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A Comparison of Fertilizer Effects Between Balanced and Conventional
Fertilization on Winter Potato
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Abstract ; Field experiments of treatments concerning balanced and conventional fertilization, including
lack of N or P or K fertilizer, using potassium chloride to replace potassium sulphate were set up. The re-
sults showed that the comprehensive effects of balanced fertilization were better than those of conventional
fertilization ; balanced fertilization had a significantly higher marketable potato yield, 4 454 kg/hm’, eco-
nomic profit, 8 984 RMB Yuan/hm®, apparent phosphorus element use efficiency reaching 33. 1% and
Ve content, 42. 8 mg/kg. When using potassium chloride to replace potassium sulphate, the yield, eco-
nomic profit and apparent nitrogen-element use efficiency (ANEUE) would be lower, in particular mar-
ketable potato yield and ANEUE decreased significantly at 0. 05 level. It was suggested that under the

conditions tested, potassium sulphate should be selected as the main potassium source.

Key words : winter potato; balanced fertillization; fertilizer effect; economic profit; types of potassium

fertilizer
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LB Solanum tuberosum L. B 556 DY fAR £
Ve, T [ Th 4% SR i BB E E 530 7 hm® 2245,
(B E T 0 R IR 522 T SRt DX, oA T AR A
TP R T R DK LR A A S i
[ AUEE 400 J7 hm® DL B E]ARE A 120 £ 77 hm
PR U 3 A b A 7, R e T % B A 7 BAT I ] 22
P Hadfa , B B A& A R )
KRB/ Fodn JET RA LT DB E =X
H A, BAR 2 DR AL A (N) (8 (P,05) H
(K,O) i 543 51 2 245. 0 284. 1 304. 8 kg/hm’ , {k,
it P N: P,O5: K, O JFit 1. 00 1. 160 1. 241
A ) B o R IS S A A2 1 T L, RUIE- 2
AL EERC A B (B Z IR 22 AR, AL B AL
PR AR S5 R B0 N 36. 96% 44, 17% F149. 18 % . A%
SO T 2 D P A T NE -5 AL AL (EE 7R Y
RPN B ) AORE RS S, LAS HE T H bR
FIHL 7K HY& B W B AC i, DL 3 2 4%
R ARE ALK R E S XA T
Az el L D7 SRS

1 #MR5EFE

1.1 ## 5K
PRI B i SR SEOREE DA 18 A B

JE(N.P,0, . K,0 1) 5 i 53 %553 %l oy 18.8.23.5.5.2
g/kg) FRE[w(N)46% | I W5 [ w(P,05)12% |
TR [ w(K,0)50% | FrE b [ w(K,0)60% ].
RIGAE AR B 2 ORI AT, B A K .
TIOR3 pH 5. 93 AL 23. 35 g/kg il
it A (N)73. 8 mg/keg AW (P)94. 4 mg/kg HAL
1 (K)45. 8 mg/kg.
1.2 REZItEHEERE
1.2.1 Xt AbPEBEE WA 1. SF-f it e AL 21
JEAR I RS R0kt 55 1 P ) AR A IR E 1Y
HARF= i 52 500 kg/hm® , F 3550 F- 5 i R
HEFH R AR A L 750 75 2010—2011 4F 3 JF 1)
[F] A S5t 1) 280 Wl A0 2 B B A T 1)
JIEL it T G I A 0 i 8t 55 41 g ol 51 9
B T35 2Rl B Y . s R AL S I R
SN TR RER 2. S B A AR 2 R R
FACH R PT T EREE T A O R A ) b P
R ZEUE (2R FE 58 M8 43 TiE b 451 40 - 30%
(BENE) 25% (FB 1) .20% (3B 2) \15(3E 3) % 10%
(B 4) ;AL NEBEAE (2685 ) :60% (JEAE) 5% (GB 1) |
10% (i62) 10% (3B 3) \15% (3B 4) ; AL ALFRIE (46
Bl :30% (FENE) 5% (FB 1) .20% (3B 2) \25% (i
3) 20% (5 4).

*1 FAERBLERERSE"

Tab.1 The fertilizing amount of different experiment treatments kg « hm ™’

Jb 3 JREZE(N) 1 RS (P, O5) B (K,0) AL (K, 0)
BF 591.15(271.95) 566.25(67.95) 701.70(350.85) 0

BFNO 0 566.25(67.95) 701.70(350.85) 0

BFPO 591.15(271.95) 0 701.70(350.85) 0

BFKO 591.15(271.95) 566.25(67.95) 0 0

CF 532.50(244.95) 2 367.45(284.10) 609.60(304.80) 0

CFNO 0 2 367.45(284.10) 609.60(304.80) 0

CFPO 532.50(244.95) 0 609.60(304.80) 0

CFKO 532.50(244.95) 2 367.45(284.10) 0 0
BFKCL 591.15(271.95) 566.25(67.95) 0 584.70(350.85)

1) BF; - # 3 Je. 2 3., BENO ; - 4 36 Je. & & A€, BFPO ; - 47 36 J&. . 5% A2, BFKO ; - 47 36 fe. 47 fE 4L 22, CF ;% #L 7k fE 48 32,
CFNO: % HLse e T § A, CFPO . 3 HLak ie Ak BE. , CFKO « i M4k JE 47 R AL 22, BFKCL : - 47 36 JE & v R AL AT B AX B BR 47 AL 22

E5 A AL

TP 3 REL, BEPLHES, 3£ 27 /XL
FAS/NXFE3.30 m K 5. 80 m, B /NIX 3 2, 4 ZERL
TR
1.2.2 wEE® 2011 411 H 27 AR, 5285
2 7 BREE 23.2 em( 85 BE 2y 78 375 4~/hm*) |, B/ X

5 150 A~ Fh U1 e, r A7 ok B A IS 34 85 55 6 000
kg/hm’ ()R8 #E. 38 B A] . 2011 4F 12 /) 23 HiB 1;
201241 A1 HiB 2;2012 421 H 9 HiB 32012 4F
1 H19 HiB4.20124E 1 A5 HEE L, 5 LIEEZ 8
em. LA PR .
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Jog AL B IR 4 7 RS, 2012 A 1 1 H g
4. 5% BV TS + 10. 5% B 4k ki R ;2012 4F 1
H 10 H W45 2 KK + @80 iE + &5
2+ ML ;2012 45 1 17 H Wi R R + 50
#2:2012 45 1 J 28 HEiw ;2012 4£2 H 12 HWE4
THEKIR + & + M HEAE; 2012 452 H 26 HBE 5
g + UL - KZEL + JF ;2012 423 J 3 HEa
ZKIR.

2012 4F 3 H 25 HA% /NI, 7 S bR o « B
MEFERRTET 75 g, TEIE Joh JoHE: Je3
85 U EAMIE BN B RN T 75 g, TUWTIE L TOA
Jo g To M AR B T A
1.3 BEHESNERZX

I3 /INK R ARV R PR ZE 2N 2 kg 4 [m] %
L, IRE Ve FTEks & &, Ve B 5 v % F B K b
#E GB/T 5009. 159—2003 “ £ iy HH A JFU I 5T IR I iR 114
TE™ S BRI 5 7 R R AR A T k.
1.4 HEHSWMEFITHE

FEFFMAN R = (45t T Ak 3157 7 W Wi i ) /
(ARHE 5% 3 il JH 5 + ok 30 A0 38R 37 40 W IR )
100% .

S AL AL B IR W = B x R 2R
B R

ST = R R+ O .

LU = (RS B 5 x B g A + i
R X PGB ) - (BIERRAS + A HLIE A +
PR AS + FhEA) .

K FH DPS 8.01 Ze it k"™ ik 3 B A7 05
ZE T ZE LK.

2 #ERS5HMH

2.1 XSREJFEHNRIT

2 WERERW], TR JE 1 i B i I B,
BF b BH A RUE 5 s , BE AE P 3 4 S i 5 T
BFKCL CF AR BE)™ 5 (P <0.05) , 1™ Z A B A

IR (P >0.05). BF AhH 5 b 2 7 i AL =
o CF 43 538 35 4 451 F1 3 869 kg/hm?”, % 4 Jin
15. 4% F112. 2% ; BF &b B 7 5h 87 5 F0E ™ [
BFKCL 43542 & 4 401 13 753 kg/hm’, A5 %} 34 Jin
15.2% F1 11.8% . It 5k, BF 4b 3% 7 & 1 2 & T
BFNO, {H 5 BFPO, BFKO 4b H {7 it 22 ] 2% 7 A i,
L UCHAEHE SRR, AR TR IR AR A, A’
JEERFIAE SR E - Eml F LR 1, XS +
R RS SR AN R A G

®2 TARELEMEREFEMAFNIZMN
Tab.2 Effects of different fertilization treatments on mar-
ketable potato and total yield kg + hm ™

b3 TR S 5Vae

BF 333051 113a 35462 1 139a
BFPO 31 059 £3 171ab 33 410 +£3 020a
BFKO 29 073 =1 150be 32 572 +798ab
BFKCL 28 904 +363bc 31 708 +236ab
CF 28 856 +651be 31 593 +396ab
CFPO 25 661 2 203cd 28 237 2 120be
BFNO 23 784 +964d 26 675 +1 144c
CFKO 22 451 +2 355d 26 229 +2 619¢
CFNO 22 027 +1 734d 24 846 =1 655¢

1) EF 2484 -F 9 = 47k iR, B9 2385 TR — A48
Bl BFHE 27 £2FREF(P>0.05,Duncan’s 3% ).

2.2 MR B SHEERRUF AENZME

3 MEERFU,BF AR FZMFAIHHE L CF
= 0.77% ,FAXT G I T 2.05% (0 = # E=5 A E
(P >0.05); [t BFKCL & 4.04% , #H %f 88 0 T
11.78% , — #2253k B EKF-(P <0.05). BF By#k
FFU A T H & 5 T CF F1 BFKCL Ab 3 (P <
0.05), . CF & 33.10% , A% T 139. 23% ; L
BFKCL [ 5. 88% , K% T 11. 54% . BF (4§
FMAIFHZE S CF fl BFKCL 4bFE 2% F AR 3% (P >
0.05), tt CF fI% 3.14% , #1 X 3K 2> T 6.05% ;
BFKCL & 5. 14% , fX 160 7 11. 78% .

®3 FREMIBLENE BERMERNFAROMM

Tab.3 Effects of different fertilization treatments on apparent N, P and K-element use efficiency %
A3 B Ak B =R Ak B i
BF 38.39 £1.00a BF 56.88 £1.09a CF 51.89 £2.2la
CF 37.62 £0.27a BFKCI 50.99 £2.29b BF 48.75 = 1.10ab
BFKCI 34.34 £0.57b CF 23.78 £0.31¢ BFKCI 43.61 £0.27b

1) AP REAFHME £ 47437, RIS AR — AR B F 84, K7 25+ R % (P >0.05,Duncan’s %)
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2.3 MEZEDRFIEMI Ve WEME

MR 4 Fin,BF R FHER RS
CF .BFKCL gb ¥ 2 [a] B R & A 2 35 25 7 ; BF 1 Ve
FRE A B R B BT CF 4D B, 4 X $2 2 42. 8
mg/kg, A %] 4 5 44. 6% , {155 BFKCL /b 5 = [i]
Tol 2R
2.4 WMEEDREBZFYHENTME

HiE 1 A %0, BF &b B A9 28 35 5% %5 L CF A0
BFKCL £ 3423 5142 25 8 984 F1 6 624 5¢/hm*, J5
Z TS 2 LSS R, BF Ab B 2 0 8K 55
& T CF 4b¥, {H5 BFKCL Ab ¥ 2 1] 22 55 A48 ik
E

50 000

[ 44 030a
45000 F |

39 932ab
40 172ab

"

T
3
40 000 | \

\

37 406abc

R4 FREEELESDEEFH Ve SBHIFM"
Tab.4 Effects of different fertilization treatments on starch

and Vc contents of potato

Qb w( JEK )/ % Ab ¥ w(Ve)/(mg - kg™")
BFKCL 11.01 £0.50a BFNO 171.0 £9. 1a
BFKO 10.98 +1.84a BFPO 147.7 £34.8ab
CFNO 10.69 £0.47a BF 138.7 £10. 2abc
CFPO 10.68 £0.67a || CFPO 133.5 £25. 4abc
BF 10.46 +0.75a || BFKO 122.6 £9.9ahc
BFPO 10.35 £1.42a BFKCL 117.1 £19.6 be
CFKO 10.09 £0. 80a CFNO 101.4 +4.8bc
CF 9.78 £0. 86a CFKO 96.3 £10. 8¢
BFNO 9.71 £1.21a CF 95.9+9.2 ¢

1) AP B8 AL £ 43R, B 9 B8 6 LA — A8
Bl NBFHE AT E2FREE(P>0.05,Duncan’s 3% ).

35 046bcd 29 919¢de

g 35000 | %
= \ 26 189¢
30000 26877de T
;\2 n 22 859%
25 000 IR
= \
§§ 20000 F N
15000 |
10000 |
5000
BF BFKO  BFP0 BFKCL  CF CFP0  BFNO  CFKO  CFNO
Qb¥E

e EUERA — M ARIR/NG TR FORAE B 22 52K 8.3 (P >0. 05, Duncan’s i) .

1
Fig. 1

3 it E54%ie

ARSI - 1 i JIE Ak B R T H b 7 R 3 )
1, AEI 25 2R I AR 8 2 Ok 1 H b = 4, H Ik F)
35 462 kg/hm” , PLHEAIRFBEE 1 H A7 (52 500 kg/hm?)
EESE R RTCN ) IR HIER , 5350, 76 55
FERJE I H MR R T A e B AT
DL EARF i T AR A AN BB 3 1 A it FE ) A
SEATAE— LB 0L, a BE 25 PRt A A A 1) JE ER] s s ik
7 AR ARIE R I A b 7 R Ik A A
FHETRTHRE , AR 8 R AR (077 B 45 R B 7™ 5 B ARAF AR
— 7 AU & H AT 2 B ) H A A E
0 SRS N0 B | (7 BT T DO B e W P O

SRR VR AT REA — € 1 R BRI

X 22 2 20 ) R HE A AR B0 2 SRR ) i

SRR TR 40 AL B S 4% B R R AR

A [ P A B8 X % 28 A P R

Effects of different fertilization treatments on economic profit of potato

25 AR A R A Ak 3L 5 i it S A B R R
S PR S B R Th IE R O 2 RN B XL
SEAEN AT R )R W, S A A AR T
T B A 3, S Th 4 A B B8 S 7 B RN UE M 7 8
TR AL B A e 45 R R W, FEHA AT,
A DA ISR AR IR B, AN 2 0 B8 8 A
TR, (E AR FO#E L 90 kg/hm®. Panique 25
TEEE BT R M IR T 11 AR A9 B I AR5, 25
R R PP NGB A B A B 2 W) IR A B
2258 AT 280 kg - hm “*ff, GRARSR Lo S L4038 I
A7 Z2 T e T 280 kg« hm A A R B Ak B Y
PR, AR AL B 7 i PR R E . A ST I
ik # 350. 85 kg/hm® [y Th 4% 2 =843 1) S 4 JE A
125490 F1 280 kg/hm” (1 3.90 #1 1. 25 £%. A5 4., fie
A3 L R IE A i, BERB IR 21— 19 B AR = i, X
REFI AL B0 o B AU IR B , (H 75 75 H [|) 2514 T
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HE— ARG, I O 52 5 ARSI B s L B R 0 A A1
WA Z HL5) R IE R e

A AE AL IS A By B4 38 G 25 A AN TR
AURAC AL B], 5 23 B0 B 38 R R DR AR L
RBWA IR Ve SR AR
BCTEHERZE AT, o 2 AR R R R A
AR FRAR, i L A S 10 B R 0 A D & A Eh 4%
E bR S
S 30k :
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