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Effects of pH on Growth Trend of Hydroponic Garlic

ZHU Hui-min, LIANG Li-ying (Life Sciences College of Zhaoging University ,Zhaoging, Guangdong 526000 )
Abstract
droponics was adopted to study the effect of different gradient of pH aqueous solution on growth and development of plants. The SOD activity
was measured at different growth stages. The SOD precipitation was separated and purified by using acetone precipitation, the activity was de-

[ Objective | Growth and development and SOD activity changes of hydroponic garlic were studied under different pH. [ Method ] Hy-

termined by NBT photo reduction method. [ Result] The best growth condition of hydroponic garlic was observed when the pH was 6. 0. Under
the growth environment of pH 4.5 —=5.5, the SOD activity of garlic was relatively stable. With the gradual growth of germination, the SOD ac-
tivity had rising tendency. SOD activity of garlic was relatively high in acid environment. [ Conclusion ] The research can give guidance for hy-

drophonic culturing garlic.
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Table 2 Growth trend of garlic under different gradient of pH at dif-
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ferent growth stages mm
o itk #i i
Root length Shoot length Leaf length
4.5 2.57 5.17 7.50
5.0 2.70 5.00 9.47
5.5 3.07 6.50 9.63
6.0 3.87 8.17 11.37
6.5 4.50 7.93 8.03
7.0 4.10 6.93 7.80
7.5 3.70 6.63 5.87
8.0 3.93 6.07 6.93
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Fig.1 Effects of pH on root length of hydroponic garlic
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Fig.2 Effects of pH on SOD activity of hydroponic garlic at
root growing stage
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0.4

=]
[3%)

SOD & 44E
SOD activity Il U/ (min - g)

=3
[}

=]
—_

5.0 55 60 65 7.0 75 8.0

R
w

pH

4 KRFKFMEZARE pH FIW SOD iFHEY
Fig.4 Effects of pH on SOD activity of hydroponic garlic at
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Fig. 6 Effects of pH on SOD activity of hydroponic garlic at leaf

growing stage

2.5 AEpH FHTKEXRFKES SOD iFtER LR il
B SOD & VERTHIfY J5 362 NBT S Jitik , %07 ik R
ARG o IR, A BT IBORGRR E a  JTCEE2 3 g, T
SE I AR S R IBGR A AR Y 9 0. 3 L, SIS 1 i [H] 25 5
H9 15 min'" o SIS RO BOP- K {E AT 2] SOD 15 PEA, 4
SRULF 30 KB X WA S 11 o ) s R AT 17 it s K54
AR E T 4 44T X IR, A5 SOD B i 4 23
0.279 7.0.270 5.0.244 8.0.260 4 U/(min + g),F-#{H N
0.263 85 U/(min * g),
*3 7R pH B F&REAZM SOD FE M

Table 3 SOD activity of garlic under different gradient of pH at dif-

ferent growth stages U/(min - g)
pH KARBI B KRB BB
Root growing stage  Shoot growing stage  Leaf growing stage
4.5 0.280 5 0.348 3 0.361 1
5.0 0.2510 0.324 4 0.3450
5.5 0.279 9 0.327 8 0.3727
6.0 0.224 4 0.3232 0.3452
6.5 0.309 0 0.267 4 0.3336
7.0 0.2553 0.256 1 0.336 4
7.5 0.2127 0.2352 0.306 3
8.0 0.259 5 0.273 9 0.325 4
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