2R R LA F 2012(2):26~29

Heilongjiang Agricultural Sciences

PRI

AN ) 55 6 SO S b RE AR 7= 2 i B 1 5

KEE,EHIR,S4F ,XER,EEH ,HikE H F L,&EEH
(LLARREKRSF RFR, ZAIIT 5 RE 150030;2. R Z B #H% 5 HASAR, ZLEIT RE
161500)

HWE . ALTRBEAABERRG AL ARBE R LA, ALE 18 AR, £ F o RFIRE L
LG HARN KB HEAREAER AT ISFTALEET SRR TR, 2R2AR . A®BH
ER RO G FRER L ZRIF T LEEARO R BARERASREAAREEZR BRETR G, &5

ARFBRETAFKRERT Y.
S LIERCIEY SV SEs
FE4SESS511.272 STERARIDAD : A

20 42 80 R EA KM H AR Wik
BE KRR B AR R B T AR R
U LEAE 3R E KRS 7 B R KRR T 35 A
A BT A 2R R F R E SR L
TSR RFON EE BRI EOR,
P 7 6 8 L o S R L L ORI R AR

Y EHE:2011-11-13

ELWB:“+ = 17 ERER % B H 2011
BADI6B11) ; F 5 & k15 & 4% B 55 H (2008GA670013) 5
B R £ N RO 45 A ok A7 3h 3 &1 W% Bh 3 B (2009
GJB20005) ; BILILE #E T A A @153 B

FE—EEE N R (19785, B, B vr A B LA T
+, B ERAE ST 5L, AR OKFE 4> T isi 45 B A F5E . E-mail: zhan-
gzhchen@163. com,

WIESE & EM (1960, 5, H Ak &5 AL 1+, ##z,
T A T 0 K R 3 AL F R 98 . E-mail: 2xjin326 @

hotmail. com,

XEHS :1002-2767(2012)02-0026-04

T2 BB, IR E KR R A —
ASBB B o R X S R A% O S B T,
I A o G A5 e P IR B R TR o L R
IR 5 K ST AR IF HLER T X o i AR S R 85
R T g R K R B R O 0 TR ME R RS S A R
I R A0 2 55 00 0 HE T, S /D 22 3 BEAT T R
BT T AR GG I AT T % AR X K
e a0 5% e (RS 52 IR B T K R
LT BT R ) 1 R e B A G LR GE . %S T Uk BT
FERAGIHT T T At e ik JoT 8 BRORT 7K A 7 6 R i
JBE B R LAY A FE M K R R 7 00 T AR R A ik
WK .
1 MRStk
.1 ##

BT 2010 4EAE 55 57 M 2K T AR 22 EL i %

Effect of Different Farming Patterns on Growth and
Development of Leaf Traits of Soybean

LI Zeng-jie
(Jiamusi Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Jiamusi, Heilongjiang
154007)

Abstract; The growth and development of the main leaf traits of Kenfeng 16 were discussed to provide theory
basis for good quality and high yield soybean cultivation by studying the two planting patterns of 65 cm ridge
and 45 cm narrow row and compact planting. The results showed that leaf area per plant,leaf area index, leaf
chlorophyll content and leaf dry weight in different growth stages indicated increased first and then decreased
trend. Except of leaf area index.indicators of the ridge were higher than narrow row and compact planting. The
changes of physiological indicators in leaves were affected by population density.
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Table 1 Comparison of seedling quality cultivated on seed husk and soil media

B o GEEA R B Sohi] F{H

Matrix Seedling by rice husk Seedling by soil F value
T /cm 13.55 17. 37 223.6 "
Height of seedling
it /1 3.3 3.6 21.5"
Foliar age
ZEH/mm 2.1 2.3 25.0%
Stem diameter
A/ A 16 13 85.7"
Root quantity
e KRR /em 5.13 6.35 7.7
Maximum length of root
BBk 4 5 R/ me 27.0 32.8 18.9"
Dry matter weight per plant
AR/ A 6 5 2.5
New root quantity
HAEAR R KR /em 1..90 1.81 o1

Maximum length of new root

Heox Flx x RREFIBRFIREZHAF-. TR,

Note: * and * * mean significant difference at 5% and 1% levels.respectively. The ame below.
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Table 2 Dynamic comparison of seedling growth at tillering stage

BUREIREA] Sample time FEF A Matrix type ¥k /em Plant height ZX¥0/> Stem quantity H: K Amount of growth

06-22 T 5% Rice husk 40. 3 7.53 303.59
+ 4 Soil 33.1 6. 60 218. 46

F {4 F ratio 6.891 3.716 10. 91

07-06 &7 Rice husk 69.13 11.97 827. 30
- 8¢ Soil 59. 47 11.23 668.01

F{f F ratio 47,893 0.523 11.12
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Table 3 Comparison of yield components
L= (E3/3 T8 iR/ N THITE /g PBRRL T /g et
Ttem Grainquantity per plant  Seed setting rate 1000-seed weight Seed weight per plant Yield/kgehm?
5% Rice husk 1707 75.89 24.89 34.48 9997.5
+ 3 Soil 1085 74.08 27.98 32.05 9187.5
F {& F value 7.00 0. 085 12. 697 0. 649 0. 649
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Table 4 Comparison of eating and cooking quality

RRE| HEEER AR/ EARA R/ Y% BIRAA

F {E%B iﬁﬁﬁgulﬁ%‘ﬂ(% ﬁé% *E%%ﬁﬁz%—%ﬁ Ttem Amylose content Protein content  Taste value
TR EREOR IR 11 0 & B RO S e FE T e 0%
N e =}
ERRUEEE L N + 17.65 9.02 53.95
MFES T B A e MRk s - Soil
98 5 5T A AR OK AE B e R B L B AORY BE LT RS FF{? 4 178.59° 2.939
value
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Table 5 Comparison of rice RVA profiles
TiH e e R B o AR B2 A B e 2R B i W Y U [m] v Wk 5 A8
Ttem Peak viscosity Minimum viscosity Down viscosity Final viscosity Consistence Setback
Fi5% Rice husk 229.58 146.75 82. 84 269. 54 39. 96 122. 80
44 Soil 202. 25 121.63 80. 63 230.42 28. 17 108. 80
F {4 F value 0. 757 3.017 0.017 2.508 1. 866 3.085

TE < BN P A e o R R 5 B IR 2 2 22 5 0 068 Ul 1 Ay e 2R 32 5 B o R P 22 22 5 IV IR O {1y B 4 K JE 55 ARG J8E 22 0%

Note: Down viscosity was equal to the difference between peak viscosity and minimum viscosity; Consistence was equal to the differ-

ence between final viscosity and peak viscosity; Setback was equal to the difference between final viscosity and minimum vis-

cosity.
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Effect of Different Seedling Media on Yield and
Quality of Japonica Rice in Cold Region

ZHANG Zhong-chen' , WANG Hong-zhen’, GAO Hong-xiu', LIU Hai-ying' , WANG Lu-lu',

XU Zhen-hua' ,QU Ying' ,JIN Zheng-xun'

(1. Agronomy College of Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin, Heilongjiang 1500303

2. Xinhe Community of Yi’an County,Yi’an Heilongjiang 161500)

Abstract; The new matrix(rice husk) disk seedling(NMDS) and conventional soil seedling(control) was studied

using Longjing 18 as material in Xinhe village in Qigihar city to provide a theoretical basis for japonica rice cul-

tivation and sources recycling and emission reduction. The results showed that the seedling quality was better in

NMDS than the control,yield in NMDS was slightly higher than the control while eating and cooking quality

traits in NMDS were not significantly different with those in the control. Therefore, NMDS could replace soil

seedling.

Key words: rice; rice husk disk seedling;yield; quality
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