LZHRM AR, J. Anhui Agric. Sci. 2021,49(23) :46-47,69

AEXEXMMEZEFTHIFRDW

RETF, AR ROY, R, REE, BER  (romrumis wims 453003)

BE  ARR X ERFARIEMAL, 2 E g et obskshet ok Aot B &3R0S0t R ag ket fert dm P o9 TR MR  TIARE O R L
% C #ATNZBAR X, BREAW, RRARARAFLERESTRE, 2 FEW I 7K BAA LT RAKIER AG2 5568 5K
SERG,BRAOBIK, EARMT, AR TLELE T CHFATEREG RS ES THRIRILTMEE; KRS SRS 4 TR e
ASEFHTHRSMS T SF, £ARSHN VAT AL T m R B 9 A 45 E R B, Tk b4 8 £ &Kot feetdm b o A by 513
P RAR b 2383844 R SAb ket TR G R4 TR A et e shet 0/ A2 25

KR KRAE;EHRRS ;O F AL
FESES S634.3 XEAFRIZED A
TEHRS  0517-6611(2021)23-0046-02
doi ; 10. 3969/j. issn. 0517-6611. 2021. 23. 014

Comparative Analysis of Main Nutrient Distribution Characteristics of Different Chinese Cabbage Varieties
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Abstract
tus leaf, outer leaf of leaf bulb, inner leaf of leaf bulb, soft leaf and petiole of leaf parts were determined and relative analysis was made. The

(Xinxiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Xinxiang, Henan 453003)
Different varieties of Chinese cabbage were used as experimental materials, the soluble sugar, soluble protein and vitamin C in lo-

results showed that different varieties and different parts of the nutrient content was different, the difference was obvious. Among the tested va-
rieties, Asiya, Jiaoyanqiuqiang and Qinbai 2 had higher comprehensive nutrient content, Shaanqiubai lowest. In general, the contents of vita-
min C and soluble protein in soft leaves were higher than those in petioles of the same part. The content of soluble sugar in petiole of most test-
ed varieties was higher than that in soft leaves of the same part. The distribution characteristics of V content in different parts of soft leaf and
petiole were not obvious,the content of soluble sugar in soft leaves and petioles increased from outside to inside ,there were differences in the

distribution of soluble protein content in the inner and outer leaves of soft leaves of different varieties.
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Table 1 V. content in different parts of different Chinese cabbage varieties mg/g
e R i Soft leaf H-4% Petiole
No. Varielies FERET - BRSH HERA T FEREM HERSR T BRI
1 JEHIE Rk iR 0. 867 ab 0.554 be 0.487 ab 0.458 a 0.323 a 0. 353 abc
2 95 0.729 be 0.243 d 0.278 de 0.357 b 0. 146 de 0. 352 abe
3 5SS =| 0.234 e 0.108 d 0.128 f 0.126 d 0.113 e 0.132 e
4 BT 121 0.430 de 0.376 cd 0.181 ef 0.197 cd 0.185 d 0.310 bed
5 26 0. 887 ab 0.738 b 0.390 be 0.352 b 0.254 be 0.228 de
6 ZH2 5 0.583 cd 0.261d 0. 400 abc 0.130d 0.106 e 0.232 de
7 V4. 1.037 a 0.955 a 0.498 a 0.418 ab 0.287 ab 0.422 a
8 W2 /My 23 0.450 d 0.311d 0.321 cd 0.321 cd 0.257 be 0.396 ab

T : [RFUA ) NG G- BER 7R R[] il ] 28 57 2.3 ( P<0. 05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different varieties( P < 0.05)
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Table 2 Soluble sugar content in different parts of different varieties mg/g

=) i i Soft leaf 4% Petiole

No. Varieties S BRI nEkpyIf S W ERSMIF BRI
1 JEETFRK SR 0.489 a 1. 069 ab 1.898 a 0.253 be 0.897 a 2.059 a
2 K95 0.149 b 0.348 b 1.189 a 0. 153 be 0. 453 ab 1.214 ¢
3 Bk 0.117 b 0. 560 ab 1.382 a 0.127 ¢ 0.116 ¢ 1.402 be
4 B 121 0.160 b 0. 886 ab 1.503 a 0.317 be 0.796 a 1.406 be
5 ot 0.123 b 0.842 ab 1.210 a 0.287 be 0.528 ab 1. 966 ab
6 ZH2 5 0.521 a 1.369 a 1.895 a 0.617 a 0.477 ab 1.899 ab
7 NN 0. 409 ab 1. 117 ab 1.608 a 0. 449 ab 0.801 a 2.445 a
8 B2 /M 23 0.252 ab 0.955 ab 0.833 a 0.265 be 0.549 ab 1.169 ¢

T « (R P [E)/INE SRR AN ] i o ] 22 7 (.35 (P<0. 05)

Note; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different varieties( P < 0.05)
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Table 3 Soluble protein content in different parts of different varieties

mg/g

E2=) S Fh i Soft leaf H4% Petiole

No. Varieties FERAM mpRERPI A BpERAM BRERPY A
1 IRk R 4.391a 10.823bc  3.360ab  2.015¢
2 K95 8.201 a  10.823 be 1.255 b 4.414 be
3 Bk 1 2.289 a 1.873 ¢ 0.203 b 1.628 ¢
4 B 121 7.275a 21.785a 1.471 b 12.257 a
5 2 7.311a  6.735bc  2.615ab  6.337b
6 ZH2%5 5.555a 13.021 ab 3.960 ab 6.453 b
7 RIZZIR12 4.275 a 3.880 be 9.376 a 1.396 ¢
8 o /ML23  4.500 a 3.802 be 6.113 a 2.779 be

T RN G R e A AR 2 ( P<0. 05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant
difference between different varieties( P < 0. 05)
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Table 5 Effect of film mulching cultivation on rice processing quality and appearance quality
ke e 522 S g e 3% S, ig
Treatment Brown rice rate//% White rice rate//% ole wiple rice y kerne ATKIness
rate//% percentage /% degree//%
MR ALFE Film mulching treatment 81.1+0.1 a 63.3+0.2 a 52.9+1.9 a 5.0+£2.7 a 0.4+0.2 a
X CK 79.2+0.2 b 61.7+0.2 b 52.8+1.0 a 4.0t1.2 a 0.4+0.2 a
e [FFAIR NG -5 FoR 25 57 L 35 (P<0. 05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences( P<0.05)
* 6 BIEFEXNTERELEROZME
Table 6 Effects of film mulching cultivation on physical and chemical properties of rice
Ab g JRe A e TRIE BEHETER A EH TS
Treatmen Gel consistency Alkaline hydrolysis value Amylose content//% Protein content//%
AL F Film mulching treatment 77.4+0.7 a 7.0+0.0 a 18.6+0.4 a 7.0+0.2 a
X} R CK 78.9+1.4 a 7.0£0.0 a 18.8+0.1 a 6.4+0.1b

TE : RIS ING R R 22 57 8.4 (P<0.05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences( P<0. 05)
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