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Effect of Bagging on Fruit Growth and Quality of Cucumber
and Economic Benefits Analysis

HOU Tianying', WANG Fu-dong’ ZHENG Shu-fang'
(1. Beijing Vegetable Research Center, Beijing Academy of Agricultural and Forest Sciences Beijing 100097; 2. Beijing Agricultural Technology
Extension Station Beijing 100029)

Abstract: The application research of fruit bagging was conducted on the signed cucumber ¢ cv. Zhongnong No. 16.”
which flowered 4 days ago in the farmer solar greenhouse in the suburb of Beijing, and the no-bagging of fruit was taken as
the control (CK). The comparison effects between fruit bagging and CK on growth, quality and the resulting economic
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value were investigated. The results showed that bagging could significantly inhibit the bending and other deformed
fruit, and the unit average length and weight of bagging cucumber was 9. 83% and 42.99% higher than CK for the same
grow th period, respectively. Furthermore, there was no essential difference of the water content and the chlorophyll
content of green outer skin between the bagging cucumber and CK. However, the bagging cucumber had a better quality
for a higher sugar-acid ratio. VC and soluble protein content, which was 45. 80% and 16. 82%] higher than the
controlled group. Moreover, although the bagging cucumber would increase the film material and labor costs, in
addition, far more expected value and profit would emerge gradually.

Key words: cucumber; bagging; fruit; quality; economic value
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