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Table 1 The effect of different treatments on VG, soluble sugar and crude fiber
Treatment G N GoN GoN GF GyF GoF
VC/mg ° g—1 16. la 15.5a 12.0b 15.2a 12.1b 11.6b
Soluble sugar’ mg ° g1 15.4b 15. 2be 16.8a 14. 8¢ 13.6d
16.2a10.7a
( )Crude fibe v/ % 10. 1a 10. Oa 9. 8hc 9. 6¢ 9.2d
: LSD s s (P<0. 03.
Note: Data was analyzed wit h ISD test, different lowe r case letters in the same  lumn mean significant difference at 0. 05 level, and the same bdlow.
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Table 2 The effect of different treatments on cabbage yields and Iwue
Treatment G N G N GoN GF GoF GoF
667 m2 Irrigation quantity/ m3 205.3 235.3 265.3 205.3 235.3 265.3
667 m2 Yield kg 2824.1b 3 185.2a 3 143.3a 31%.7 a 3 151 1a 2 858.2b
Use effidency of imigation water/ kg ° m—3 13.8b 13.5he 11.8d 15. 6a 13.4c 10. 8e
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Effects of Different Coverings and Irrigation Quantities
on Growth, Yield and Quality of Cabbage

LI Juan"?, FAN Feng cui’s SHI Yufang® 1I Zht hong’, GAO Li-hong', LIU Sheng rao’
(1. Vegetables Department College of Agronomy and Biotechnology, China Agricultural U niversity, Beijing 100193;2. Agricultural Information
and Economic Institute Hebei Academy of Agriculture and Forestry Science Shijiazhuang, Hebei 050051

Abstract; Using conventional irrigation 30 m’/667m’ no plastic film mulching as control, cabbage growth, quality and
yield were investigated under different coverings and irrigation quantities, respectively. The results showed that the plant
stem diameter, horizontal diameter by no plastic film mulching decreased with the decline of irrigation; conversely, the
treatments by plastic film mulching increased. VC, soluble sugar and crude fiber increased with the declire of irrigation.
10 m*/ 667m’ with plastic film mulching led to the highest yield, followed by 20 m’/667m” with no plastic film mulching,
30 m’/ 667m’ with plastic film mulching and 10 m’/ 667m” with no plastic film mulching led to the lower yield. Integrated
the properties of cabbage yield and quality, in this experiment, 20 m’/667m’ with no plastic film mulching and 10 m’/
667m’ with no plastic film mulching, could result in high yield and quality of cabbage.
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