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Effect of Se Fertilizer Application on Seedling Growth and
Physiological Features of Oil Sunflower in Saline-alkali Soil

ZAN Ya-ling, WANG Lei
(Department of Life Science, Yuncheng University, Yuncheng, Shanxi 044000)

Abstract; In order to enhance the plant’s resistance to environmental stress, and ensure the normal growth of
plants, the effects of different selenium concentration on several physiological features of oil sunflower seedling
in saline-alkali soil were studied. The results showed that optimal concentration of Se fertilizer application(200
g+hm?) promoted plant growth,and increased plant height, stem diameter, SPAD value and dry matter of oil
sunflower seedling , otherwise inhibited its growth; with Se fertilizer application MDA content of oil sunflower
leaves began to decrease, and reached the minimum value in Se4(400 gehm?) treatment, decreased by 45. 8%
compared to the control treatment; the content of Pro increased first and then declined, and reached the high-
est value in Se2(200 g+hm?) treatment, increased by 8. 9%. Three kinds of antioxidant enzymes activities all
increased first and then decreased. The activities of peroxidase,catalase and superoxide dismutase reached max-
imun respectively at Sel, Se2, Se3. Glutathione content decreased first and then increased, and reached lowest
value in Se2, decreased by 16. 5% with CK. Considering the changes in oil sunflower morphological index and
physiological indicators of oil sunflower seedling, soil application of selenium fertilizer of 200 gehm™* could in-
crease the antioxidant capacity of oil sunflower.

Keywords: selenium; oil sunflower; enzyme activity
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Table 1 Descriptive statistical analysis of soil fertility indexes on the east coast of Fen river park
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. =40
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. =38
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. =60
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Fig. 1 Comparison of pH and OM contents of green space among different areas on the east coast of Fen river park
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Fig. 2 Comparison of AN, AP and AK contents of green space among different areas on the east coast of Fen river park
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Table 2 Principal component analysis by

variance decomposition

F (i TR/ % itk %
FAE(H

Principal ’ Contribution Cumulative
Eigenvalue .

component rate proportion
1 2.22 44,47 44,47
2 1.03 20. 69 65.16
3 0. 81 16.18 81. 34
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Soil Fertility Characteristics of Green Space Among Different
Areas on The East Coast of Linfen Fen River Park

CHAI Guo-li' ,ZHANG Yong-qing' ,JI Qing' , WANG Lu',YANG Yun-long’ , WANG Guo-hua'
(1. College of Geographical Science, Shanxi Normal University, Linfen, Shanxi 041004;
2. Taiyuan Railway Administration, Taiyuan,Shanxi 030006)

Abstract; In order to provide a basis for the soil fertility management in Linfen Fen river park and other newly
constructed parks along the Fen river, green space soil on the east coast of Linfen Fen river park were taken as
the study object, and the soil fertility characteristics was discussed based on the comparative study of seveal in-
dicators including soil pH value, soil organic matter, AN, AP, AK. The results show thatthe soil fertility was
low generally on the east coast of Linfen Fen river park. The contents were improved significantly in the top-
soil, which was owing to some measures were applied; There were differences in the distribution characteris-
tics of soil fertility indexes among different areas: the soil pH value and the content of available
potassium(AK) had obvious differences (P<C0. 05). The content of available nitrogen (AN) didn't shown such
obvious differences between the sidewalk near the shore and roadway (P>>0. 05), but were significantly higher
than it on the sidewalks between the greenbelt (P<C0.05); the soil organic matter (SOM) and the content of
available phosphorus (AP) had no significant differences (P>>0. 05); the comprehensive soil fertility of green
space among different areas was as follows: the sidewalk near the shore>roadway>he sidewalks between the
greenbelt.

Keywords: park; green space soil; fertility; different areas; artificial activity; principal component analysis



