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NO,-N (kg/hm?)  Ni 131 (16]
(kg/hm*) N3 (N 0 kg/hm?)!'*13! 9 (MDA)
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£1 kmAEAR NBT 20% :
Table I Model of water and nitrogen treatment (P OD)
(%) (kg/hm?) ODy79 0.1 1
AINI 65~175 450 MDA SOD POD
AIN2 65 ~75 300
AIN3 65 ~75 0
A2N1 55~ 65 450 1.43
A2N2 55~ 65 300
A2N3 55~ 65 0 1.5
A3N1 45~ 55 450 .
ATND 4555 300 DPS 9.50 Microsoft Excel 2003
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a=0.05
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270 kg/hm® 675 kg/hm’ ( t/hm’ AIN2  A2N2
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Table 1  Effects of different treatments on morphological indexes and yields of Chinese cabbage
() () (cm) (cm) (t/hm?) (t/hm?)
AINI1 6.37+098bc 3326+ 1.17 cd 12.76 £ 1.23 be 26.78 £ 1.12 cd 17431 £0.118 be 53.45+0.58 be
AIN2 737+132a 39.73+2.15a 15.48 £ 1.86 a 28.92+2.03a 208.99+£0.121 a 64.12+0.46 a
AIN3 5.15+0.85cd 3232+226¢ 1231+1.214d 27.17+2.15de 128.07 £0.218 d 38.69+0.51d
A2N1 6.63+£0.73b  2518+185d  15.16+0.76 cd 26.76 + 1.06 cd 164.53 £0.243 ¢ 46.42+0.38 ¢
A2N2 7.21 +£0.68 ab 38.76 £1.72b 13.46 £0.53 ab 25.82+1.35ab 196.55 £0.79 ab 61.45+0.43 ab
A2N3 5.12+0.76 de 31.28+1.43¢ 11.26 £ 1.82 de 24.53+1.96d 122.73 £0.54 de 36.73 £0.37 de
A3N1 6.08+0.87 ¢ 29.85+ 1.25 de 1237+ 142 ¢ 25.92 4+ 1.83 de 152.08 £ 0.81 cd 44.56 +0.23 cd
A3N2 6.36+1.14 be 36.65+1.82¢ 11.32+£0.58 b 27.32+1.36 ab 180.54+0.78 b 58.07+0.31b
A3N3 5.07+096¢ 30.23+2.03 ¢ 11.27 £ 1.65 de 2345+ 1.15f 111.17+£098 ¢ 31.31+0.16¢
18" 20.68" 9.47" 7.88" 5.74 4.65
12 15.83 9.79 4.62 26.48" 21.36"
x 9 10.53 8.65 6.79 31.527 26.47"
P<0.05 * P<0.05 ok P<0.01
2.3 POD SOD
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Effects of Water and Nitrogen Coupling on Growth and Physiological
and Biochemical Indexes of Baby Cabbage in Hexi Qasis

CHEN Xiubin', YANG Bin'", ZHONG Yufeng', XU Yaozhao', LI Yihua', XU Xuejun

(1 School of Agriculture and Biotechnology, Hexi University, Zhangye, Gansu 734000, China; 2 Agricultural Science and
Technology Research Extension Center of Lanzhou, Lanzhou 730010, China)

Abstract: Using the variety “Chunbao Huang” of baby Chinese cabbage as material, the effects of different water and
nitrogen treatments on the growth and physiological and biochemical indexes of cabbage were studied. The results showed that
the cabbage under AIN2 treatment was the best in the morphological traits including number of outer leaves, number of leaflets,
transverse stem, vertical diameter, biological yield and economic yield, and the values were 7.37, 39.73, 15.48 cm, 28.92 cm and
208.99 t/hm? and 64.12 t/hm?, respectively. At the same time, the content of MDA in the leaves was 1.15 pmol/g, the root activity
was the strongest, the activities of peroxidase (POD) and superoxide dismutase (SOD) were the highest, 269.8 pg/(g-h), 515
U/(g'min) and 418 U/g, respectively. The effects of the treatments on biological yield, economic yield, root activity, POD and
SOD were in the order of AIN2> A2N2> A3N2> AIN1> A2N1> A3N1> AIN3> A2N3> A3N3

Key words: Water nitrogen coupling; Baby cabbage; Growth; Physiological biochemical index
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