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Table 1 The design of experimental factors and levels

Variable level

Factors —2 —1 0 1 2
XV °hm 2 4.5 6.0 7.5 9.0 10.5
X2/kg * hm 2 600 750 900 1 050 1200
X3/d 30 40 50 60 70
X4 g° kg1 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 L2
X5/ A B C D E
1.3
’
3 25 ,15~20d
’ ’
’
\ 1
1
20~25d ,
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Excel.DPS
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Table 2 The comparison of hot pepper growth traits in all treatments
Treatment Plnt height/ cm Plant spreading/ cm Fruit lengtl/ an Fruit diameter’ an Mean fruit weight/ g Fruit number per plant/
1 87.32 57.32 4.35 2.00 6. 03 52
2 86. 72 60. 33 4.25 2.00 6. 4 56
3 80. 03 59. 72 3.83 2.19 6. 36 58
4 76. 07 54. 36 4.10 2.07 6. 73 50
5 84. 74 53. 86 3.93 2.16 6. 85 48
6 71. 48 61. 39 4.55 2.08 6. 61 53
7 74. 61 60. 70 3.95 1.81 6. 80 52
8 78.25 56. 15 4.41 1.84 5. 56 53
9 83.21 60. 22 4.26 1.88 6. 90 56
10 85. 67 56. 58 4.19 2.06 6. 88 54
11 81. 83 57. 9% 4.28 1.74 6. 54 60
12 71.78 54. 78 3.85 2.24 5.97 53
13 86. 64 54. 27 4.12 2.11 6. 29 52
14 73. 09 61. 87 3.9 2.21 6. 66 53
15 76. 29 61. 17 4.58 2.12 6. 78 56
16 80. 01 56. 59 3.98 1.85 6. 53 54
17 72. 65 57. 65 4.01 1.9%4 5. 51 51
18 80. 93 57. 06 3.61 2.12 5. 80 49
19 68. 27 51. 46 3.71 2.10 6. 26 52
20 71. 26 58. 66 4.30 2.02 6. 03 51
21 74. 73 58. 00 3.73 1.76 6. 21 53
22 7. 47 53. 66 4.17 1.79 5.07 56
23 81. 82 57. 54 4.02 1.82 6. 30 53
24 75. 64 54. 07 3.95 2.00 6. 28 50
25 78.27 55. 38 4.04 1.69 5.97 45
26 65. 90 67. 03 4.72 2.13 6. 56 60
27 9%. 11 66. 35 4.25 2.33 6. 91 56
28 97. 44 60. 40 4.55 2.20 7.32 54
29 89. 92 59. 84 4.37 2.30 7.45 52
30 85. 47 68. 21 5.06 2.21 7. 18 57
31 95. 21 67. 44 4.39 1.93 7.39 56
32 80. 32 62. 39 4.90 1.96 6. 04 57
33 83. 83 66. 91 4.73 2.00 7. 50 60
34 87.92 62. 87 4.65 2.19 7.48 58
35 93. 49 64. 40 4.76 1.85 7. 11 55
36 96. 26 51. %4 3.87 2.01 6. 15 4
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Table 3 The variance analysis of test results
F P
Variation source Square sum Freedom Mean square partial correlation F Vale P Value
X1 6.7416 1 6.7416 —0. 2053 0. 6602 0.0429
X2 0.0216 1 0.0216 —0. 0119 0.0021 0. 0659
X3 24.2406 1 24. 2406 0.3696 2.3738 0.0373
X4 8.5921 1 8.5921 0.2305 0. 8414 0.3735
X5 4. 8%l 1 4.8961 —0. 1760 0.4795 0. 4992
4
Table 4 The comparison of hot pepper qulity in all treatments
VC content Capsaicin content VC content Capsaicin
Treatment Dry matter content/ %} /mg ° (100 @) ~! /mg * (100g) ! Treatment Dry matter content/ %) /mg ° (100g) ! content/ mg ° (100g) !
1 14.76 159.07 162.23 19 13.84 158.26 148. 81
2 14.03 160. 50 163.23 20 14.31 154.05 146. 74
3 14.33 154.29 161.64 21 15.67 156.57 145.57
4 14. 81 155.34 158.89 2 14.26 156.97 145. 08
5 15. 14 159. 86 164.15 23 14.51 160.44 148.79
6 14.77 172. 40 164.53 24 14.35 159.27 151.78
7 15.02 161. 82 159. 66 25 15.03 151.52 152.09
8 14.85 157.51 160. 80 26 14.42 156.11 154.78
9 15. 56 160. 09 161.65 27 16.77 174.80 177.41
10 14.92 160. 50 162.44 28 15.94 176.37 180. 26
11 15.06 164.05 161.36 29 16.28 169.55 181.37
12 14.85 162. 85 159.12 30 16. 83 170.70 179. 60
13 15.22 154.93 157.85 31 17.20 175.67 176. 54
14 14.87 159. 62 157.32 32 16.78 177.20 182.39
15 15.16 171.47 161.34 33 17.07 177.82 182.81
16 15.35 155.41 148.30 34 16. 88 173.09 177.40
17 14.25 156. 35 149.08 35 17.68 175.92 178.67
18 13.55 157.71 149. 81 36 16.96 176.37 179. 61
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Study on the Key Cultivation Techniques of Hight Quality and
High Yield Non-poalluted Hot Pepper

WANG Yanfei CAO Guo-fan
(College of Agriculture Guizhou University, Guiyang, Guizhou 550025)

Abstract; The experiment was designed according to five facorts second order orthogonal rotative regression. The five
selected factor were density, application rate, transplanting time, preventive measures of blossom and group drop and
preventive measures of pests which were setted five levels. According to all Indexes determination of growth traits
Investigation of economic characters and quality determinationin maturity. The results showed that yield content of
capsaidn and Vitamin C showed the highest amount in zero treatment level. The key cultivation techniques of non-
polluted hot pepper have been determined preliminarily.
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