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Table 1 Rice biomass changes in each growth period under different treatments
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Fig. 1 Changes of root dry weight in jointing periods

under different treatments
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Table 2 Effects on rice yield under different treatments

A A A Ji # B 05 2R F i Pr Ji ZETTHREE (%)
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Fig. 2 Response curves of rice yield-N application
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Table 3 Nitrogen fertilizer use efficiencies of different treatments

st W HEARFFRI % IR % (AR AL FE S5 % AR TR B, (%)
(kg/hm?) (kglkg) (%) BRI % S BOBOR H 2
N1 -G 128.47 12.98 42
+G 131.95 18.06 49 39.15 16.67
N2 -G 145.71 11.67 38
+G 147.73 12.99 40 11.32 5.28
N3 -G 149.80 8.33 30
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Effects of Fertilizer Additive on Rice Growth, Yield and Nitrogen Utilization in Taihu Lake Region

YANG Xiao-yun*?, LI Wen-jun*?, YAN Xiao-yuan®
(1 State Key Laboratory of Soil and Sustainable Agriculture (Institute of Soil Science, Chinese Academy of Sciences), Nanjing 210008, China;

2 Graduate University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China)

Abstract: A field experiment was conducted in Taihu Lake region to study the effect of a fertilizer additive on rice growth, yield and nitrogen
use efficiency. The results showed that the fertilizer additive significantly increased rice biomass by 17.95%, 8.63% and 11.09% at heading stage and
by 2.16%, 12.13% and 11.47% at filling stage respectively for N application rates of 150, 200 and 250 kg/hm? respectively. This fertilizer additive
also significantly increased root biomass by 7.21% — 27.40% at elongation stage under different N application rates. Yield increase was not as high as
biomass, but increased significantly under 250 kg/hm? treatment, being 5.79%. The fertilizer additive apparently increased rice N uptake, agronomic
N use efficiency (AE) and apparent N recovery efficiency (NRE), and the increase was significant under high N application rate, being 7.14%,
33.26% and 10.91% respectively under 250 kg/hm? treatment.

Key words: Fertilizer additive, Rice, Growth, Yield, N use efficiency



