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High-yield Cultivation Technology of Double Planting in Wide/Narrow Row of Dry Chili
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Abstract
proper high-yield cultivation technology for dry chili. [ Method ] A total of 3 factors and 12 treatments were desgined. The yields of chili under dif-

[ Objective ] To research the high-yield cultivation technology of double planting in wide/narrow row of dry chili, and to explore the

ferent cultivation modes were compared, and variance analysis and multiple comparison were carried out. [ Result] Two plants of chili were plan-
ted in each hole with 30 ¢m row spacing, 1.7 m plot width and 3.0 plot length, 30 cm rill width and 60/40 cm wide/narrow row of 4 rows of
chilli. Under this condition, chili had the highest growth vigor and yield. [ Conclusion ] This research providestheoretical basis and technical sup-

port for the sustainable development of the dry chili.
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Table 1 Design of experimental treatments
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Treatment code Combination Treatment content

D(CK) AB, G B ORBE BRLRR , BRIE 30 em, /NXIFRITISE 2 m 4K 3 m, 150 30 em, SEATHERPAE 5 170

@ AB,C, B ORBE BRR , BRIFE 30 em, /NXERETIFE 1.7 m K 3 m, 745 30 cm,60/40 cm FiEA TSR FIE 4 1T

® AB,Cy %gﬁﬁ?ﬁ“iﬁ,ﬁﬂﬁ 30 em, {228, 2855 90 em A 5E 30 em,70/50 em FEAA TSR, 2 1T, 3 2R 1 ARG
JNX

@ A,B,C, B OB BRR , BRIFE 35 cm, /NXEURITIFE 2 m K 3 m, ¥58 30 em, SEATREFPAE 5 17HUR

® A,B,C, By R B, BRI 35 em, /NXIERITISE 1.7 m 4 3 m, 755 30 cm,60/40 cm FiZAE AT FIAE 4 11U

©® A,B,C, éiﬂi%iﬁ%,ﬁeﬂﬁ 35 em, 228, 2555 90 cm 5% 30 cm,70/50 em SEAEFTRSRFIE 2 FTHL,3 D 2EH 1 AR
JINX

@ A,B,C, B OGRS B, BEFE 30 cm, /NXERITISE 2 m K 3 m, ¥58 30 em, SFATREFPAE 5 17HUR

® A,B,C, BRI AU , BRI 30 em, /NXERIHISE 1.7 m 4 3 m, 7458 30 cm,60/40 cm BiZE 173 B FIAE 4 11U

©) A,B, G, E\ﬁii%ﬂﬁ%,ﬁ%ﬂﬁ 30 em, #2228, 2855 90 em A FE 30 em,70/50 em FEAEFTACRFIIE 2 AT, 3 AN2E R 1 MR
VANES

0 A,B,C, B OGRS R, BEFE 35 cm, /NXIERITIFE 2 m 4K 3 m, ¥58 30 em, SFATREFPAE 5 173U

() A,B,C, BRI AU , BRI 35 em , /NXERITISE 1.7 m 4 3 m, 7458 30 em,60/40 cm FEZE 1T BFIAE 4 11U

@ A,B,C, E\ﬁii%ﬂﬁ%,ﬁ%ﬂﬁ 35 em, #2228, 2895 90 em A FE 30 em,70/50 em FEAEFTACRFIIE 2 AT, 3 AN2ER 1 MR
JINX
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Table 2 Comparison of dry chili yield under different modes in Qiubei
from 2012 to 2013
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Table 3 Variance analysis of chilli under different cultivation modes
A5 A SF5 A H B ¥y FAE
Variation source Sum of squares Degree of freedom( df) Mean square F value
A S, =453 590.025 8 1 MS, =453 590.025 8 F, =103.775 3
B S, =67.977 8 1 MS, =67.977 8 F, =0.0156
C S, =190 357.430 9 2 MS, =95 178.715 5 F,=21.7756
AB S,, =111.601 8 1 MS,, =111.601 8 F,, =0.0255
AC S, =111483.643 6 2 MS,, =55 741.821 8 Fo =12.753
BC Sy =50 137.808 9 2 MS,. =25 068.904 5 Fy =5.735 4
ABC S, =205 781.128 9 2 MS, . =102 890.564 5 Flye =23.54
9% Error (E) S, =262 253.19 60 My, =4 370.886 5
A1 Sum total (T) S, =1 273 782.808 71
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Table 4 Multiple comparison result of Tukey method

%lfimenl 1\1/11%1 € G ¢
G, 470.125 0 aA 0.240 5 0.000 1
G, 438.991 7 aA 31.133 3 0.000 1
G, 348.868 3 bB  121.256 7 90.123 3

TE: N =AM, B =Mk K
Note : Lower triangular was mean difference; and upper triangular was sig-
nificant level
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