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Table 1 Comparison of the agricultural mechanization properties of

soils in different cultivated substrates
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H o
2 pHH ﬁmﬁi ;L Rapid available Rapid available
pH Organic matter Total nitrogen X
Item phosphorus potassium
value /(g kg™1) /(g+kg™1)
/(mg+kg™!) /(mg+kg™!)
EFREA 5.6 4. 36 0.63 1.77 130. 00
W B 7.2 30. 38 1.62 61. 89 128. 82
HFEC 58 31.05 1.67 92. 84 117.76
®EFE D 5.2 19.92 1.56 1. 99 150. 00
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Fig. 1 Comparison analysis the variation root diameter from

S. priontis in different cultivated substrates
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Fig. 2 Comparison analysis the root length of variation from
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Fig. 3 Comparison analysis the variation of root numbers from

S. priontis in different cultivated substrates
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Fig. 4 Comparison analysis the accumulation dynamics of leaf

biomass from S. priontis in different cultivated substrates
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Fig. 5 Comparison analysis the accumulation dynamics of root

biomass from S. priontis in different cultivated substrates
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Fig. 6 Comparison analysis the accumulation dynamics of plant

biomass from S, priontis in different cultivated substrates
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Fig. 7 Comparison analysis the root and
aboveground weight ratio of S, priontis in

different cultivated substrates
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S. priontis in different cultivated medium
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Effect of Different Culture Mediums on Root Growth and Quality of Salvia priontis

KONG De-xin, WANG Man-lian,GE Yu-zhen,ZOU Rong, TANG Hui
(Guangxi Key Laboratory of Functional Phytochemicals Research and Utilization, Guangxi Institue of Botany, Guangxi Zhuang Autonomous
Region and Chinese Academy of Sciences,Guilin, Guangxi 541006)

Abstract; Taking Salvia priontis as test materials,in order to provide theoretical basis for cultivating Salvia priontis,the
effect of different cultivated mediums on root growth and biomass accumulation dynamics as well as the mainly effective
components such as tanshinone | and tanshinone [IA of S. priontis were studied. The results showed that the root growth
and biomass accumulation of S. priontis were influenced significantly in different culture mediums, the root length were
grown faster both in matrix A(loess) and matrix C(garden soil) during in April and June, while the root length were
grown faster in matrix B(garden soil : focal soil ¢ sand=2 : 1 ¢ 1) and DC(origin soil) after July;the numbers of root in
matrix was less than the other three matrixs, but the numbers of root was most in matrixs B among the four matrix after
August;when compare with the biomass and the biomass allocation proportion from different parts, both in April and
May root grown faster than above ground parts,and the biomass accumulation in root was rapider, while in June and
August the above ground parts such as leave grown faster than below ground parts and the biomass accumulation were
more than above ground parts, but when got to September the biomass were dominated by root; through analyze
tanshinone content in 4 matrix, the results indicated that tanshinone [[A in matrix B was the highest, followed by the
matrix D, the lowest was in matrix C, the content of tanshinone | in four kinds of substrate were relative less than
tanshinone [[A, when compared with four sorts of matrixs the content of tanshinone ] in matrix A was the highest,
followed by the matrix B.

Keywords:: cultivated matrix; Salvia priontis ;biomass;tanshinone;quality
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