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Table 1 Effect of different fertilizer treatments on dry matter rate of water dropwort
e #E & Fresh weight/g FH&H Dry weight/g F##& Dry matter rate/ %
s E £ i % EX7S i E £
Treatments
Leaf Stem Whole plant Leaf Stem Whole plant Leaf Stem Whole plant
AHHLIEALFE OF 74 83 88 2.26 3.44 3.84 3. 06b 4.15a 4.37a
TAHLIE A2 TF 103 210 256 5. 40 3.34 8.43 5. 24a 1.59b 3. 30c
AHL-THIELLFE OF-IF 237 360 204 6.03 6. 40 7.45 2. 54c 1.78b 3.66b
2.2 A[FIAERHALEAT A B A8 5 R A TEFAEE KRR F R B L4 bk b ) 8 E R
MR 2AUEL, KMKFERETHEFSEE SEER.
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S 5 R 2K AN [ BB A e ) 3 5 B ) L A R
Fo RIKFF4#% B B8 B R & R 7E A [ AR AL 22

2.3 N[FIRERHAR BERT K i B £ 4E 5 A R

M52 3 ATLLE SRR AL BT i K 7 i e 1
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*2 AR BER AL IR 3F 7K A B ERFA A 4 2 R AR 2 ARG B KO R TR 25 B Ta] A 22
EAREENFM FRAEBEAE T ERE. PR AREEEELS4D
Table 2 Effect of different fertilizer treatments on %MHBKZJ:EEHTJLE% 1&?&% 2 /|\5¢IE H % EP E"JK %'ﬁﬂ%
flavone and protein content of water dropwort ﬁ_@il: gﬁ/gﬁgﬂ\}i EIEOEZUN E% s Rk IZFI E’Jﬂ'?ﬁ/l‘iﬂ%
- Lt . FanEA BAYEE B UA VAR 5 R s K A4 25 B BRI
B Flavone content/ % Protein content/mg « g1 N
L TR e € B S RAFAEL S, O AT A
Leaf Stem Whole plant Leaf Stem Whole plant B PITCHLARAL B B R, 38 114. 0 mg/g; ZE Rk 1
FHELFE OF 0.16b 0.19b 0.13b 14.4a 13.8a 15. 7a ﬂ%'ﬁﬂ%ﬁ’?ﬂ:?ﬁﬁﬁUﬁmﬂﬂﬂﬁmﬂﬂﬁ%ﬂfiﬂﬂ‘ﬁ%;
THLAE AL FE TF 0.76a 0.25a 0.79 14.9a 12.7a 15. 9a
‘ el A
EH-THEALEE OF-IF  0.03c 0. 10c 0. 09b 14.2a 12.2a 15. 1a 7J(#§%§E’|ﬁj E’{Jﬂl’é @}%ﬁ’?ﬂ:é& 5] ﬁﬁ‘ﬁﬁﬁi °
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Table 3 Effect of different fertilizer treatments on dietary fiber of water dropwort
e BERS Y Total dietary fiber/mg e+ g—! RNEEMERE R 474k Insoluble dietary fiber/mg « g~ AIVAMERER 44k Soluble dietary fiber/mg + g—!
reatrments nt E /S it ES E2/ it E /S
reatments Leaf Stem Whole plant Leaf Stem Whole plant Leaf Stem Whole plant
EHLAEAEFE OF 513.7a 527. 2b 516. la 415.7a 414. 6a 416. 4a 98. 0b 112. 6b 99. 7b
THLAE AL FE TF 505. 6a 518. 3b 504. 6a 391. 6b 408. 6a 388. 9b 114. 0a 109. 7b 115.7b
FEH-THEAFE OF-IF 529. 7a 559. 8a 518. la 434.0a 425.1a 379. 6b 95. 7b 134. 6a 138. 5a
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Table 4 Effect of different fertilizer treatments on expansibility and
water holdup of water dropwort
ik 71 Rk
s Expansibility/mL + g—! Water holdup/ %
Treatments I Y 3 i -3 3
Leaf Stem Whole plant Leaf Stem Whole plant
3.40b 1. 60c 2.99a 596.9c 715.6c  725.6b
755.2b 977.9b  807.9a
925.2a 1 083.2a 623. 8¢

AHHLIELLFE OF
TEHLALAb 7 TF 3.00b 5.00a 1. 60b
HH-THIEL T OFIF 3.98a 2.99b  1.76b

2.5  N[RIAEBHG XS K7 B AR
% 5 AT LLE H , KK AR 7= &3 IR HL-HLE
AL TR B, A HUAE AL PRI R AR, 25 55k B K F.
K 3 YR r = &), ¥ L) 2011 4 9 A 10 Hi™= &
B,2011 48 1 A 10 Hir- B fik. R 5 BaTLIEH,
KK A= B3R, FEASRBIA 1 333. 33 kg/hn L |,
x5 A E AR RIAL I X 7k F 7= 2 B B I

Table 5

Effect of different fertilizer treatments on

production of water dropwort

AbRR 20114E1 10 H 20114E5 H 10 H 20114E9 A 10 H & 667 m?

Treatments 667 m? =&/ kg 667 mjEHk/kg 667 mP e/ kg MER/ ke
AHUIEALFE OF 3 100c 8 433b 9 000b 20 533¢
TAIEAL 2 TF 7 089b 9 689a 10 244a 27 022b

AR 9 656a 9 822a 10 578a 30 056a

Kb OF-IF
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JE AR 25 AR RS T A A BREM. &6
R 4 & B AR 45 1 UK R T3 AL A9 25
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Effect of Different Fertilizer Treatments on Yield and Quality of Water Dropwort

WEI Shuang' , HU Jing-jie? , PENG Hui-rong' , SONG Yu-xue' ,GUO Xiao' , HUANG Kai-feng'
(1. Institute of Plant Genetics and Breeding, School of Life Sciences, Guizhou Normal University, Guiyang, Guizhou 550001; 2. School of

Literature, Guizhou Normal University,Guiyang, Guizhou 550001)

Abstract;: Taking ‘Daye’ water dropwort as material ,the content of partial nutrition and health components and yield of

‘Daye’ water dropwort were studied with different fertilization treatments. The results showed that content of flavonoid

was the highest when treated with inorganic fertilizer;content of TDF,SDF and IDF were the highest when treated with

organic fertilizer-inorganic fertilizer,at the same time,the yield of ‘Daye’ water dropwort was also the highest. It had no

significant difference of protein content among different fertilization treatments. In a word,the yield and quality of ‘Daye’

water dropwort was the highest when treated with the mixture of organic and inorganic fertilizer.

Key words; water dropwort;fertilization;yield; quality
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