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Effects of Soil Conditioners on the Growth of
Cucumber and Tomato
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Abstract. To investigate effect of soil conditioners on salt reducing effect, saline soil were treated with
photomicrobe, soil plus, pyroligneous liquor and active charcoal and cucumber and tomato were grown.
Yield and root development were enhanced in active charcoal treatment overall and tomato blossom end rot
frequency was lowest in active charcoal treatment. Total sugar content was highest in soil plus treatment and

nitrate and phosphate content were not significantly different within 4 treatments.
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Table 1. Effect of soil conditioners on the cucumber fruit
No. of Yield Average weight  Fruit length Fruit width (cm)
Treatment . .
fruits (ea) (g/plant) (g/fruit) {cm) Top Middle Bottom
Control 33p* 587c 89.0b 18.5ab 2.62ab 2.26b 2.06¢
Photo microbe* 34b 654b 96.2a 19.0a 2.59b 2.35a 2.10b
Soil plus* 38a 664b 87.3b 17.9b 2.55b 2.31ab 2.16a
Wood vinegar® 32b 574c 89.7b 18.7a 2.58b 2.28ab 2.12b
Active charcoal” 37a 725a 98.0a 18.8a 2.67a 2.36a 2.14a
“Means separation within columns of each cultivar by DMRT, P=0.05.
4.8 g/pot mixed in 300mi water. *300 ml mixed 200 times
*75 L/a (mixed 200 times ) 10 gfpot mixed 300 m! water
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Days after planting

Fig. 1. Effect of soil conditioners on the plant height of
cucumber in salinized soil.
Vertical bars presented mean + SD (n=5).
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Fig. 2. Effect of soil conditioners on the leaf length of
cucumber in salinized soil.
Vertical bars presented mean + SD (n=5).
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Fig. 3. Effect of soil conditioners on the growth of cucum-
ber roots.
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Fig. 4. Effect of soil conditioners on the top and root fresh

weight of cucumber plant grown in saline soil.
Vertical bars presented mean + SD (n=4).

Total yield (g)

.~ Wood vineger
" Photo microbe

st

Fig. 5. Effect of several soil conditioners on the yield of
tomato in the salinized soil.
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Fig. 6. The rate of blossom-end rot as affected by the sev-
eral soil conditioners.
Vertical bars presented mean % SD (n=10).
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Fig. 7. Photo of active charcoal by electron microscope.
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Fig. 8. Effect of several soil conditioners on the soluble sol-

ids of tomato fruits.
Vertical bars presented mean = SD (n=5).
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Fig. 9. Effect of several soil conditioners on the nitrate con-
tent of tomato fruits.
Vertical bars presented mean + SD (n=5).
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Fig. 10. Effect of several soil conditioners on the phosphate

content of tomato fruits.

Vertical bars presented mean + SD (n=5).
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