, LI Xin-yu,SUN Shou-jun

(Department of Agronomy, Tianjin Agricultural University, Tianjin 300384)

Abstract: In order to explore the effects of saline-alkali land fertilization on the traits of sweet sorghum, taking

three varieties of sweet sorghum in the saline-alkali land of Daqing area, the biomass, sugar brix and related

traits of sweet sorghum were studied. The results showed that fertilization had extremely significant impact on

biomass,leaves number and juice yield, and had significant effect on panicle weight. Interactions between the

different varieties and fertilizer treatments had no significant impact on all traits. Correlation analysis of seven

kinds of traits showed that there was a extremely significant correlation between the leaves number and bio-

mass,as well as plant height, sugar yield and sugar brix.but there was a negative correlation between juice yield

and sugar brix. Sweet sorghum production should be based on the fertilizer characteristics of different varieties,

soil, climatic conditions and target traits to fertilizer scientifically and reasonably. The biomass and sugar con-

tent and yield of sweet sorghum could be improved combining with A, (750. 00 kg*hm* phosphate diamine)and

A, (187.50 kgehm™ phosphate diamine and 187. 50 kgehm™ potassium sulfate) fertilization in Daqing area.

Key words: sweet sorghum;saline-alkali land;fertilization ; biomass; sugar brix; traits



