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1
N (ka/hm?) P05 (kg/hm?) K0 (kg/tm?) M (t/hm?) 2

1(CK) 0 0 0 0

2(Ny) 300 0 0 0 2.1

3(N2) 600 0 0 0 2 ,

4(P) 0 200 0 0

5(K) 0 0 200 0 '

6(M) 0 0 0 17.5 , , 4
7(N.P) 300 200 0 0 , 5 9 10 , 3 6
8(N,K) 300 0 200 0

9(N; PK) 300 200 200 0 ' '
10 (N, PKM) 300 200 200 17.5
1.4 : 10 ,
1.4.1
(4]
1.4.2 2007 7 10 ’ !
10 10 20d , 3 1
2 ) 4
. 105 15 min, 70 , ; 9 7 ;
1.4.3 , 4
1.4.4 , : ,
) (5] , ,
1.4.5 Excel, DPS®
2
1 31.97 £1.67h 62.73 £2. 24i 3.57 £0.18a 9.00 +0. 29f 0.22 £0.01a 0.88 +0. 02hH
2 36.37 +2. 07f 68.50 +1. 51f 3.63 £0.20a 9.07 +0. 35f 0.20 +0. 01bc 1.07 £0. 01fG
3 38.87 +1.77d 66.03 1. 3%h 3.67 £0.22a 9.23 +0. 18¢f 0.19 +0. 0Lbcd 1.03 +0. 029G
4 42.03+1.31a 86.43 1. 24b 4.17 +0.35a 10. 67 +0. 29ab 0.15 +0. 01g 2.02 £0. 028
5 39.17 +1. 42cd 83.07 +1.37d 3.73 +0.18a 9.90 +0. 32cde 0.18 +0. 02de 1.42 £0. 02D
6 35.50 +1. 80gh 67. 37 £2. 269 4.00 +0. 40a 10. 03 +0. 40bcd 0.19 +0. 0lcd 1.31 +0. 026E
7 40.53 +1. 42¢ 74.83 £1. 08e 4.13 +0.35a 10. 67 +0. 14ab 0. 16 +0. 01fg 1.72 +0. 0218
8 35.87 +1. 37g 68. 17 + 1. 23fg 3.73£0.27a 9.30 +0. 23def 0.21 +0.0lab 1.13 +0. 02fF
9 37.93+2.33e 85.40 +1. 15¢ 3.80 £0.21a 10.30 +0. 15hc 0.16 +0. 02fg 1.54 0. 02cC
10 41.71 +1.50ab 89.33 £2. 20a 4.30 +0.38a 11.20 £0.34a 0.17 +0. 02¢f 1.76 £0. 0218
(p<0.05), (p<0.01)
2.2 M N;P N,;PK N;PKM CK
N, N, K N;K CK :
, N, K , P N, P N,;PK
, N, , P N, PKM , N, K
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30.97%
10 ( )
5 , P>
M >N, >K >N,, P>K >N,
>M >N, P>K>N, >M >
N, ; )
N, PKM >
N]_PK >N1P >N1K!
N; PKM >N; PK >N; P >N; K
2.4
3 1
, 10
10
3.72 0.32 ;
8 y 1
, 10
3
(%)
1 12.29+0.032i  0.26 +0.003¢gh 1.09 +0.017e
2 12.89 +0.035fg 0. 25 +0.002h 1.14 +0. 015de
3 12.82 +0.020gh  0.29 +0. 003fh 1.12 +0. 035de
4 12.79 £0.026h  0.23 £0. 004i 1.16 +0. 015d
5 14.30£0.019d 0. 32 +0. 004¢€f 1. 18 +0. 010cd
6 13.81 £0.015e  0.30 +0. 004cd 1.23 0. 015hc
7 12.94 +£0.032f  0.27 £0.003de  1.18+0.021cd
8 15.43£0.032c  0.35+0.003a 1. 15 +0. 015de
9 15.75+0.026b  0.28 +0. 003b 1.25 +0.027b
10 16.01+0.012a  0.31+0.005bc  1.41 +0.021a
(p <0.05)
M P
N, N, CK;

N, CK;
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N,P N, K CK
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Abstract: For the bestway that different fertilizer goplication on grovth and yield of potato in N ingnan mountain area, this
paper used the method of randam sections in film experimentation © study . The result shoved that treament 10 the total of

dry biomass increased 30. 97% average in harvest ssaon, and other treatnents increased in 7. 35%

73.31% than CK. U-

sing the cambination of organic fertilizer, N, P, K, inwhich N was used as the basal fertilizer and repeat fertilizing once
more in the burgeon tmewas the bestway, which the yield and character of potato was the best and increased starch content
and then improved the quality. It alo showed that the combination of fertilizer could be extended in the yielding of potato in

the N ingnan mountain area.
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