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Effects of Dripping Fertilization on Yield and Benefit of Pepper
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Abstract

ducted on greenhouse pepper between dripping fertilization and flooding fertilization. The effects of different dosages of dripping fertilization on

[ Objective ] To investigate effects of dripping fertilization on the yield and benefit of pepper. [ Method ] Comparative test was con-

the pepper yield, water and fertilizer saving effects, greenhouse environment, fertilizer utilization rate and economic benefit were researched.
[Result] Under the condition of dripping fertilization, different fertilization dosages all had impacts on the growth, yield and physiological
characteristics of greenhouse pepper. Flooding fertilization had several problems of low fertilizer utilization rate, great lost and many labor
forces. Thus, adopting dripping fertilization was a relatively good method. [ Conlcusion]This research provides references for the rational ap-

plication of water and fertilizer integrated fertilizer of pepper.
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Table 1 Fertilization schemes of pepper in different treatments

Ab PR S FEBEEAL 53X

JERC A Fertilization dosage// kg/hm’

™™ o e N PO, Ko A
@ TREASHEE 0 0 0 0
@ TR 453.0 663.00  312.00 1432.5
©) THMERREAT 642.0  838.50  402.00 1852.5
@ TEMEEMEAE  757.5  1021.50  496.50 2275.5
® MEHE AT 609.0 833.25  410.25 1852.5
2 #ER5HH
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Table 2 Comparison of yield,water and fertilizer saving effects of different treatments

&= HEK B o 5k Compared with treatment
Kb ER G Feﬁr‘fgﬁiéion I:fﬂ;ifn PRy Bl Ee =+ lﬁLIﬂ@*ﬁ & j‘mpg E— mig"“® i A
Treatment o & Average yield 'lfﬂﬂg . THE%B ) ”7k£' Y ) 7o E}IPIH )
code dosage2 ar}nount2 ke/hm? Fertilizer saving  Fertilizer saving Water saving Yield increase Yield amplification

kg/hm m"/hm amount // kg/hm’ rate // % amount //m’ /hm’ kg/hm’ %

@ 0 100. 00 34 228.85
@ 1432.5 1340.25 75 526.80 420 22.67 531.75 14 228.55 23.21
©) 1852.5 1312.95 94 585.90 0 0 559.05 33 287.65 54.30
@ 2275.5 1 363.35 102 819.70 -423 -23.32 508. 65 41 521.45 67.74
® 1852.5 1 872.00 61 298.25

2.2 FECEXIFHRESENRE K2 T LI AR
O.@.@ @ HHEMAT ) £ L A FEE (VA FE L) 8577 H
i AL PR PR, AR FEGHE = 41 521. 45 kg/hm’ | 1l
72 67.74% o Xt R ARt — R A LSD 35T 2 H R,
4R R A AL S BRI D (2.8 @B,
5 AP 2 R R

2.3 AEEZRAXMNAMIREHIRM IR 3 aTLIEH,
T THE E 354 e P IR R L L e R N . TR DX
PR MARAR Lt 1 B A 1 3 2 A O L, X A A
KA, 08:00 Il i eI, 98 R K5 12:00 Itk
i, MR AI20 .00 MBI A 5 o

£3 ARERAXMPASEEERFERERERNZIT

Table 3 Effects of irrigation modes on the temperature ,humidity and disease occurrence degree in greenhouse

T T2 S 1 Temperature // °C W Humidity HEL Ground temperature //C o S T
: 7 2
Irrigation Disease
mode 08:00 12:00 20:00 08:00 12:00 20:00 0800 12:00 20:00 occurrence

/ degree // %
T Dripping irrigation 9.8 20.1 17.1 74 70 72 12.34 14.42 15.15 2.5
MERE Flooding irrigation 8.9 18.5 15.7 84 75 82 11.44 13.90 14.35 4.4
T HC WEE Compared 0.9 1.6 1.4 -10 -5 -10 1.10 0.52 0.80 -1.5

with flooding irrigation
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on the fertilizer utilization rate of pepper

b P Ak Fertilizer 23 ae 1o BRIt Nutrient AL %

Treatment application amount // kg/hm’ Economic yield uptake of pepper //kg/hm’ Fertilizer utilization rate // %
code N P K kg/hm’ N P K N P K
@ 0 0 0 34 228.80 139.35 33.90 171.15

@ 453.0 663. 00 312.00 75 526.80 367.80 89.85 454.65 49.05 8.63 94.33
® 642.0 838.50 403.50 94 585.95 377.25 91.05 460. 80 37.74 6.78 74.37
@ 757.5 1 021.50 496.50 102 819.75 421.05 102.00 515.70 36.37 6.73 72.51
® 609.0 833.25 405.75 61 298.25 262.65 64.05 323.40 19.65 3.49 39.34
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Table 5 Effects of different treatments on economic benefits of pepper

H P2 AR Production cost // 76/ hm? 5 #GH

pUBLET RS P FEE afifit A Compared with treatment (5)
Treatment Yield Output value 3! IKEL 3 ez it Net income HaE itier
code kg/ hm? J55/hm’ Fertilizer ! Wfit?r ar;ld ] Pesticide Total J6/hm’ Added value Amplification

electricity charge I/ hm? %
@ 34 228.80 123 225 9 000 1 800 4 500 15 300 107 925
@) 75 526.80 271 890 15 360 1 800 4 500 21 660 250 230 55275 28
® 94 585.95 340 515 17 025 1 800 4 500 23 325 317 190 122 235 63
@ 102 819.75 370 155 18 090 1 800 4 500 24 390 345 765 150 810 77
® 61 298.25 220 630 17 625 1 800 6 300 25725 194 955

DR AR LT 16 -8 - 34 7L AL 10 000 Jo/t, BRAREN AR 22 S AL 3 000 JT/t; B3 44% 3. 6 JU/ke T
Note: Fertilizer price included 16 — 8 — 34 dipping special fertilizer 10 000 yuan/t, potassium sulfate and ammonium phosphate compound fertilizer
3 000 yuan/t;price of pepper was calculated according to the average price of 3.6 yuan/kg
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