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Table 1 The chlorophyll content and net photosynthetic rate of capsicum under different treatments

VSl A ek g S v L g

AbFE Treatment o i Net pﬁfs;nﬁic rate lellﬁrfnif'ffx
Content of chlorophyll [C()z}‘mnl/(mz ) Ct'mol/ (m® )]

AL 1 Potassium 1 63.7h 17.51p 915

AN 2 Potassium 2 65. 8ab 18.32a 987

X3 1 Chicken droppings 1 67.5a 18.21a 938

%3¢ 2 Chicken droppings 2 65. 2ab 18.43a 924

NEB—26 65. 8ab 17.46p 933

%THE CK 64.2h 17.39h 941

PR E AR FRERRE 0.05 K LERBE. LI TEER.

Note: Data followed by different letters within a column are significantly different at 0. 05 probability level- The same below -
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Table 2 The plant height and leaf area index of

capsicum under different treatments

=n 1+ 3
JLE Treatment Hejifh,? (()E n;1>l)anl szifif?jﬁx
FHAE 1 Potassium 1 61.8p 3.58h
PHE 2 Potassium 2 60. 6he 3.58h
X2 1 Chicken droppings 1 61.6h 3. 65ab
X% 2% 2 Chicken droppings 2 69.8a 3.82a
NEB—26 58. 8¢ 3.36¢
X CK 64.0b 3.02d
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Table 3 The fruit number per plant and yield of capsicum under different treatments

ARFE Treatment HUBR R (A ) R B (kg/ 11m®) Hox B 7= (20)
Fruit number per plant Plot yield Increase rate

FRAE 1 Potassium 1 22.9 23.4 7.5

HHAE 2 Potassium 2 23.6 24.6 12.5

X2 1 Chicken droppings 1 26.8 27.3 25.7

X2 2 Chicken droppings 2 27.3 27.9 28.2
NEB—26 21.8 22.1 1.6

i CK 21.3 21.7
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Effect of moderate water deficit during seedling stage on growth and dry
matter accumulation of soybean under different P and K levels

.1 1 2 . 1 .1 1
TANG Mei s LI Fusheng » ZHANG Fucang™ s LIANG Jihua » WANG Li', CHEN Jun
(1. Agricultural College, Guangxi University, Nanning 530005, China: 2. Key Lab of Agricultural Soil and W ater Engineering
in the Arid and Semiarid Areas, Ministry of Education, Northwest A & F University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China)

Abstract: A pot experiment was carried out to study the effects of water deficit during the seedling stage on
growth, dry matter accumulation and yield of soybean under different P and K levels- The results showed that,
under the same application of P and K fertilizer, slight water deficit during the seedling stage was the best treat-
ment to increase dry matter accumulation and yield of soybean, and its water use efficiency was close to or more
than that of conventional irrigation; however, medium water deficit and serious water deficit during the seedling
stage reduced dry matter accumulation and yield of soybean markedly - Under the same water deficit, medium P
and K fertilizer application was beneficial to increase pod number and seed number, thus improved yield and wa-
ter use efficiency of soybean- Therefore; moderate water deficit (i-e- s 60%~70% of field capacity ) during the
seedling stage and medium P and K level was an ideal water and fertilizer coupling to improve the output of soy-
bean under the experimental condition-

Keywords . soybean; moderate water deficit ; phosphorus: potassium; dry matter accumulation: yield
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Effects of fertilization on continuous cropping obstacle in pepper

ZHAO Zunlian'. SHI Lianlian®, YAN Yu*rangz, GONG Zhenhui'» WU Qing*qiang], GUO Jian-wei'
(1. College of Horticulture, Northwest A & F University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China;
2. Agricultural Extension Center of Baoji City, Baoji, Shaanxi 721001, China)

Abstract: With the purpose of resolving the problem of continuous cropping obstacle in pepper by means of
fertilizing. the experiment was carried out in a field that had been continuously used to plant pepper for 6 years
(2000~2005) in Qianyang County of Shaanxi Province to study the effects of potassium fertilizer. chicken
droppings and NEB —26 on the chlorophyll content . net photosynthetic rate, plant height, leaf area index, fruit
number per plant and yield of the variety “Shaanjiao2001”. The results showed that the effects of 2 chicken
droppings treatments (4 500 kg/hm2 and 3 000 kg/hmz) were significant in alleviating continuous cropping ob-
stacle- The fruit number per plant was 6 and 5.5 more than CK respectively, and the fresh fruit yield was in-
creased by 28. 2% and 25.7% respectively - The yield of these 2 treatments was similar to that in the no contin-
uous cropping fields- Under the treatment of 750 kg/hm2 K2SO4. the chlorophyll content. net photosynthetic
rate and leaf area index were evidently increased, and the fruit number per plant and fresh fruit yield were in-
creased by 2.3 and 12. 5% respectively . However, the effects of 375 kg/hm2 K250 treatment and NEB —26

treatment were not significant in most determined items.

Keywords : pepper: continuous cropping obstacle: fertilization effect ; K2SOu: chicken droppings: NEB—26



