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Table 1 Effects of different base fertilizer treatments on the growth of Capsicum annuum
N N3 SRR ESS Bz RN R
b 3= . .
Extent of Branching Fruit Transverse Pulp
Treatments Plant height/cm
extension/cm number length/cm diameter/cm thickness/cm
1 73. 00 93.08 11 24.59 1.303 0.258
2 67.33 89. 92 11 23.58 1.295 0.232
CK 58. 89 79. 39 11 22.25 1. 269 0.223
*x2 AEKEBLEHRMBBERREZFERLBDE
Table 2 Investigation of whitespot disease in Capsicum annuum field treated with different

base fertilizers

b 3

% 9% % Incidence/ %

BRI R
Treatments KT K N SEH(E Average Incidence series
1 1.9 1.2 1.7 1.6 1
2 8.0 9.2 7.7 8.3 3
CK 28.3 33.5 35.4 32.4 7

2.2 F[E AR b B 3% R B 2 89 R T
M 3.3 4 ATA, A H 1 A9 bk R R
R o P BURE NIX R T AR 2

A TR PO R R ) B e HE X B R 35, 6 %0, [
REFE 2 3877 18, 8% s AbFH 2 U YR R 1Y B
XF ARG = 14, 1%, P60 L EM B4 ¥ w7 & B

o CKLHCp b a1 7 5 6 1 033,93 kge667 m”, b B A% 2 10 ic Bl VT 5 422 05 BIORRL 0 72 B

F 3 B K AR AL 2 3 BRAU= 2 800
Table 3 Effects of different base fertilizer treatments on yield of Capsicum annuum
e Bk R AL Bk R AL T2 SR A R TR AN A i
Treatments Number of fruit Number of fruit Average yield per Average single Plot Yield/
harvested per plant hanging per plant plant harvested/g fruit weight/g yield/kg (kg+667 m?)
1 30.0 59 619. 86 20. 67 12. 40 1033.93
2 28.5 55 567. 14 19. 89 11. 34 945.99
CK 29. 1 50 508. 89 17.48 10. 18 848. 95
x4 FTEAKBLERMETELE
Table 4 Effects of different base fertilizer treatments on total yield of Capsicum annuum
b 7 et Yield/ (kge667m?) B o e
Treatments 08-09 08-25 09-12 09-27 Total yield/kg  Increased yield/ %
1 1033. 93 1700 2100 1400 6233. 93 35.6
2 945. 99 1500 1800 1000 5245, 99 14.1
CK 848. 95 1300 1700 750 4598. 95

T8 A 9 HIETHA =&t A ] D R A 667 m” SEBRR 7™ 4t

Note: August 9 is the calculated yield,and the other time is the actual harvesting yield per 667 m” of farmer.
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Effects of EM Biological Bacterial Fertilizer on
Growth and Yield of Capsicum annuum

ZHAO Xiao-mei, QIN Yi-yong.HOU Li-ying.ZHOU Si-ju, HUANG Chun-hong

(Guilin Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Guibei Branch of Guangxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Guilin

541006 , China)

Abstract: In order to promote the growth of Capsicum annuum plants,improve fruit characteristics and increase

yield.the effects of different base fertilizers on the growth.{ruit characteristics and yield of Capsicum annuum

were studied. The results showed that EM bio-fertilizer could promote the growth of pepper plants, improve

disease resistance,improve fruit properties,and increase yield by 18. 8% compared with the treatment without

EM bio-fertilizer,and 35. 6% compared with the treatment with only bio-organic fertilizer as base fertilizer.

Therefore, EM bio-fertilizer can be better applied to field production.

Keywords: EM bio-fertilizer; pepper; growth; yield
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