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Effects of Reducing Chemical Fertilizers and Increasing
Organic Fertilizers and New Fertilizers on
Agronomic Traits and Yield of Pepper

GUO Zhijun', SUN Xincheng', YANG Lianyong', JIANG Wan', HUANG Lin', CHEN Weiping',
ZHANG Zhongwu', CHEN Qing’

(1. Changde Agriculture and Forestry Science Academy, Changde 415000, China; 2. Resources and Environment
College, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100000, China)

Abstract: In order to observe the effects of different formulas of new fertilizer and conventional fertilizer on the
growth and yield of pepper, three new fertilizers of Dikangbao microbial fertilizer, organic silicon calcium
magnesium fertilizer and blue sea peninsula soil conditioner were selected, and nine fertilizer formulations were
designed for experiment. The results showed that with the increase of organic fertilizer and the decrease of
compound fertilizer, the yield increased first and then decreased, and reached the peak at T2 [application of
organic fertilizer 2 000 kg+ (667 m?*) '+ compound fertilizer 40 kg+ (667 m?) '], which was 30. 77% higher
than that of the control, and the yield increased by 25.25%, but the fertilizer utilization rate (PFP) began to
decrease. Compared with the control, the new fertilizer treatment increased the dry matter content of the
underground part. Among them., T6 [application of organic fertilizer 1 500 kg (667 m*) ' + compound fertilizer
60 kg (667 m”) '+ organic silicon calcium magnesium fertilizer 60 kg+ (667 m*) '] had a significant yield-
increasing effect. The yield and PFP were 43. 81 % and 38. 61% higher than the control, respectively, and 20. 59 %
lower than the total fertilizer application rate of T2, with an increase of 14.82% and PFP increased by 44. 76 %.
Dikangbao microbial fertilizer in T5 improved PFP, but the difference was not significant between the treatments;
Through different formula tests, it was also found that the fertilizer efficiency of the selected three new fertilizers
were not stable enough.

Keywords: microbial fertilizer; medium trace element fertilizer; soil amendment; pepper; yield
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Effects of Different Light Conditions on Pear Fruit Quality

WANG Zhendong, YAN Pan, DENG Yonghui, CHEN Qiling, ZHENG Qiangqing
(Institute of Forestry and Horticulture, Xinjiang Academy of Agricultural Reclamation Sciences / Xinjiang
Production & Construction Crop Key Laboratory of Korla Fragrant Pear Germplasm Innovation and Improve
Quality and Effectiveness, Shihezi 832000, China)

Abstract: In order to promote the popularization and application of the main stem-shaped pear tree in Xinjiang,
the impact of different light conditions on fruit quality was comparatively analyzed by using the inner canopy
shade fruits of Kurla fragrant pear, Yuluxiang pear and Xinli 7 pear and the external fruits with good light as
the materials. The results showed that, compared with the canopy inner shade fruits, the external light of
good Kurla fragrant pear, Yuluxiang pear and Xinli 7 pear fruit brightness value (L* ) were significantly
increasedby 12. 87%, 7. 24% and 6. 02%. And the reddish greenness value (a* ) value were significantly
increased by 62.88% , 46.02% and 18. 88% , respectively, indicating better color and redder color on the fruit
surface. The weight and diameter of single fruit increased, but there was no significant difference. The total
soluble sugar, soluble solid and chewability of fruit were significantly improved, and the quality indexes of sucrose,
fructose, VC, hardness and organic acid were improved to some extent, but there was no significant difference.
It can be seen that the fruit quality in the outer circumference of the tree is better than that in the inner chamber,
so pruning should be strengthened to improve the light conditions of the fruit during production.

Keywords: light; shading ; pear; fruit quality



