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Table 1 The numbers of leaves per plant treated with

different consumption of nitrogen fertilizer and pest control methods

Bakkit % B The numbers of leaves per plant

B &
aads KRR
Consumption of . X MEE DK B Ha o) 42b 38 X
Pesticides-preventing
nitrogen fertilizer Control area The net area
area
Do 7.53+1. 312 7.20%+1. 302 7.33740. 992
D1 8.77+0.97b 8.10+1. 43b 8.30+1. 26>
D2 9.07+1.55b 8.47+1.41b 8.47+1.17>
D3 9.47+1. 36> 9.17+0. 79¢ 9. 20+1. 45¢
P P<C0.001 P<0. 001 P<C0. 001

okt 8cH

The numbers of leaves per plant

DO Dl D2 D3

ZNE It Consumption of nitrogen fertilizer

N R AR ZG AL B, “K7 AR N R (25 D, RS A By e 4 28,
“FPER B BB,

Note: ‘N’ represented pesticides treatment, ‘K’ represented con-
trol, that was under natural conditions, ‘F” represented covering with pest

preventing net.

1 AEREAEM R E LN R BRI
Fig. 1 Effect of different nitrogen fertilizer and

pest control methods on the numbers of leaves per plant
2.2 R[RIZRE AR B 75 0 BAR A ) B R R
2.2. 1 N[RVEUAE P A2 0 g B 5 12 Xof Bk i B Y 52
IR 2 AT, B bkt T U & T Hm 3 TR (P<
0. 001) , i s 1 5 ik (P=0. 243) K B 75 35 5 FUIE A &
32 EAE FH (P=0. 999) %f Btk fef F M A g2 (B 2)
*2 AERBAEMPBHRFGELE TR RKEE

Table 2 Fresh weight per plant treated with different

consumption of nitrogen fertilizer and pest control methods g

FAEFE BANREETE Fresh weight per plant
Consumption of REGALIX MG DX

nitrogen fertilizer Pesticides-preventing area Control area

By o Ak 4 X

The net area

Do 16. 996+ 2. 2642 15. 946+2. 9762 16.810+2. 1872
D1 20. 312+2. 785b 18. 874+ 2. 638b 20. 079+2. 980b
D2 22.982+2.795¢ 21. 835+1. 485¢ 22. 804+ 2. 685¢
D3 29. 302+2. 5544 28.747+2. 8484 29.012+2. 7924
P1i P<C0. 001 P<0. 001 P<C0. 001
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Fresh weight per plant/,

R VS |
DO Dl D2
UL i Consumption of nitrogen fertilizer

B2 BRAEXPKES
Fig. 2 Fresh weight per plant in different treatments area

2.2.2  N[FRUAE A8 AN Bl BT ik Xk BLRR T B A4 5
H1ZE 3 ] 0, &UBE FH & (P<<0. 001) 5 B ft 75 i (P <
0. 0D Btk T H I HA B FF W, M —HZ M
(P=0. 15OX Btk T EHEMARE. BARI 0 HHK
TEMALAE & EET R, Bk TEERGAHX
555 i R 4b HRLIX i3 2 (P<<0. 001) 18 F XiF B (25 1) X, i
FEARZ AL X 5 B 1 ) b 3 X [R] 22 7 OR B & (P =
0.153) (K& 3),
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Table 3

different consumption of nitrogen fertilizer and pest control methods g

Dry weight per plant treated with

RfaER

The damage rates of pests/%
n
f=)

DO D1 D2 D3
HE I & Consumption of nitrogen fertilizer

B4 SLABERARBER
Fig. 4 The damage rates of pests in different treatments area
HAXT B35 B R I : DO<<D3<<D1<<D2, R 25 4b X {5
# (P<<0. 00D)<<Bij B MIAbFRIX (R 4)
F4 2 FhBA 77 A AR B 3

Table 4 The relative efficiency of the two pest control methods %

A Rb T X A 5 E
B & L .
The damage rates of pests in different treating area
Consumption of
REGAFX By e 1o 4rb 38 X P{E

nitrogen fertilizer

Pesticides-preventing area The net area P-value
Do 0.33+1. 552 11. 42+1. 54> P<C0. 001
D1 6.29+1. 022 23.03+1.63b P<0. 001
D2 19.07+£1. 232 32.06+1. 43b P<0. 001
D3 4.04+1.13a 11. 48+0. 95> P<C0. 001

AL HBRTE Dry weight per plant
Consumption of REGREH X R DX

nitrogen fertilizer Pesticides-preventing area Control area

By o Ak 4 X

The net area

Do 1. 61240. 1762 1. 161+£0. 0912 1. 374=0. 2002
D1 1. 69940. 2332 1. 26740. 1622 1. 64340. 246P
D2 1. 83640. 2042 1. 60840. 271b 1. 840%0. 221¢
D3 2.165+0. 226b 1. 92040. 204b 2.188+0. 1934
P P<C0. 001 P<0. 001 P<C0. 001
2.5

PRRTE

Dry weight per plant/g
&
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n

HE I & Consumption of nitrogen fertilizer

B3 SRAERPEKTE
Fig. 3 Dry weight per plant in different treatments area
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3 ititEHR

Br D2 5 D3 Z [l ipkit A5 H 25708 B3 Z 41,
PRIt A4 H SRR R T R B TR B R XK
Jiv g P B 1R P, SRURE P B i T A 2 Bk A
AR BRI, Bk AR TEAR 25 AL B X B
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“H R B RBCR B . THBMEAAL A 15 ke/667m’
I H T PR AR O B kA e » DB I RUIE B T “FH A4
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0 3 0“7 A 3 A ) SRR P 2 1 g B 7 3k Ak B
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B HIZ LB T BUE X By 8Os, X7 A8
JE PN RAL B & i U B SRR — E R BB
KO PUsAE S TR 0 BUE iR, AL ES
15 kg/667m’ M B BOCR & bf » H WA E B & A
ZEPR 3G 667 m’ AR K 10~20 ke BZ R, A
1 2% P R AT RS i BSUAE AR A PR 2 2 B v #) B
XF“H AR ] BEA S E A R, ZRE 0
ProiB i 15 ke/667m’ RAL X “F AE3” ™ & H1 &l BT 19
TR BT AR T ARG AL BRI X 5 B3 U
B IR SBCR BT Ui BA By HR ) B 5 SR A R TR AR
KUHIER R R BRI R ETER AL B X B R
Ty B R AR ER X, (BB A T L BT L B S AR

L B R B FTIE T 15 ke/667m’ B R ALEA FITF
“HARESE RO R R
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Effect of Different Consumption of Nitrogen Fertilizer and Pest Control Methods on
Production and Quality of Pakchoi

WANG Ai-bo, WU Hui,PAN Yi-zhan, HOU Jiang-tao,ZHANG Zhi-fang
(The Academy of Landscape,Shanggiu University,Shangqiu, Henan 476113)

Abstract: Taking a cultivated variety of Pakchio (Brassica campestris ssp. Chinensis L. ) named ‘ Huaguan Qinggengcai’
(for short ‘Qinggengcai’) as experiment material. In the experiment field of Shangqiu Universtity, the numbers of leaves,
the fresh weight and dry weight per plant of ‘Qinggengcai’ treated with different consumption of nitrogen fertilizer and
pest control methods were studied, besides, the differences of pest control effect between different methods were
compared. The results showed that, the numbers of leaves per plant significantly increased as consumption of nitrogen
fertilizer increased, while which treated with pesticides were significantly higher than under pests-preventing net and
natural conditions (the latter two weren’t significantly different with each other). Fresh and dry weight per plant were
significantly increased as consumption of nitrogen fertilizer increased, while fresh weight per plant wasn’t significantly
affected by different pest control methods and the interaction of pest control methods and consumption of nitrogen
fertilizer ,but dry weight per plant treated with pesticides and under pests-preventing net were significantly higher than
under natural conditions. The damage rates of pests weren’t significantly affected by different consumption of nitrogen
fertilizer,but they were significantly affected by pest-control-methods at the same consumption of nitrogen fertilizer,
which concretely were the lowest in the pests-preventing net while were the highest under natural conditions;the relative
efficiency of pest control was significantly lower when treated with pesticides than under pests-preventing net,and it was
the highest when plants were treated with 15 kg/667m’ nitrogen fertilizer. All above,covering with pests-preventing net
and fertilizing with 15 kg/667m’ nitrogen fertilizer was the best to improve the productions and qualities of plants,

Keywords : Brassica campestris ssp. Chinensis L;nitrogen fertilizer;pest control methods;the numbers of leaves per plant;

fresh weight;dry weight;the relative efficiency of pest control

20

PDF SCH# ] "pdfFactory Pro™ X RAG)E www. Fineprint.cn



http://www.fineprint.cn

