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Comparison of Methods of Chlorophyll Extraction in Chinese Cabbage

XU Fenrfen YE Li-min XU Wethong, ZHENG Jing- ping
(Department of Life Science, Shangrao Nomal College, Shangrao, Jiangxi 334001)

Abstract; The effects of five kinds of extraction methods on the chlorophyll extraction and extract stability in Chinese

cabbage Chlorophyll were studied. The results showed that the best extraction method was the extraction mixture

(ethanol *acetone = 1 *1), followed by waere the mixture (ethanol *acetone *water = 4.5 *4.5 *1) and the mixture

(ethanol *acetone = 2 *1) extraction, acetone and ethanol extraction grinding were the worst extraction method.
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Study on Cultivar Comparison of (hrysanthemum coronarium

LIU Le cheng, ZHANG Hong tao
(School of Horticulture and Gardening Yangtzeu U niversity, Jingzhow Hubei 434025)

Abstract; Cultivars comparison of Chrysanthemum coronarium was conducted in Jingzhou of Hubei province through the
aspects of morphological descriptors, biological characters and yield. The results showed that in Jingzhou and analogous
areas, * Dayetonghao’ (Hunan) and ¢ Dayetonghao’ (Hubei) were fit to plant as large-leaf cultivar and ¢ Xiaoyetonghao’
(Liaoning) and ‘ Miw e’ (Shandong) were fit to plant as little-leaf cultivar, and the growth period of * Miwei’ (Shandong)
was shorter about half a month than those of other 3 cultivars.

Key words: Chrysanthemum coronarium; cultivar; comparison
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