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Effects of Different Covers on the Growth and Development Characteristics of Taro and Soil Traits

HUANG Chun-yan', YIN Jian-mei’, LIU Yun-mei' et al ( 1.Rugao Institute of Agricultural Science, Rugao, Jiangsu 226575 ;2. Institu-
te of Cash Crop, Jiangsu Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Nanjing, Jiangsu 210014 )

Abstract In order to clarify the growth and development characteristics of taro in greenhouse, we compared the dynamic characteristics of ta-
ro planted in greenhouse and planted in open ground under different covers, and analyzed the change trend of soil temperature and soil nutri-
ents. In the early stage of taro growth ( before June) , the growth potential of greenhouse covered with black mulch (T2) was higher than that
of blanket (T1) , but the growth potential of T1 increased rapidly after July, which was significantly higher than that of T2. In early stage, taro
planted in greenhouse could be increased through mulching film temperature, and promoted early taro seedlings. The 8th leaf period ( after
June) through the blanket could avoid with the increasing temperature, especially the temperature fluctuation was too high, was not conducive
to plant growth. During production, attention should be paid to the supplement of iron and calcium elements, especially to supplement more ni-
trogen fertilizer, and to reduce the amount of phosphorus and potassium fertilizer. The research results provided technical support for the taro
planting technology in the greenhouse, and also provided alternative options for the traditional way of taro mulching.
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Table 1 Design of different test treatments
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on the growth period of greenhouse taro
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Fig.1 Comparison of plant height growth dynamics of different
treatments
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Fig.2 Comparison of plant leaf age growth dynamics of differ-

ent treatments
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Fig.3 Comparison of plant leaf area growth dynamics of differ-
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Fig.4 Comparison of leaf fresh weight growth dynamics of dif-

ferent treatments
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Fig.6 Comparison of posterity taro number of different treat-
ments
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Fig.7 Comparison of fresh weight growth dynamics of posterity
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Fig.8 Comparison of monthly average temperature ,maximum temperature and minimum temperature of different treatments
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Table 3 Comparison of soil nutrient characters of different treatments
Qb= R A P AL ARk AR
Treatment Soil ?(J‘ Available N Available P Available K Available Fe Exchangeable
code o pe mg/kg mg/ kg mg/kg mg/kg Ca//mg/kg
1 FEFIAT 113.53 22.774 76.766 87.66 12 890.63
WG 103.60 34.146 99.842 71.08 11 105.63
2 FERIAT 113.53 22.774 76.766 87.66 12 890.63
e 93.06 31.924 120.401 76.20 11 073.66
3 B 108.94 33.667 151.649 74.93 10 349.26
ok s 117.05 118.069 176.577 60.50 8 614.78
4 FEFIAT 108.94 33.667 151.649 74.93 10 349.26
e 117.54 79.904 118.040 43.74 10 287.42
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Table 3 Correlation analysis of the quality of recombinant Japonica rice inbred lines

REA AR K AR I S 25 RRH G, U R D R A4 B AN A T

BRE  ROE oo HEREH PR g BERE oo KWK
Ptk Brown Milled B e o MefrRi Chalky EHE Length-
. . Head rice . Fatty acid . Chalkiness .
Characters rice rice Amylose Protein grain width
. rate value degree .

rate ratio content content percentage ratio

¥ K% Milled rice ratio 0.719" "

RO K # Head rice rate 0.146" 0.445" "

HAEER & i Amylose content  -0.366" " -0.206" " -0.132

HEH 5 & & Protein content -0.369" " -0.185"" -0.101 0.964" "

NRIGBR(H Fatty acid value -0.372"" -0.366" " -0.037 0.686" " 0.620" "

IR Chalky grain percentage —0.218°*  -0.414"" -0.419"" -0.135" -0.175" 0.036

S Chalkiness degree -0.190" "  -0.388"" -0.391"" -0.149" -0.191"" 0.036 0.984" "

£ il Length-width ratio -0.020 -0.010 0.197"" -0.293""  -0.240"" -0.170"  -0.307"" -0.284""

1 {H Whiteness degree -0.161" -0.398"" -0.280" " -0.532"" -0.463"" -0.341""  0.504"" 0.491""  0.183""

T e FORAE 0.05 /K REANR; + + FRAE 0.01 KPR B EATR

Note: * indicated significant correlation at 0.05 level; * * indicated extremely significant correlation at 0.01 level.
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