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Tablel. List of experimental treatments in this study

Treatments Safety materials
A. Narrow rang oil and phosphite mixture (200X, 800X v
respectively)

B. Narrow rang oil and 80% potassium bicarbonate mixture
(200X, 500X respectively)
C. Sodium bicarbonate powder (500X)

D. 25.5% lime sulphur solution (1,000X)
E. Compost tea solution (2X)

F. 30% triflumizole (3,000X)
G. None treatment (CK)
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Table2. Effect of different plant protectants on disease severity of powdery

mildew of small cucumber grown in greenhouse
Disease severity (%)

Treatments**

0* 1 2 3 4
A 6.5 a*** 7.2 cd 1.0d 9.0c 19.0 ¢
B 55a 43d 0.2d 0.0c 1.7d
C 73 a 11.8 be 92¢ 442 b 56.0b
D 6.0a 9.0 cd 33cd 15.8 ¢ 26.7 ¢
E 43a 16.8 ab 183 b 63.8a 70.8 ab
F 7.0a 7.7 cd 32cd 02c¢ 1.2d
G 6.0 a 200 a 252a 66.5 a 71.7 a

*weeks after treatment.

**The same as Table 1.

*** Different letters in the same column indicate significant difference (P< 0.01, least
significant difference (LSD) test).
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Fig. 1. Narrow range oil (200X dilution) Fig. 2. Narrow range oil (200X dilution)
and phosphite (800X dilution) and phosphite (800X  dilution)
mixture can effectively prevent mixture can effectively prevent the
the occurrence of powdery occurrence of powdery mildew and
mildew after 36 days planting in downy mildew after 45 days planting
greenhouse. (left: CK, right: in greenhouse. (left: CK, right:
treatment) treatment)
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Table 3. Effect of different plant protectants on disease severities of downy
mildew of small cucumber grown in greenhouse

Disease severity (%)

Treatments**
0* 1 2 3 4
A 0 0.8 a*** 0.0a 02c¢ 0.7d
B 0 03a 1.0a 1.8 bc 113 ¢
C 0 0.0a 0.0a 08¢ 27.7 ab
D 0 1.0a 02a 2.2 be 255b
E 0 00a 03a 1.7 bc 31.5ab
F 0 00a 03a 1.2 be 25.7 ab
G 0 02a 0.7a 53a 33.8a

*weeks after treatment.

**The same as Table 1.

*#* Different letters in the same column indicate significant difference (P< 0.01, least
significant difference (LSD) test).
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Fig. 3. Mixture solution of narrow range oil Fig. 4. Mixture solution of narrow range oil
(200X dilution) and phosphite (200X  dilution) and phosphite
(800X dilution) showed effective (800X dilution) showed -effective
suppression for the disease severity suppression for the disease severity
of powdery mildew after 29 days of downy mildew after 36 days
planting in open field. (left: CK, planting in open field. (left: CK,

right: treatment) right: treatment)
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Table 4. Effect of different plant protectants on yield of small cucumber in
greenhouse
Treatments* Harvesting Yield (kg) Yield index (%)
Number
A 183 22.59 190.0
B 146 18.25 153.5
C 119 12.83 107.9
D 158 19.99 168.1
E 139 15.55 130.8
F 165 21.22 178.5
G 97 11.89 100.0

*The same as Table 1.
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Table5. Effect of different plant protectants on disease severity of powdery

mildew of small cucumber grown in greenhouse
Disease severity (%)

ksk

Treatments 0 I > 3 n

A 0.2 a*** 42 ¢ 8.0¢c 16.7b 28.7b
B 03a 43¢ 2.8¢ 02b 10.7 ¢
C 02a 155b 30.5 ab 55.5a 529a
D 03a 55¢ 52¢ 53b 16.1 bc
E 02a 16.7 ab 235b 47.0 a 57.1a
F 02a 6.7¢ 55¢ 103 b 24.6 bc
G 0.0a 18.7 ab 33.3 ab 48.8 a 61.3a

*weeks after treatment.

**The same as Table 1.

*#* Different letters in the same column indicate significant difference (P<0.01, least
significant difference (LSD) test).
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Table 6. Effect of different plant protectants on disease severities of downy
mildew of small cucumber grown in greenhouse

Disease severity (%)

sksk

Treatments 0¥ 1 5 3 4

A 1.0 a*** 103 ¢ 92b 11.3a 363 a
B 1.2a 18.8 abc 350a 158 a 393 a
C 13a 24.5 ab 333a 183 a 36.2a
D 1.2a 15.0 be 26.8a 223a 432 a
E 1.2a 26.7a 30.8a 153 a 472 a
F 1.3a 262 a 303a 11.8a 402 a
G 1.0a 263 a 273 a 150a 423 a

*weeks after treatment.

**The same as Table 1.

*#* Different letters in the same column indicate significant difference (P< 0.01,
least significant difference (LSD) test).
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Table 7. Effect of different plant protectants on yield of small cucumber in open

field
Treatments* H;?;Sggrlg Yield (kg) Ylelg%l);ldex
A 421 43.32 134.2
B 421 41.77 129.4
C 405 40.54 125.6
D 399 40.24 124.7
E 379 35.32 109.4
F 423 41.34 128.1
G 347 32.28 100.0
*The same as Table 1.
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