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compared with control;1/4 leaves removing,1/4 pods removing and 1/3 pods removing at flourishing podding stage of

cowpea,the flower abscission rate was lower than control,however,the flower abscission rate of 1/3 leaves removing and

1/2 leaves removing was the higher than control. The flower abscission rate of 1/2 leaves removing at the flourishing

podding stage was the highest. The podding rate and yield after removing leaves and pods were lower than control after

removing leaves and pods at podding period. Besides, Fv/Fm and PRI were in positive correlation with chlorophyll

content,and K? reached above 0. 80, The correlation among Fv/Fm, PRI, chlorophyll content, flower abscission rate and

yield was not strong,indicating that there were other critical factors affecting the yield of cowpea.

Keywords : cowpea ; source-sink relationship; spectrum;fluorescence ; chlorophyll
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Table 1 Effects of different soil conditioners on cucumber growth index
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Treatment Contrast Zeolite Kaolin Diatomite Peat Bentonite clay
k7 Plant height/cm 182. 65d 197. 60bc 183. 30cd 210. 60b 221.0la 196. 30c
2840 Stem diameter/ mm 10. 23d 10. 36ed 10. 51¢ 11.63a 11. 79a 10. 81b
it A% Blade number 19. 22d 21. 25¢d 20. 14d 24. 21b 26. 00a 21. 81c
A5 A4 Internode length/cm 9. 50a 9. 30b 9. 10be 8. 70cd 8.50d 9. 00ab

. AN FEFRR P<0.05 KEEREBE, FH.

Note: Different lowerercase letters indicate significantly difference at 0. 05 level. The same as below.
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Fig. 1 Effect of different soil conditioners on

SOD activity of cucumber leaves

2.2.2 XFEJNA ot AL g (POD) G MR 2
B 2 o LLE W R a4, HE AR B E RS T &
JRAE R POD #935HE , IR TE 3. 1596 ~20. 78 % , Ko i
T8 - A T I M T, TR AL TR 2 B AT 43 B e X R
BT 20. 7806 1 20. 5926 , A [ 8 B X # K Jy o
POD 14 B 82 Ma iR R A B3 - > R > e B > = 14
T >XFH> A

F

—
=N
1=

A ARG
POD activity/(U-min-g'FW)
(=)
<

AL Treatment

B2 FEITHEFEFXNELMN A POD EEHRT

Fig. 2 Effect of different soil conditioners on

POD activity of cucumber leaves
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Fig. 3 Effect of different soil conditioners on

CAT activity of cucumber leaves
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Fig. 4 Effect of different soil conditioners on

MDA content of cucumber leaves
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Table 2 Effects of different soil conditioners on cucumber quality
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Fig. 5 Effect of different soil conditioners on
net photosynthetic rate of cucumber leaf
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Effects of Different Soil Conditioners on Growth,Yield and Quality of Cucumber

SONG Jiping, YIN Hegin, YANG Yanjie, LIN Duo,CHEN Ning
(Horticultural College,Qingdao Agricultural University, Qingdao,Shandong 266109)

Abstract ; Under the condition of greenhouse, cucumber was used as material , by pot experiment, the effects of five kinds of
soil conditioner zeolite, kaolin, diatomite, peat and bentonite on cucumber growth, quality and yield were studied. The
results showed that,soil conditioners increased cucumber plant height, stem diameter, leaf number and plant resistance,
improved the quality of cucumber and increased yield per plant. Under peat treatment, cucumber plant high, stem
diameter ,number of leaves, the activity of superoxide dismutase and soluble protein,soluble sugar,net photosynthetic rate
and yield per plant were the highest among the soil conditioners, and 21. 00%, 15. 25%, 35. 28%4,57. 17%, 43. 56 %,
48.73%,52.77% and 37.25% higher than those of the control. The highest peroxidase activity and malondialdehyde
content of cucumber treated with bentonite were 20.78% higher and 60.20% lower than those of the control. The
catalase activity and vitamin C content of cucumber treated with diatomite were the highest, which were 153. 75% and
1. 85% higher than those of the control, Comprehensive evaluation, effects of peat treatment were the best, followed by
the diatomite and bentonite, effects of former three treatments compared with the control had reached the significant
level , zeolite, kaolin effect compared with the control group had no significant difference.

Keywords: soil conditioner;cucumber ; growth;stress resistance;quality; yield
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