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RANH BAA 3 G iR ISP
FITHE

W %

AFE RS I bio mix MEFRNERIFRER - HESMOHRETRER
EE  FABEESET  B—HEEEER 40 RCERLVEEESERICEE Y 36.2 com RE » A
RIDITEMEAEE Of 4R 8.6 mm il - HEFEEEEUERE  KRCEREEEHERETEE
2 18946 kg ha' fp i R 2R M PREEDEHCHERIEREE S K 31,066 kg ha -
R 2R Fﬁ%;ﬁ MNREEADEER T EREREERE K 7cckeha  BEMEHEEHEZRE
%%E%ELEW%@%’%%%%%&%E%%Lﬁiﬁ@%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%@ R 43 BR 51,321 kg ha )52 49,190 kg
2l RERZEEHEE - EOHEEE @J%Zﬁm%ﬁ%f#ﬁﬁ“ﬁﬁﬁﬁz 47.4 em fE - FRA]
LLEEE%E%E“ EEE 99 mm R RIIEE ﬁfﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ!ﬁ?ﬁﬁxzﬁ% EF=E fﬁ%@%ﬁ”ﬁﬁ!ﬁ%iﬁ%
MR K hRZEEBLEEEMERERERR © 5015 20,151 kgha” 5% 47,839 kg ha™ - jRHE
HEEZEEE  NREEEMLEETESEBICEE, 7354 ke ' BE - BEMEEEEEE > #
E?EELEW%@%’%%%%%&E@F%BT DIEEAE R IR R 5 » 43505 77,041 kg ha'' 67,987 kg
ol B EEE SR - AR T Ll%z%z@—/ﬁﬂv@ﬁﬁﬂz 'E A bio mix ;ETHL
imiﬁﬂg CERIN VS B HEEBIDREERR 75 Rk - DIER SRR - R E R E
PAZE bio mix BRI SR T EEE - ERRE—HRILARI 1S B EE B IEC BaRHE -

PR  SERTRCED - BN - B EENE

2

A

Iju\a

AIETE 1997 HRBETHRTIEN GERE i) 2R R R RETR
WIEAEE (2> 2000) - ARFAERHEY B8 L EEER - REFBEHRES (bag culture) DIFEHRLL
—EEE (Judd, 1982) -« 724N - BB AR ST EEAA 12 F - HFRIEEEERE - N2
HERER - RSB ACRESEERNED  AFHEESRABR AR 60%/AEH » B
BERAETRNEREEERE - RBAVRECHABERET (FE199) » DIEBERIEECR
P AL R S IR B B S N RIS - AT MEREEEMER » ERER 0 2
B AR E T PE SNSRI T B AR - TE R A A EE RS (basket culture ) - 8
R SRR R F R L E SR LR RN B —ERRE (£% - 1999; Baudoin, 1990) - &
TRAE# B R (Wilson, 1985) » R EEF » EHNHAZEMRENEENE 10-14 L
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{ Baudoin,1990; Olympios, 1992) - ZDiE#E A G - FISEMEEHR » SR ETTHEIER
Ferz & (Fabre and Jeannequin, 1995, Judd, 1982) -

BENNEALIEZ—HERNRERE - #EYRAZFIRENEREIES (Benoit and
Ceustermans, 1995) ; H& 8 BH& EIIREE JBEERS (F - 1999) » BN EEEEREE
B2 - £Y sy ER e PAE R R RAME (Maree, 1994) » FEEEYFE > —RNMEZE
RAILEE REFERFAE 10-20%LA £ (Handdreck and Black, 1986) [ E ERERHEANTE EC &
EESEEE 1.04.0dS m™ (Howrd,1995; Norrie et al., 1994) - SR EE 146 BN HETE (5
BEE TR > 1998) - BEFHEEBIEE - MAREESFERLE > BELEEIRERE

OB - 1996) - AR E R ELE— M R EENE  RIRII AR EERE R 0 HDIEM
FAFAE R AT S B S AR A a7 -

M FHE %

AFEREY 2000-2002 FAEFTFTRRIBEARETT - BRHEMERAL O EE 87 B (REETLH
£E) - RENMERUEEE IR AN bo mix BIFR (WEED - ERREERE) M8
BT EEE - FHERENE A RIDA 12 B2V EEER > BRBRTERREE > RIETEB
RA VS B2 BGEEI - MR s IR - MEE C RIIA 12 B REAPERNR
HERE 75 K MR ERITEE - RENTE DRIIA VS B REFAEEERICHER 75 X - R
FEEREEEE 4 B - BRENE E BRI E AR blo mix EFENE - BIEAEERE
2R BERETVE T AR EE HAFEREZ bo mix FIFR - BIEANRERERMERHE - HAE
2ENMERE - FRFERTER SR 3 EE  2EIBENECERLEBE (45 %55 x 24 m)
L GRS B BRETEIE 4 2R - SRR 2000 £ 9 F 16 HEME - FIEDR 12 A 17 HE( 2001
3 H31 B E-IEREGERR - FE0R  FREREFERED - 5% 2001 £ 8 H 28 HH#ETHE
ZHRRETE - BRI A 11 R 22 HE 2002 8 4 H 23 [ - S ® - A DIEEG S - 2RE
FiR 1 AENHFRESRER 6 MEMR RS - SHEBSEERNE - RELIRHESREE 20 fREkZ
PEREE  RREIRELAR ~ &~ DR RREER 200 g BLE - 100-200 g By - 100 g LIT
Ry - EBRER LIS K& 8047 (Duncan’s Multiple Range Test » DMRT ) HIH =A% -

| R B,

Table 1. Composition of the nutrient solution used for drip irrigation.

BRRT e
Nutrient composition Concentration

gLt mM
EREEE CalNOs), 0.8 488
EResE KNO, 0.8 7.92
wefg—e7 KH,PO, 0.4 2.94

s MgSO, 02 1.67
=S HEITE Micro-element mixture 0.03 =
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R

— ~ MBS EEJREEER RN

AU B BRI ST AR 2 B BEDUE - SERERE SR B
REELAERERAERS - BT ERS  HERE S BRIESIA B SIDERE . 58

BEBEG T AR REREERESN - RHEERA » pH ELERIEEN 5.32 BER—
HITHAE 2 pH (E6E 5.5-6.8 (36 + 1995) » 2 - 3R TRRIE BoER - 4 R 2
HEIEVRANT L9 > BC BRI S F FREAEAY 2,07 dS m S » 37 ~ BRI 092+ 043 dS m?
BRE > ErmERE RS S ERETE -

2 mEERE-EER SRR

Table 2. Chemical composition of different treatments of media before cultivation in the first crop.

R Z &= HE Sf &StE &g £E8E BREY SEHEY

Treatment N P04 K,O CaO MgO OM pH value EC
RSN ——— dS m™

A A 1.72 0.26 0.52 0.70 0.17 35 6.18 1.78

Medium A

HE2/E B 1.74 0.26 0.52 1.45 0.18 60 6.39 1.94

Medium B

HEEAE C 1.58 0.32 0.69 0.81 0.26 33 6.62 1.70

Medium C

FHEAH D 1.65 0.26 0.52 1.16 022 61 6.24 2.07

Medium D

FE B ECHIED 0.90 0.02 0.17 1.16 0.16 61 5.70 0.43

Medium E (CK 1)

FHe 8 F (EHHE2) 0.86 0.03 0.17 0.98 0.17 60 5.32 0.92

Medium F (CK 2)

FEEETE A B~ Co D OESENE—HRRL IS bio mix FELRTE 2 AREAFERE - FUR T E
Z’%?JD)\ 12 B2 EEVEEIETE - HENE B BIIA 1S S RBEEEEIE - ENE C BITA 1/2
B AEATERICERER 75 X - SIBNE D BINA 1S B REFEEERINRIER 75 X - £
%gg B RehE—HIAL A bio mix £ R RUETEF Fost B AL B RS2 bio mix
Medium A was the used media for bag culture (bio mix) mixed with 1/2 amount of cattle feces compost.
Medium B was the used media for bag culture (bio mix) mixed with 1/5 amount chicken feces compost.
Medium C was the used media for bag culture (bio mix) mixed with 1/2 amount cattle feces manure with
additional 75 days composting after mixing. Medium D was the used media for bag culture (bio mix) mixed
with 1/5 amount chicken feces manure with additional 75 days composting after mixing. Medium E was the
used media for bag culture (bio mix) without any processing. Medium F was the brand new cultural bag (bio
mix).

Y pH {E R EC Efgifl /T8 AR 1010 -

The ratio of medium and Water 15 1:10.
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o HENEHE IS AENEEREECRE

3 REHRAMEIEER 40 ROETHE - el BEERERICRE Rt ERICREES
B EETERBEERE  READFEER 2RSS  EEEEEE R ERICEEE R
DEErERERERE meEEEEtER - Fams - £ UHMERAR 12 BFERD
®REM 75 RERE  BRBEHELRE  BRERSTHETHFES LEMEREMEOEI 3=
- I IC SRR (B - 1992) » FHEEIERE A BHANERS - (S5 HIEaE2HE
FIDVEEEE  MERERESEEE - FLLETEE -

3. RENEE—HEHEHLEMERRECEE
Table 3. Effect of media on the plant height and stem diameter in red sweet pepper by basket culture in the

first crop.

g S @

Treatments Plant height Stem diameter
cm mm

HIENE A 31.6b 1.3be

Medium A

HIEMTE B 34.6a 8.0ab

Medium B

HIETEC 36.2a 7.8 ab

Medium C

#FIEE D 26.7 ¢ 6.3¢

Medium D

FIBMEE (B 1514d 4.6d

Medum E (CK1)

FIEBMET (F2) 321b 86a

Medum F ( CK2)

[FfTEFERMERE R TRE G REBIFENRTE SR E2 BN EE -
Mean values within column followed the same letter are not significantly different by DMRT at 5% probability level.
“EF2-

Same as table 2.

E-EERREER(LANE | Fos - ERWE CEfER 9 X) EIPE CEER 130 R) BAR
HHHIEL - FEE 110 REFREERI - M/AREREFHEAEHR - MEBMEEER 110
FEEARED - ERREEN D  EFDERFHIEIRERR  BHCHERTRERERER
130 RERBERRS - Ho g EEERER DR PERINEE . R EREE - iR EE
B MMEECERESERERIENITREZIAR - EEREEHRE  EPRESNT
FEEAEERCEE . REERR G OTANRENI LEs - ErRER & HREEREDR
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BRI  (EER i  EEESERICEE A EEERERERD P RERERRE
FENREERE - LEEEERZRERERG - BEAFTREREETER 130 RIREME - <&
BRI R R B D - SR ERE N REEERS  MERNREERR(LE P
RESEL  BErMERBTERGHREECUERS -
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—— #3124 F O Nedium C —o— H35TE P Medium F
"R #&2. Same as table 2.

[ 1. RENEE e AERRECREEER L

Fig. 1. Cumulatlve yield of red sweet pepper by basket culture in the first crop.
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BEE E—HRERIER 4 ir - AREBDEESHERBEEERS - HOUREHEE
SEBIEREEE - HEHRITRERNERS - EEETER IR KRR TR EE R
FRBSEEEER MEEEERSRCERRE  BHEE2EE SR  PREEALIEERE
HEECEEPEERBEEERS  REMEEETEETRE FTERICREE - REAEHE
MER  NRERNEBEEEERICEE R TRBRERE  BHEHRCERSENEER
EREEERE BEEFEEZR  MESIDLEECHEREREERE  AhEHCHEREREE
FHRCHHRBEE  EHETEREERERHBCERBEERE  BEHEEEERER  AHE
HERGERNERNEEMNES - B BECHERICRE REERICREESSREEEN
RamRBes  REMEEEFEEZR MIRRAILIEBEERERERS ' SEHEZ/DRFN 2-
5% o HLAS BT o FEE— IR ETIS #E bio mix $RR5EAE - FEIRID 1S B SR ERRID 1S
B OHEBIDREER 75 Rk - DA TEVEEIHI - "DBREiEE 2R D bio mix FFE L8 5
ABNEERE -

4 REMEE I RA SRR IS R ERE
Table 4. Effect of media on the yield of red sweet pepper by basket culture in the first crop.

[reE FEXR/NVY Fruitsize HEE TWERSEE EET
Treatments KR sages B Total Marketable Percent of
Large Medium Small yield yield small fruit
kghat cooeeeev %
FHREME A 13876 ¢ 25839 ¢ 766d 40485 d 39715d 2
Medium A
FHENTE B 18946 a 30244 ab  2132a 51321 a 49190 a 4
Medium B
FHREANE C 17410 b 25542 ¢ 1600 b 44551 ¢ 42951 ¢ 4
Medium C
FHEMNMED 14248 ¢ 31066 a 1116 ¢ 46429 b 45313 b 3
Medium D
FeEE ECEED 11048 d 29425 b 1302 ¢ 41776 d 40474 d 3
Medium E (CK1)
CREAVE T B 2 14099 ¢ 29250 b 2027 a 45377 be 43349 ¢ 5
FEENE

Medium F (CK2)
[FfTEFERERE R TR G REBFNRE SV E2 BN EE -
Mean values within column followed the same letter are not significantly different by DMRT at 5% probability level.
“F2 -
Same as table 2.

YRERNR 200 g BAF » REFE 100-200 g Z HEFR - RENR 100 g B/E -

large: fruit weight > 200 g, medium: fruit weight:100-200 g, small: fruit weight < 100 g.
TAENSEERAREERTRESIE -

Marketable yield: total yield of large-sized and medium-sized fruits.
VNRERRIOREBIGMEESH SR -

Percent of small fruit: yvield of small-sized fruits /total yield x 100 %.




RFEMEBRTAH B AR (29)

=~ MENEE T HREEER RN

TS5 RBENMEAEZDEEERNISLLE SRR BOSEZETA - HHETEEERT
FEEE (£ 2) - B - HIEEEED - WS - S0 BdpENER T HIRRE S HAEES
T - BEEREBEEERAIIFINARDGEERBE - CERREEHET - X pl EFREERE
B R (- 1999) > MERERTHIRZET - ERFRI > RARES TR  BrEN
BHRBEEE R A ES -

5. MEBNEECDEEER SRR

Table 5. Chemical composition of different treatments of media before cultivation in the second crop.

i BART =it =l E=¢ (b= TR i (B EEEY

Treatments P,0Os KO CaQ MgO pH value EC
sssema s o dS/m

T A 0.06 0.25 1.09 027 5.60 1.60

Medium A

FHENE B 0.06 0.24 1.15 0.22 570 1.87

Medium B

FREE C 0.07 0.2 1.08 022 5.70 1.24

Medium C

FEMTED 0.06 0: 125 0.28 5.80 1.39

Medium D

FENEE 0.06 0.24 1.27 0.29 5.50 2.00

Medium E

FHIENTEF 0.05 0.20 1.39 0.16 6.00 1.06

Medium F

GE- P

Same as table 2.

CHENENE _HFEHIOHENEERERCRE

+* 6 HEZEFEER 33 ReATHE - DREEHRCH - ERBEE 45 - EERE
EFEHREE  MAEMEEMLEEZEZE  RHREEC RS EBIERE  EUHEETE
feen TEEMRIL R Z B E MR B BRI RE R -
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T2 6. B E R A R R iR = R R
Table 6. Effect of media on the plant height and stem diameter in red sweet pepper by basket culture in the
second crop.

it FhE TR

Treatments Plant height Stem diameter
cm mitn

FFATE A 4634 97a

Medium A

FeHTEH B 46.7a 99a

Medium B

FIBTEC 4744 96a

Medium C

FIEMED 452a 98a

Medium D

FIBE ECGHEE D 36.6b 7.7b

Medium E (CK1)

FeFTE F (EE2) 33.6b 76b

Medium F (CK2)

[FfTECFERERE R TRE G REBIHNRTE SR E2 BN EE -
Mean values within column followed the same letter are not significantly different by DMRT at 5% probability level.
“F#2 -

Same as table 2.

PRECHEREEERL  ARERSEREVE (EER 117TX) AREIIREEE &
W R HR L R B T B AR R S b O RE L R P S R R L E B E NS, - AR EESERE
CEERST-EEN - MERERLE - EREENMECEREREEIREER S PREEAE
FRCE (GEfERR 106 X) TR - DIEEEHRCIRESEEERER - EREFEE (EE
#®I8R) » FEREHECEERENEES  BHCHERIRE R FERNEE . REEETMES
fEAMEEE - MEEEH R - ERBEERTIRCERERRE  MTEHERERECER
ANREBIFEHREDERY - MAEEEEERERE  REERER - BECHEREEEAITER
RSN DEEERS  FREESH  HIDVEEFEERCEERS - HEEERR(LET
P EER AR - hEPRREEERE Bt RER IR R -



£ & Yield (kg 6 plants™)

REMERTAHES L OHRE S

sk AR Lage fruit

v Small fruit

May

—C g SE D Medium D
—8— #:59rE E Medium E
=0 #E9rE F Medium F

—— S g A Medium A®
—CO— #354r'§ B Mediun B
—y— HiArE C Mediuwn €

*Fl &2 Same as table 2.

2. ST ESE R e N R EE R

Fig. 2. Cumulative yield of red sweet pepper by basket culture in the second crop.
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R TRECHRKZHNERIE - ARNERDBECHERICEE YR ERSEREE
m o HARBEERERIOEE R RER > BEAtEREREERE  REEEEER
=2 hREEMLEECHERIEEERS  HUREEATHEICRER - MTEEEHRCE
RESERE  REREEEZN2ZR NREENEECEERIREERE  BEETERIERE
ERE - BEEEEER  MERNDEEEHEREREERS  HAXMEECHERICEERFE
EREEE EEHCHRCERBEERE  REZFHE2R  ATIRHESHRENERNFEIN
M2 - HpEERERC Y - RBREHERREMEE BB TR | M/ NERIALEEEHEER
EREEERE  EHERITEEE RS - HFEREET - EFMN 12 B43BIE - 0 15 E3sHE -
W12 B AERICEEERE 75 REURIN 15 EXEERTEREEN 75 X - EEEIELER
FATEE R BTSSR E O bio mix FIFEZ B T ARATE R  MEUEIN 1S Bz fts
BB EER 75 REEERS - JORIFIN 12 B AERITRER 75 X% -

# 7. RENEETHFHENL MRS 2B BE
Table 7. Effect of media on the yield of red sweet pepper by basket culture in the second crop.

o RE XAV Fruitsize HWEE AEREEES INFRERY
Treatments R R AR Total Marketable Percent of
Large Medium Small yield yield small fruit
|70V — %

FEATEH A 15066 ¢ 31769 ¢ 7354 4d 54226 ¢ 46872 cd 13.6
Medium A

FHENTE B 18191 b 20972d 12213 a 60376 b 48159 ¢ 20.2
Medium B

FHRENE C 12934 d 38178 b 9237b 60350 b 51146 b 153
Medium C

FHENME D 20151 a 47839 a 9051 b 77041 a 67987 a 11.7
Medium D

FENEE (BED 21141a 17484 f 8370 be 46995 d 38625 ¢ 17.8
Medium E (CK1)

FEE T EE2) 18351b 26498 e 7563 cd 52415¢ 44852 d 14.4

Medium F (CK2)

[FIfF R FRERE R RSB SV RIEEETEE -
Mean values within column followed the same letter are not significantly different by DMRT at 5% probability level.
“F# 2
Same as table 2.
R 4

Same as table 4.
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EEEHBESIET R 2 pH {E2H3 ([ - 1995; Bickelhaupt, 1989; Hue and Amien, 1989,
Eghball and Power, 1999) » ¥f - ¥ - (28 i £ 85548 ( Shiralipour et al,, 1992; Dick and McCoy,
1993) FAREERERM (McLaughlin et al, 1998) FIFRE M » A EERYRIFIRRSE R

{Chang et al., 1993) - #ARGAEHE—IAMED » EEEKEING - FEHIBNEEBRMEE 75 KEEZ
EEREECREE EREEES - BT - MIEES - BEREE N R H RS EE
EEE— W RERER - A REE B - FEEBFATRSEMNE L REEERF
AR P MESIE - T 0 - DUEEERIEEEE IC BB HRERE 75 REEERE - £
FEEE (2000) AT eSO 2L EPEH - WIEREEHEID AR CO, B N0 B SR EHI - 5
FIRMEIRSEE - EMEREERE - M Whalen & (2000) grigHA S I 1A v DU D+ S E
Rk - Y - SAESBLIEERIEA R - STER - BREERILEE T ERILEE RS
TR EEAMEREET A  (HEEERRHR R ERREFAMS - LENEE EEREE -
TEIEICEM - S R e I 8E -

A GRS BT o DARIEE— R SIS bio mix JEIIFISEENE » IR0 1/5 EREERH
IR 75 Rtk - BLAES SR MR I B 2 i PAED bio mix Feig & L850 77
HKEEE - BHRBE—DRIDERN /S B2 #EHIEE RS E -

Z30l - 1999 - RRELMEAGRE - RREAERERWHEANRNEESR - p.1-17

ZWE - TS - SR - ZHE - 1999 - A AR ERERITUGE - PEREREL AR
SE AT AFHART BRI EET - p1-9 -

Z[AfE - 2000 - FEFHHGLEEEEEEFRT - EWSEHEEER 341721 -

REE ¢ 1995 - il - GEREEE - RIEE(T)437-440 - FEEAEELL -

[RAER © 1992 - EfFS - BEEHUT MR - p.18 -

(R - 1995 - A ICBESRINE LS a R0 RiR b /E R B8 - PE R (L EEE 33:533-549 -

HERE - B - LRy - 1996 - GEShEC HEEEEE - PEREEH 173:85-102 -

HEE - E8IC - BE - HHER - #OTHE - 2000 - EiERINAE SR EETRE TS
SRR« BRI 3(2):159-172 -

TEBEBUT R - 1998 - GELEEEH - RPN - p161 -
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Effects of Reusing Cultural Bag Media on the yield of Red
Sweet Pepper (Capsium annuum L.) of Basket Culture

Ah-Chiou Lee

Summary

This experiment evaluated the feasibility of reusing used media for bag culture to cultivate
sweet pepper again by means of basket culture. The results in the first crop showed that the plant
height obtained 40 days after transplanting was the highest in cattle feces manure treatment with
36.2 cm, the stem diameter was the biggest in the brand new bio mix cultural bag treatment with 8.6
mm, both of them were significantly different among treatments separately. The yield of large sized
fruits was highest in chicken feces compost treatment with 18,946 kg per hectare, and that of
medium sized fruits was highest in chicken feces manure treatment with 31,066 kg per hectare.
There was also significant difference among treatments separately. The yield of small sized fruits
was the lowest in cattle feces manure treatment with 766 kg per hectare, with significant difference.
The highest total and marketable vields were obtained in chicken feces compost treatment with
51,321 kg and 49,190 kg per hectare separately, with significant difference, too. The results in the
second crop showed that the plant height obtained 38 days after transplanting was highest in cattle
feces manure treatment with 47.4 cm, the stem diameter was biggest in chicken feces manure
treatment with 9.9 mm. Both of them were not significantly different within animal feces compost
or manure treatments, but with significantly difference between animal feces compost or manure
treatments and the control treatments. The vield of large and that of medium sized fruits were
highest in chicken feces manure treatment with 20,151 kg and 47,839 kg per hectare separately.
There was significant difference among treatments. The yield of small sized fruits was also the
lowest in cattle feces manure treatment with 7,354 kg per hectare, with significant difference. The
highest total and marketable yields were obtained in chicken feces manure treatment with 77,041 kg
and 67,987 kg per hectare separately, with significant difference. According to the results of two
crops, basket contained used cultural bag medium added by chicken feces manure and with
additional 75 days composting after the mixing could obtain higher yvield of red sweet pepper than
bag culture for continuous 2 crops. For one crop cultivation, we recommended mixing chicken feces
compost would be the best one to reuse the cultural bag medium.

Key words: basket culture, sweet pepper, animal feces compost.



