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Table 1 Analysis on the main morphological indexes of Jerusalem artichoke resources

MRS R/ % T H B g - Ik BRiF/cm PR 7Y & SI2 /NI Y { )

Varieties ~ Emergence Growth Leaf Leaf Branch Plant Plant Tuber Tuber
code rate vigour shape color height type shape color
1% 100 e 3] 0325 5~7 310 sk i AN FL a
2% 100 e 3] ERES EXids1 325 ey B /1N 95 e &]
3% 100 i 1 B3 kgt 5~6 305 B KNG H
4% 100 i 1 B kg 4~8 295 i 8 5] /) & H
55 90 K &k 6~38 320 KA PN 4
6 70 R 1 15 B3 X 335 RH L ONAE 21
75 70 K [53] 0325 1~6 280 ey B /1N &5 e &]
85 100 K 3] Hax X5 315 sk LGN a
95 30 % 1 B3 kgt 5~38 285 B i AN AL ) E|
105 50 oA i 15 IERES 4~6 320 e 5 /)~ 25 e &l
1% 50 H M BN 2o 315 Lhgod Ji A AL 4
125 80 R 1 15 B3 ZH 325 e AL E|
13 % 100 e i [ ok Lo 330 sk AN HL A
145 60 K 3] wax EXis1 295 -3is R Y AN
15 % 100 e il kg EXis1 315 g/ i AN FL U E]
16 =5 90 i 5 Lk EAE5 325 i 8 K i i H
175 90 i 5 ke Ein51 305 sk AN 0] WAL
18 % 100 i [53] wak 5~17 310 a1 2y i &AL
19 % 100 R sk Z 0 H 325 e AL M
20 5 100 e il ERES 5~6 305 R 2y ik TRLL
21 % 100 K 1 [5 mak 4~8 295 st i il WAL
225 90 R [ TRk 6~8 320 KL AL AL
23 %5 70 =4 1 B kg E 253 335 B 2y ik H
24 %5 70 R 5 TR 4~6 287 s ASHL I TR
25% 100 B W B 305 e AW w4
26 % 30 % 1 e 5~6 275 % H R0 e
27 % 50 Ly [5] ERES 1~6 320 e 2y ik HLL
28 %5 50 Gy il sk Z o3k 315 R 2y ik AL
29 % 60 =4 5 Lk EA 25 330 B 2y ik H
30 % 100 1k 1 54 ke X5 315 s 25 e ®LL
315 90 e FE32S Z 0 H 325 a1 Yy ik EFAN
2% 90 n itz st £y ki 305 W R A
33 %5 100 e [5] R 5~7 310 e 2y ik RELL
34 5 100 e 13 ERES B 325 ey )i ik EFAN
35 & 100 A Tt 1 5k 5~6 305 KL 25 i ke
36 100 1k 1 154 ke 4~8 245 s 25t REL
375 90 R [ e 6~38 320 R 27 il e
38 5 70 B i W ZaE 338 R Yyt ot
39 5 70 £ TRk 4~6 280 Wi 25 ki van
10 %5 100 K 5 ek Z o3k 315 ey ASHL I R
418 30 % 1 150 gk 5~8 285 RHL Y 4 Hwa
425 50 h 1 ] wak 4~6 320 s 2y e XKLL
43 5 50 Ly 5 ke EXis 1 315 s 25 e REL
44 %5 60 R REk Lo 330 K AN HL wa
45 5 100 1k 6 s EZi 315 ek Ui i LT
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Table 2 Analysis on yield related indexes of Jerusalem artichoke resources

LYy HRRYET LYy 5:E LYy 7E HRHET B/ E

. fief i /g YR g B /A R fif 7 i /g Wi/ g B /A

Varietics Fresh weight Dry weight Number of Varietics Fresh weight Dry weight Number of

of tuber of tuber tuber per of tuber per of tuber tuber per
per plant per plant plant plant per plant plant
145 1152.7 224.6 16.5 23 %5 652.7 182.3 34.5
25 130. 8 31.2 11.5 24 5 356.7 98. 6 25.3
35 960. 0 189. 7 21.7 25 5 342.3 92.5 12.5
45 918.0 154. 2 18.0 26 5 455. 6 135.2 35.2
55 619.3 139.9 21.3 27 % 534.8 142.5 13.2
6 5 147.5 35.6 6.2 28 5 781.3 184.5 35.2
75 886. 7 192.4 16. 3 29 5 739.6 155. 8 44,7
=2 622.5 126.8 13.5 30 5 36.0 10. 3 7.7
95 833.7 160. 9 14.5 31 5 285.6 73.6 22.3
10 % 721.3 149.5 8.0 32 %5 556.7 120. 3 31.7
11 %5 999. 5 187. 2 13.6 33 5 861.3 231.6 69. 7
12 5 683.3 114.3 9.0 34 = 495.3 125.6 27.0
1345 1008. 3 270. 1 24.6 355 305.7 79.8 17.0
14 5 1306. 2 195. 6 20.0 36 5 908. 6 256.3 31.5
15 &5 1047.0 216.5 25.0 375 428.2 123.5 32.5
16 5 844. 2 184.9 11.2 38 5 80.7 25.4 7.5
17 % 830. 6 237.6 72.0 39 5 149.7 45.3 45.0
18 5 377.6 109. 8 44. 8 10 5 95.8 26.5 6.2
19 5 278.3 61.3 16.5 415 260.7 74.3 19.6
20 5 581.6 157.5 25.9 42 5 279.5 67.8 19.2
21 %5 539.9 145.6 26.0 43 5 414. 3 100. 3 12.5
22 5 276.0 75.6 24.0 44 5 58.7 16.7 15.2
45 5 160. 2 43.2 18.4
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23 AL S 4 E A R S
AL N 1.29% ~2. 42% Hdh A5 6 PN IR
EAREGEE 20U F RS E 250U T
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Table 3 Analysis on the main quality indexes of Jerusalem artichoke resources
A BH/ % YRR/ HLET 4/ % HLIE 5/ % Kb/ g W5/ g
Varieties Protein Soluble sugar Crude fibre Crude fat Total sugar Reducing sugar
25 2.42 18. 44 1.71 0.15 34.36 16. 72
65 1.58 14. 33 1.23 0.11 30.78 12.45
= 2.07 13.25 1.52 0.13 32.56 15. 38
85 1.81 13.62 1.47 0.17 35. 23 14. 53
95 1.54 15. 89 1. 61 0.15 33.54 15. 83
1% 1. 96 15.93 1.26 0.19 38.7 18. 22
135 2.32 17.79 1.45 0.16 33.45 15. 66
45 2.02 20. 44 1.41 0.13 37. 86 17. 42
16 %5 1.29 16. 52 1.47 0.16 35.38 16. 25
17 %5 2.16 21. 06 1.35 0.21 36. 54 15.59
185 1.76 15. 39 1.65 0.12 23.45 13. 66
25 %5 1. 84 19. 56 1.42 0.18 25.79 18. 58
36 %5 2.41 17.77 1.29 0. 14 38. 66 17. 32
12 5 1. 96 16. 82 1.38 0.10 29. 65 14. 31
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Study on Ecological Adaptability of Pickles Jerusalem

artichoke in Daqing Area

LIU Bing.REN Cui-mei, LI Jie,YANG Li,GU Xin,LIU De-fu, WANG Li
(Daqging Branch of Heilongjiang Agricuture Academic Sciences,Daqging, Heilongjiang 163316)

Abstract; In order to select out varieties of Jerusalem artichoke which were suitable for pickles in Daqing area,

the indexes of main morphological, production related and quality about 45 varieties of Jerusalem artichoke in

Daqing area were analyzed. The results showed that there were large differences on morphological and produc-

tion indexes, the variation of quality index was small. Four varieties of Jerusalem artichoke were selected with

high yield and good quality. They were excellent resources of pickles processing and suitable for planting in

Daqing area.

Keywords: J erusalem artichoke germplasm resources; main morphological indexes; production related indexes;

quality indexes; pickles processing
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