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Effects of P Rate on Biomass Accumulation and Partitioning of Canola ( Brassica napus L.) in Saline Soil
LIU Rong' ,YOU Jing-jing’, ZHENG Jing-dong’ et al
Lid. , Dafeng, Jiangsu 225141;2. Jiangsu Key Laboratory of Crop Genetics and Physiology, Yangzhou University, Yangzhou, Jiangsu 225009)
Abstract A field experiment was conducted to investigate the effects of P rate (0, 30, 60, 90, 120 and 150 kg/hmz) on the biomass accu-
mulation and partitioning of canola ( Brassica napus L.) in saline soil. The results showed that P supply increased biomass accumulation in all

(1.Planting Center of Guangming Food Group Shanghai Chuandong Farm Co.,

organs at all the growth stages. The root had the most increment among different organs. At seedling stage, P supply increased the biomass par-
titioning in root but decreased this partitioning in leave. At flowering stage, P supply increased the biomass partitioning in root and leave but
decreased these in stem. At maturity stage, P supply increased the biomass partitioning in root and seed but decreased these in stem and shell.
These results suggested that P supply improved root growth, and in turn, great root system enhanced the leave development at flowering stage,
and finally improved the nutrient transporting to seed, resulting in increased seed yield. We recommended the P fertilizer at the rate of

120 kg/hm’ in this saline soil.
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Table 2 The IC,, values of five traditional Chinese medicine extracts of petroleum ether,ethanol and ethyl acetate on BuChE and AChE inhibition

pg/mL
BuChE AChE
ey N GRS ZRSERY  CRMORHURY  ANRHERY RS LRI
Traditional Chinese medicine Petroleum Ethanol Ethyl acetate Petroleum Ethanol Ethyl acetate
ether extract extract extract ether extract extract extract
“ARFE Saussurea costus 29.27+1.32 — 41.92+0.91 — 16.00+1.46 —
HIZEWE TR Dryopteris crassirhizoma — — — 42.03+1.21 — —
KPR JEE Paederia scandens — — 12.41+0.98 — — —
AL Reynoutria japonica — — 11.29+1.54 — — 27.04+1.18
HRGBE Sophora tonkinensis 15.52+1.56 25.17£1.51 17.99+1.24 — — —
BHMEXT HE Positive control 0.89(iso—OMPA) 0.03( Donepezil )
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