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Abstract: A pot culture experiment was carried out to study effects of spraying aquatic extraction substance from

residue (AESR) of P. baumii on Brassica rapa L. The results showed that the spraying of the AESR with low con-

centration could promote the growth, increased plant biomass and quality, and enhance photosynthesis of Brassica

rapa L. Compared to the controls, the plant biomass increased by 7. 8% . But spraying with high concentration de-

creased the plant growth. When the AESR mixed with leaf fertilizer at low concentration, the effects was the best

and increased the plant biomass by 26. 3% compared to control.
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Table 1 The effect of different treatments on the cabbage growth

kh3B B3 Leaf width #k7 Plant height F=& Yield
Treatment (em) (%) (em) (%) (g/plant) (g/plot) (%)
CK 4.83 a 14.42 b 4.72 bed 23.61 bed
SO 4.97 a 2.9 15.32 ab 6.2 4.29 d 21.44 d -9.2
S1 5.05a 4.6 15. 47 ab 7.3 4.63 ed 23.14 d -2.0
S2 5.07 a 5.0 15. 12 ab 4.9 5.09 bed 25.45 bed 7.8
S0Y 511 a 5.8 15.98 a 10. 8 5.44 abe 27.18 abe 15.1
S1Y 5.38a 11. 4 15.64 a 8.5 5.52 ab 27.58 ab 16. 8
S2Y 5.41 a 12.0 16.26 a 12.8 5.96 a 29.82 a 26.3
Y 542 a 12.2 16.28 a 12.9 5.55 ab 27.73 ab 17.5

HE(Note) ; [WFNEIEIS A B 7 R FEE 35 5% @ EKF Values followed by different letters in a column are significant at 5% level among

treatments.
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Table 2 The effect of different treatments
on cabbage quality

0 s T A
phaE Ve L A
Nitrate Soluble sugar
Treatment (mg/kg, FW)
(mg/g, FW)  (mg/g, FW)
CK 3.4¢ 0.96 be 10.13 ab
So 4.4 bed 0.60 ¢ 12.12 a
S1 5.4 ab 0.72 ¢ 10.40 ab
S2 5.6a 0.81 be 10.37 ab
SoY 5.8a 0.71 be 11.76 ab
S1Y 4.8 abc 1.07 be 10.32 ab
S2Y 3.9cd 1.18 b 10.09 b
Y 3.9cd 1.94 a 11.29 ab

tE(Note) : [6]F1 B3R5 7R [Fl T8 AL BRI 35 5% EE K F
Values followed by different letters in a column are significant at 5% level

among treatments.
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Table 3 The effect of different treatments on cabbage photosynthesis

i MHgE L EERE SASE R
Chlirophyll content Net photosynthetic rate Stomatal conductance Transpiration rate
Treatment (mg/g) [CO, pmol/(m® - )] [H,0 mol/(m® - s) ] [H,0 mmol/(m® - s) ]

CK 0.94 ¢ 16. 17 be 0.1590 b 3.5975 b

S0 1.08 b 14.66 ¢ 0.1558 b 3.7425 b

S1 1.14 ab 16. 95 abe 0.1625 b 3.7525 b

S2 1.24 a 18. 48 ab 0. 1790 ab 4. 1950 ab
S0Y 1.19 ab 19.75 a 0.1783 ab 4.1225 ab
S1Y 1.13 ab 20.04 a 0. 1813 ab 4.2125 ab
S2Y 1.14 ab 20.20 a 0.2050 a 4.6425 a

Y 1.20 ab 18.74 a 0.2025 a 4.5625 a

7 (Note) : [FFIBIRIG AN FRFRAHE L 5% B35 /K T Values followed by different letters in a column are significant at 5% level among

treatments.
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