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BT 2347 o WIS X R IEARESL A - Wik R T 1475
m, FEHRIE 7.6 C, =10 CHUE 3050 C, Fy
BEKE 116 mm, 4FIZEKE 2025 mm, LN
150 ~ 160 Ko k28 Brdpxad . #SH4m +.
HEBE L. 0~20 cm BFZERAGE T LR 1o AR
K,S0,; (% K,0 500 g/kg); CO (NHy), (% N 460
g/kg); NH;H,PO, (% N 180 g/kg, P,0s 460 g/kg).
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Table 1 Physical and chemical properties of the soil in the plow layer

Pk 125 A B A N R P B K pH b CEC AR BALBE St
(g/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (gkg) (cmol/kg) (g/em’) (%)

BRI 1 10.69 36.83 7.12 120.45 7.93 221 7.48 121 44.18 fib g

et 13.32 74.57 11.38 146.50 8.02 3.52 17.69 1.16 5232 e

i 16.48 79.65 12.56 152.30 7.86 2.61 18.36 123 52.68 e
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(CK): 4# @ N+P(N180kghm* + P,Os 65
kg/hm?); 40P B) N+ P+ K (N 180 kg/hm® + P,0s
65 kg/hm*+ K,0 240 kg/hm? ).

Y B: K EAFAHE, 7w+ EIkik

WIS H KT AR EBERLIE 10 HRE,
TEREAEIIIN E e k. =2 BT . 9%
ANRER, GETHIREETE, PR E A

S MAREE, A D R K R (CKDs 5 @ K0 2
80 kg/hm’; KLFE 3 K,0 160 kg/hm?; 4 @K,0 2.1 K N P

240 kg/hm®; KLFE B K,0 320 kg/hm®e AN B i
FI N 340 kg/hm?®. P,0s 90 kg/hm?” {EJEE.

I C: HHflt K AP S 1 KRR,
S RAERERN RS L b b s AT 3 4l
R, 2 ML BE: 467 D N+ P (N 180 kg/hm”+ P,0s
65 kg/hm” ) A %F# (CK); 4bFE @ N+P+K ( N180
kg/hm® + P,0s 65 kg/hm” + K,0 240 kg/hm? ).
1.2.2 WRKE WX 32 m® (8mx 4
m), 3 WEKE, BENLX4IHA. BFSE N 2001
F4 H 12 H, BREE 25 cm, 1780 65 cm, fREG%L6.15
Jitk/hm® . NHyH,PO4v KoSO, 3R 43 3 1 Je A i
ANBHEE, CONH,), 70l /e B8 E I . m e
S EREKIB it

2 N P K

& 2 v LLAEH, N Py KEEGHEH, S8RE
M. 2. M BB, BREETE. MUPRERZEER
PR 73.58 cm. 18.76 mm.486.65 g/fk.336.66
g. 1.01 kg/bk. 6225 thm®; 5 N. P fcititbis, 2>
W0 10.85 cm. 4.38 mm. 116.22 g/Fk. 36.66 g.
0.11 kg/Fk+ 6.75 thm®; HAMEAEXTIE (CKD EL#,
23 130 24.76 cm. 7.55 mm. 165.83 g/Fk. 123.33 g.
0.37 kg/kk~ 22.75 t /hm*. LW N, P, K Fd 4t ]
FLAT W A8 4E T, b NG PL K FRAHE T N
P Mt bbAs, #9577 17.09 %; N. P. K Bo& i 5
AHEHEXS I (CKD EL#g, #8577 57.59 %, AS[FAbEE
)R P R R 2 LSRR 6 1 B 8 35 R S5 25 /K1
(£ 2).

Table 2 Crop response of potato to combined application of N, P and K

e B el Mo b Bk CiNY o i FEH P i =R
(em) (mm) (gt (g) (kg) (t/hm?) (t/hm?) (%)
(1) CK 48.82¢C 11.21cB 320.82cC 213.33¢C 0.64cC 39.50cC _ _
(2) N+P 62.73bB 14.38bcA 370.43bcB 300.00bB 0.90bB 55.50bB 16.00 40.50
(3) N+P+K 73.58aA 18.76abA 486.65aA 336.66aA 1.01abAB 62.25aA 22.75 57.59
2.2 K PR K EHEMHCKRAKEE . A5 B 48
2.2.1 KNEXEL R 2 BE PR () 52 HME3A @, 24 K IR R 240 kg/hm® I, A4S H 28

DI, BfisE KRR, D% k. 250,
o EERTEE,  BATEE MIEADC, AR B

PARRIRZE Nk 368.52 ¢ FI1 1.13 kg/bk, HAbER
@ (CK) HL#23 5 hn 159.69 g £l 0.54kg/Fk; 1M K

4 0.9598, 0.9420. 0.9188. {HILA B NT , Mk R & 320 kg/hm® b G, DA HHZEE, Mk

3 K
Table 3  Effect of Potash fertilizer on practical characters and yield of potato

AL /3 Evil Mo 1 Pz PR P Wb B
(kg/hm?) (em) (em) (g/#) () (kg) (t/ hm?) (t/hm?) (%)
(1o 46.53dC 1.13¢C 308.25¢ 208.83d D 0.59d D 4125dE - -
(2) 80 54.83¢BC 1.26 ¢ BC 330.63d 287.61 ¢ CD 0.72 de DC 51.62c D 10.37bB 25.14
(3) 160 63.62bB 1.67bB 390.84c 311.74b C 0.96b B 60.93b C 19.68abAB 38.12
(4) 240 74.56aA 1.94aA 487.65a 368.52aA 1.13 abAB 63.40a B 22.153A 4291
(5) 320 75.47aA 1.98a A 482.31ab 340.65abB 0.86¢cC 60.24a b AB 8.62¢C 20.89
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PLZEH 0 340.65 g 1 0.86 kg/Fk, & ELALFE@IH,
1> 27.87 g, 0.27 kg/kk, LI X K IEIE EHH
4 240 kg/hm® (£ 3).
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@), 735k CK #7* 10.37 t/hm® #1 19.68 t/hm’,
W2 R R 25.14 %A1 38.12 %; MEFLOHAR,
PRl 20.89 %. KBTI 1 80 kg/hm” 1 15 160,
240, 320 kg/hm? Itf, FRE 1 kg 19 KB, 5%
BaPE By 129.63. 123.00. 92.29. 26.93 kg. i
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1:28.5. 1:7.6 (£ 4). # K JEAS A H & 5 D 25
P TR C R — s ik il el &, A3 2Rl 75
FiiE y=3611.04 + 81.60 x - 2.68x%; X [H] )7 5 FEiEAT
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Table 4 Effect of potash fertilizer on production of potato and economic analysis

K e e SRS GRS ] TG GRS i1 Gy (D /] 5% N ] s =AY JEIERA REIRARE L
(kg/hm®)  (vhm®)  (thm?®) (t/hm*) Gt/hm®)  Oomm® Gohm®) Gi/hm® Go/hm?) (Gi/hm?)
0.00 41.25 - - - - - - - -
80.00 51.62 10.37 10.37 8296.00 200.00 8096.00 8296.00 200.00 8096.00 40.5
160.00 60.93 19.68 9.31 7448.00 200.00 7248.00 15744.00 400.00 15344.00 38.4
240.00 63.40 22.15 2.47 1976.00 200.00 1776.00 17720.00 600.00 17120.00 28.5
320.00 60.24 8.62 3.16 -2528.00 200.00 -2728.00 6880.00 800.00 6080.00 7.6
2.2.4 THEEKKPFHSBRENE K ZOR A Tod KO 87 B8 % 56.04 kg #EW T K &

3 5 T LUE H KOIEXS SR I IE A T3 id 3 K 75
HETHOE, TIEEHO K SR R, it K 3
RORAF, AEHABSATIEAF A GO, B )b
TR K &84 120.45 mg/kg, W75 34.25 %, &F

5 K

M 152.30 mg/kg, W7 14.34 %, BT 50 K0
P 32,42 kgo UEHHHEEAE K REJIANE], KE
BN, X5 K AR AR N s X K AT
AR (% 5).

K

Table 5 Crop response of potato to K application as a function of soil K supply capacity

PR+ K A LR (thmd) e W AT K0 1 H 4
(mg/kg) CK it K (t/hm?) (%) 14 (kg/kg)
BRI 120.45 39.27 52.72 13.45 34.25 56.04
b+ 146.50 45.37 55.82 10.45 23.03 43.54
HE T 152.30 54.25 62.03 7.78 14.34 3242
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EFFECT OF K FERTILIZATION ON YIELD OF POTATO IN SALINIZED
FLUVO-AQUIC SOIL IN THE HEXI CORRIDOR REGION

CHEN Xiu-bin'  QIN Jia-hai* CHEN Guang-quan®  XIAO zhan-wen’
( 1 Department of Horticulture of Hexi College, Zhangye, Gansu, 734000;

2 Department of Agricultural Resource and Environment of Hexi College, Zhangye, Gansu 734000 )

Abstract  Results of a 3-year long experiment on salinized fluvo-aquic soil in the Hexi Corridor region indicate
that K application significantly raised the yield of potato, which increased with the rate of K application. But the
production-increasing effect of K application decreased with the increase in application rate. According to regression
statistical analysis, the optimal economical K application rate is 239.70 kg/hm?” In this case the theoretical yield is
63.45 t/hm?, the cost of K fertilizer, 599.25 yuan/hmz, and the profit of the crop, 37,500 yuan/hmz. The difference
between treatments was significant and extremely significant based on LSD analysis. The crop response of potato to K
application was negatively correlated to concentration of soil readily available K.

Key words  Salinized fluvo-aquic soil, Potash fertilizer; Potato, Production-increasing effect



