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Effect of Different Potassium Fertilizers on Growth and
Production of Potato Under Fertigation

DENG Lan-sheng', LIN Cui-lan’, GONG Lin', LI Zhong-hua', TU Pan-feng' , ZHANG Cheng-lin'

(1 College of Resources and Environment, South China Agricultural University , Guangzhou 510642 | China;
2 Soil and Fertilizer Station of Guangdong Province , Guangzhou 510500, China)

Abstract: A pot experiment was carried out to evaluate the effects of supplying different types potassium
fertilizers ( KCl fertilizer , K, S0, fertilizer and KNO, fertilizer) under fertigation on the growth ,tubers yield
and quality of potato by using no potassium fertilizer as control. The results showed as follows ; Compared
with the control treatment , fertigation of different types potassium fertihizers could significantly increase the
plant dry matter and tuber yield of potato. Biomasses of potato were not different among three treatments of
potassium fertilizers. Tuber yield of K,SO, fertilizer was the highest, and tuber yield had not significant

difference between KCl and KNO, fertilizer. The content of starch had no significant difference between
KCI fertilizer and K,SO, tertilizer.
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Tab.4 Tuber yield consistent of potato in different treatments
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Tab.5 Potato tuber quality of different treatments
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