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Effect of Homemade Fruit Enzyme on the Growth of Chinese Flowering Cabbage
LI Shuang-shuang, HUANG Mei-hua, XIE Yuan-heng et al
Abstract

control, five enzyme concentration gradients and a combination of one enzyme concentration and three fertilizer gradients were set. The results

(' Zhaoqing Institute of Agricultural Science,Zhaoqing , Guangdong 526070)
To explore the enzyme concentration of homemade fruit suitable for Chinese flowering cabbage, with conventional fertilization as a

showed that there was no significant difference in the growth indexes of Chinese flowering cabbage treated with 20 times and 50 times of enzyme
concentration ,and the yield increased by 1. 81% and 8. 32% compared with the control,respectively. There was no significant difference in the
growth indexes of Chinese flowering cabbage treated with three combinations,but the yield decreased by 6. 30%—19. 50% compared with the

control.
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Table 1 Formula and pH of different treatments

(=AY
reatment fruit enzyme,//ml. fertilizer /s Dilution ratio Water//g
CO 5 000 0 0 5
C10 500 0 10 5 000 6
C20 250 0 20 5 000 6
C30 167 0 30 5 000 7
C50 100 0 50 5 000 9
CK 0 F1k.24.3 206 5 000 6
FIF 3 ¥K:36.0 139
20% ¥ Hi+C10 500 F1k:19.4 257 5 000 6
FIF37K.28.8 174
50% % HE+C10 500 F1k:12.2 412 5 000 6
P 3¥K:18.0 278
80% ¥ Hi+C10 500 F1k.4.9 1029 5 000 6
FF3:7.2 694
1.4 HARSHM R Excel (SPSS v. 21. 0 FEXF IS EE 2.2 FAREAENEOM EMTEHTFEHEm HEL3 A
HETGET 0T HL AP CO 5 C30 # |- fif 14/ T 400 g, 331 or e {8 K 2
2 HRE5HF — BB MEZ A TC R 2% B CK . C20,20% % #L+C10

2.1 AESAEMIFOHKE ERMEARZNIE  Hk2 0]
LS AN AR B — KR B R R 24/ T CK TS A+ K 2
14 3 AL IR 2 R T CK e BRARBE CO 1540 B 80% #
MACI0 fAfE B F 225 oh, HftAb B S CK 2R A . R
AP ER C10 ZERAH AT CK Ah, HoAt /T CK, AR
R AL A A IR B KR T CK e Ab 7 CO 15 80% 7 ML
+C10 Z i) Z R AFAE #2257, JAb Bl S CK 225 A % o
8 AR ZDRIFS/NT CK 1. 50 em, fHERALFE CO 5 CK 225
RS AL S CK T i35 22 5, Hor, €20,C50,20% 4
F+C10 5 50% # HL+CO 4 DAL PR KL = 1. 40 cm, CO 5
C30 2 M HE R < 1. 30 em, CO 224 /N, Jy 1. 21 em,
%2 FRAERZOHES ERNEROZM
Table 2  Effects of different treatments on plant height, stem length

and stem diameter of Chinese flowering cabbage cm
b3 PR sk o
Treatment }f’ 1.3 ot Stem length Stem diameter

eight

Co 28.14+7.04 b 23.62+5.66 b 1.21£0.13 b
C10 30.33+2.79 ab 26.22£2.97 ab  1.34£0.22 ab
C20 30. 78+5. 69 ab 25.65+5.71 ab  1.44+0.04 a
C30 31.10+3.67 ab 25.08+2.78 ab  1.29+0.06 ab
C50 29.92+5.83 ab 25.50£5.30 ab  1.41£0.11 ab
CK 31.76+1.80 ab 26.17£1.34 ab  1.50£0.08 a
20% % F+C10 35.14+2.68 ab 29.84+3.47 ab  1.45:0.08 a
50% % #Hi+C10 33.92+5.15 ab 29.31+4.50 ab  1.40+0.07 ab
80% %} HL+C10 37.93+1.37 a 32.32£1.97 a 1.37£0. 14 ab

T : [ AN AN SRR R AN R Ak B ) 22 57 i 35 (P<0. 05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant
difference between treatments at 0. 05 level

REFRIA] 2% 5 @ 25 CK ., €20, C50,20% & #+C10 ., 80% & #i +
C10 Hb L fif 35K F 500 g, {HAbBE[H] JC i 3 22 5, Fodh 20%
HHHCL0 FH, CK 55 —; C10 5 50% % i +C10 kb |- fif 55 K
T 450 g, 2 MMbPREE CK WG 255 . M T ff CK K,
5C0x5RE SHMAMMEREEZS ., W TFHTESD
BRSBTS N E—b B, €20 5 €50
AR R, o, C20 b L FBEE T b T R EE T A
K WA AL 20% 5 $1+C10 255 R MBS o

F3 AEALEI SO M ER T 8T BRI
Table 3 Effect of different treatments on fresh and dry weight above

ground and underground of Chinese flowering cabbage g
o bRt T Ho R T AT
osiil !
T Fresh weight Underground Underground
reatment . .
aboveground fresh weight dry weight
Cco 354.87+74.45 ¢ 212.33+41.22 b 13.78+1.30
C10 451.40+132.50 abe 248.10£115.52 ab 16.96+4. 47
C20 523.13+56.99 ab  299.83+23.99 ab  19. 13+0. 76
C30 374.27+60. 13 be  262.93+20.83 ab  17.63+0.58
C50 501.77+104.22 abe 256.73+63.68 ab  17.49+2.93
CK 547.23+83.77 a 335.50+39.97 a  18.68+0. 82
20% % H+C10  547.37+41.73 a 293.00+22. 11 ab  18.57+2.12
50% % H+C10  487.73£90.79 abe  305.10+£52.91 ab  18.93+2.78
80%H H+C10  501.33+71.55 abe  252.13+73.60 ab  16.78+5.45

VARG 7 2oy AL BT 22 5 5 % (P<0. 05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant
difference between different treatments at 0. 05 level
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on yield of Chinese flowering

cabbage

MK iR g CK+
Qb T (2.16 m?) Equivalent Compared HE%
Treatment Plot output output with Ranking

kg kg/hm* CK//%

CO 5.02 23 243.10 -18.58 7
C10 5.04 23 344.95 -18.23 6
C20 6.28 29 065. 50 1.81 2
C30 4.86 22 512.75 -21.14 9
C50 6.68 30 924. 45 8.32 1
CK 6.16 28 548. 15 0.00 3
20% ¥ Hi+C10 5.34 24 720.75 -13.41 5
50% ¥ Fi+C10 5.78 26 749. 50 -6.30 4
80% H Hi+C10 4.96 22 982.10 -19.50 8

e FIFIAN IR NG Ak F7m AN R) Ak B4 ] 24 57 i 3 (P<0. 05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant
difference between different treatments at 0. 05 level
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RN G S e 1 I A e TR, 2 40 W ' 200 A — 1>
RS R S A, S A BRI S0 W5 2 %, BR C0
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KTF7.60 cm, HAr CK %k, 4 8. 62 em, MK CK £k .CO
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Table 5 Effects of different treatments on leaf width, leaf length and
SPAD value of Chinese flowering cabbage

e »
%ﬂim&m Le:[[ widh Leaufllzglh SPAD fif
cm cm

0 7.38£0.94  13.46+1.25b  46.00<1.51 ab
Ci0 7.61£1.17  13.79+2.15ab  41.9740.92 b
20 7.61£0.28  13.79+0.14 ab  45.50+1.77 ab
30 7.2760.76  14.05+0.54 ab  43.47+3.03 ab
50 8.01£0.83  14.63:1.21ab  44.77+0.70 ab
CK 8.6240.44  15.7240.40a  44.60+1.57 ab
20%HHICI0  8.11£0.29  15.08£0.22ab  46.40+0.88 a
SO%HHHACIO  7.64+0.45  14.17:0.73 ab  42.73+1.82 ab
0% H+CI0  7.8340.65  14.40:1.16ab  45.43+2.80 ab

T RIS NG RSN R b B R] 22 5 . 25 (P<0. 05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant
difference between treatments at 0. 05 level
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Fig.7 Effects of mycelium polysaccharide on oral glucose tolerance(a) and area under the curve(b) in diabetic mice
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