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Table 1 Effect of reducing nitrogen on pepper height cm
st SEFEH FrAEH AR BRI LhEr3: ]

Treatment Planting period Flowering period Initial fruit period Full bearing period Harvest period

T1 19. 60 26. 69aA 55. 14aA 76. 13aA 98. 26aA

T2 19. 60 26. 27aA 54. 9aAB 74. 5bB 94. 33bB

T3 19. 60 26. 21aA 53. 17bBC 73.57c¢BC 93. 92bcB

T4 19. 60 25. 26aA 53.73bC 73.28cC 93. 14cB

T5 19. 60 25. 64aA 52. 84bC 73.11cC 91. 34dC

HARNEFRFER SKBEKE, ARKREER 1%RBEKFE. TR,

Note: Different lowercase letters represent 5% significant levels,and diffferent capital letters represent 1% significant levels. The same below.
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AEER 2 AR KRR 7 B KT SEE S H
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T2 b FZEAIG I 115 %, A {13 5 AL
T1 ARBEZEM SR, 1. 655 em, T2 ALK Z , B
T2 fhPEsh, HEALE S T1 A BRI 7 B EK
L, SRR B IR SR L, T1 AbBEZE 5 fin

18% s Yt gk T1 AbHHZEM & K, K 2. 035 cm, T2
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B4 AR I, T1 AbERZEH B 23 %,
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Table 2 Effect of reducing nitrogen on pepper stem cm
AbEE EAEH Frie IR R Wk

Treatment Planting period Flowering period Initial fruit period Full bearing period Harvest period

1 0. 391 0.671aA 1. 401aA 1. 655aA 2. 035aA

2 0. 391 0. 650aA 1. 396abA 1. 620abAB 1. 977aAB

3 0. 391 0. 657aA 1. 397abA 1. 606bcAB 1. 959abABC

4 0. 391 0. 635aA 1. 386abA 1.577¢B 1. 868bcBC

5 0. 391 0. 641aA 1. 365bA 1.573cB 1. 834cC
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Fig.1 Effect of reducing nitrogen on
pepper chlorophyll SPAD
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Fig. 2 Effect of reducing nitrogen on pepper yield
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H: AR/NE FER A AR AT B G+ i+
BYRERIEN 5K BEARFE,

Note: Different lowercase letters represent 5% significant
levels of nitrogen uptake by pepper plants (stems— leaves—+
fruits) under different treatments.
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Fig. 3 Effect of reducing nitrogen on

pepper nitrogen absorption
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Effect of Reducing Nitrogen Fertilizer on Pepper Growing
Development in Greenhouse

HAN Yingzuo' , SI Pengfei’ , WANG Xiujuan' , LOU Chunrong®
(1. Institute of Environmental Resources and Plant Nutrition, Liaoning Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Shenyang,

Liaoning 110161; 2, Opening Laboratory, Liaoning Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Shenyang, Liaoning 110161)

Abstract; Pepper was used as test material, the effects of reducing nitrogen fertilizer ( conventional
fertilizer with N 225. 00 kg « hm™2, reducing nitrogen 15% with N 191. 25 kg « hm™%,30% with N
157.50 kg » hm 2,45% with N 123. 75 kg » hm ?, and no nitrogen) on pepper growing development
in greenhouse was studied through the field experiment. The results showed that compared with
conventional fertilization, the plant height and stem diameter declined under the treaments of nitrogen
reduction; the SPAD value of pepper leaves was highest under 15% nitrogen reduction; the pepper
yield under nitrogen reducing 15% was higher than that of conventional treatment, and the pepper
yield under nitrogen reducing 30% was slightly lower than that of conventional treatment, but the
difference was not significant. 15% or 30% reduction of nitrogen could not significantly reduce plant
(stem+ leaf + fruit) to absorb nitrogen, while pepper nitrogen absorption under 15% nitrogen reduction
slightly higher than that of conventional nitrogen treatment. Therefore, nitrogen 191. 25 kg * hm ?
could be taken as reference of fertilization under greenhouse, which could ensure the pepper
production, and achieve cost efficiency.

Keywords: reducing nitrogen fertilizer; greenhouse; pepper; growing development



