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Table 1 The nutrient content of the tested soil
Pt 1 %/ (mgekg!) H W/ (mgkg') B/ (mgokg!) HHLE/ % .
Tested soil Available nitrogen Available phosphorus Available potassium Organic matter P
[H i £ (CK) Pastoral soil 260. 57 .11 124. 30 6.83 7.87
FrT 5 + Soda saline-alkali soil 209. 24 12. 82 160. 30 4,47 8.83
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Fig. 1 Comparison of brown rice rate and

milled rice rate under different treatments
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Fig. 2 Comparison of the head rice rate under different treatments
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Fig. 3 Comparison of the chalkiness degree and the

chalkiness rate under different treatments
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Table 2 Relationship analysis between rice quality traits
T O ORNIE s e e mwwn mem OO
Ttems Brown Milled Head o lkiness  chalkiness  Amylose  Protein Taste
rice rate rice rate rice rate degree e score
B K % Brown rice rate 1
K k% Milled rice rate —0.73 1
WOk % Head rice rate —0.97"* 0. 81 1
Y The chalkiness degree 0.14 —0.74 —0.22 1
k% The chalkiness rate 0.17 —0.76 —0.25 1.00% 1
B TER Amylose 0.12 —0.48 —0.05 0. 81 0. 82 1
11 Protein 0.32 0. 20 —0.35 —0.77 —0.76 —0.90" 1
TR IE4 Taste score —0.32 0.61 0.25 —0. 80 —0.82  —0.98"" 0.79 1
% P<C0,05, » * P<C0.01.
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Effects of Soda Saline-alkali Soil on Rice Quality

HE Chen. ZHENG Gui-ping, LI Hong-yu, LYU Yan-dong., YIN Da-wei, JIANG Yu-wei,

ZHAO Hai-cheng

(Agricultural College, Heilongjiang Bayi Agricultural University, Daqging, Heilongjiang 163319)

Abstract; In order to promote cultivation and breeding of high quality rice, the quality of rice varieties Longjing

21 and Kenjing 5 was analyzed, which was planted in soda saline-alkali soil and pastoral soil, the pastoral soil as

control. The results showed that the head rice rate and taste score of the rice planted in soda saline-alkali soil

were higher than that in CK,the difference of head rice rate was extremely significant(P<C0. 01), taste score

had no significant difference (P>>0. 01). The protein content of the rice planted in soda saline-alkali soil was lower

than that in CK(P>>0. 01). The soda saline-alkali soil can improve head rice rate and taste quality of rice, reduce

brown rice rate and protein content.

Keywords: soda saline-alkali soil;rice;quality
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