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Table 1 Effect of different treatments on the grow th of cuaumber in greenhouse
Total biomass Vine kength Stalk diameter Leaf number
Treatment RooV/ shoot Leaf area index
/g° ! / an /cm /e 1
CK 17.3d 0.018a 97d 0.80a 1. 74e 16.7b
W1 30. 5ab 0.018a 161abe 0.84a 3.58a 20. Oab
w2 29. lbe 0.021a 164ab 0.8% 3.19d 22.7a
w3 24. 8be 0.022a 166a 0.87a 1.94de 21.7ab
Al 27. 4bc 0.019a 154abe 0.82a 2.75bc 19. Oab
A2 35.4a 0.021a 143¢ 0.85a 2.50ad 23.0a
A3 22. led 0.021a 146bc 0.83a 2.38al 22.7a
0.05
Note: Vdues followed by the same letters in eadh @ lumn represented no differences at the 0. 05 level. The sane bdow.
2.2 ) 24.2%.22.1%
2 , 17.4%. s
s Al , (P< . , W1 Al
0.05), ( CO2 (P<0.05),
) . W2.A1 A2 .

17



. o Jb7 B E 201100: 16~ 19

2
Table 2 Effects of different treatments on the root activity and photosynthetic characteristics of cucumber in greenhouse
CO2
Intercellular CO,
Root activity Chlo rophyll Caro tenoids Photosy nthetic rate Stomatal conductance
Treatment i e , - , - ol . . , | ! . concentration
g g 1 °h™ mg kg™ mg ° ke mol * m~1 °s— mmol * m—1 ° s~
£ 8 ° o ¢ /mol ° mol~1
CK 117¢ 2.62a 0.35& 14.9¢ 0. 58cd 295b
Wi 160ab 2.67a 0. 35b 14. 1c 0. 80ab 310a
w2 156ab 2.73a 0.33a 18.5a 0. 82a 293b
W3 165ab 2.74a 0.38a 14. 1c 0. 70abe 291b
Al 138bc 2.53 0.33a 18.2ab 0. 69bed 308a
A2 160ab 2.78 0.37a 17. Sab 0. 60cd 300ab
A3 175a 2.59 0.35& 16.2bc 0.57d 297
2.3 ,
(P<0.05). 3 ) )
WI1.W2.W3.A1.A2 A3 .
50.3%+41.4%.29.2%.38.7%.57.6%  55.7%.
4
’
Table 4 Effects of different treatments on yield and
. (W2 "
benefit analysis of cuaumber in greenhouse
W3) (P<0.05),
Imput Yield Output Increased profit
Treatment
R VC / °hm™2 /t°hm 2 / °hm 2 /  “hm 2
CK - 38. 8¢ 69 840 -
’ s
W1 3000 54.7b 98 460 25620
(W2.W3.A2 A3) VC
w2 6000 59. Oab 106 200 30360
(P<0.05). W3 12 000 62 9 113220 31380
Al 3000 57.7ab 103 860 31020
3 A2 6 000 57.2ab 102 960 27120
Table 3 Effects of different treatments on A3 12 000 58. 6ab 105 480 23 640
quality of cucumber in greenhouse
Nitrate Soluble sugar Soluble protein Vitamin C
Treatment
/g kg1 /% /g kg1 /mg ° kg1
CK 4.83a 4a 0. 36cd 27.3b y
W1 2. 40b A2a 0. 43abc 31. lab
’ ’
w2 2. 83b 48a 0. 46a 34. 8
b
w3 3. 42b 45a 0. 45ab 34. 4a
Al 2. 96b 48a 0.38bad 32. lab °
A2 2.0 41a 0.4labe 35.7a , 100 ¢
A3 2. 14b 4la 0.33d 2. 6a , 2, ,
6
o s N
2.4 . . . .
4 , . i, . N
(K 0.05 )o ’ ’ 4
’ ’
o 9 ? ’ b N
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Effect of the Chitosan Solution of Wood Vinegar on Growth,
Yield and Quality of Cucumber in Greenhouse

II Yo', AO Yansong’
(1. School of Chemical Engineering and Food Science Xiangfan University, Xiangfan Hubei 441053 2. School of Agriculture and Biology,
Shanghai Jiaotong U niversity, Shanghai 200240)

Abstract: In this experiment, greenhouse soils were treated with chitosan solutions of wood vinegar and acetic aad,
respectively. Changes of cucumber growth, yield and quality were investigated and benefit analysis was conducted. The
results showed that chitosan solutions of wood vinegar and acetic add could significantly improveol cucumber grow th,
yield and quality compared to the control. In this studys cucumber yield increased with the increasing concentration of
chitosan in wood vinegar solution but did not significantly changed with the increasing concentration of chitosan in acetic
acid. Chitosan solution of wood vinegar had not significant effect on cucumber growth, yield and quality compared with
chitosan solution of acetic acid. Benefit analysis showed that wood vinegar was used as the solvent of chitosan more than
acetic acid.
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