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Abstract

With the rapid development of modern agricultural science and technology, potato water-fertilizer
integration technology has become a highly respected advanced agricultural management strate-
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gy and has been widely used in the field of potato planting. This technology not only improves
planting efficiency, but also promotes the stable growth of potato yield. This experimental study
aims to explore the effects of macroelements N, P, and K on potato yield under the conditions of
water-fertilizer integration; the fertilizer effects of potassium chloride and potassium sulfate on
different potato varieties; the effects of different phosphate fertilizer varieties and medium and
trace element fertilizers on yield in potato production, and screen out fertilizers containing N, P, K
and medium and trace elements with the best absorption and utilization of potatoes and the best
application plan, so as to provide a scientific basis for optimizing potato water-fertilizer integra-
tion technology, increasing yield, and improving quality.
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1. 518

Bt BLRAO B AR I RFEEED KSR R s R HLA ORI, LRy — ) 32X AR
WA R[], RXAEOR AN T 2 MEMI A T, DoA™ ik T BE NG i, S
P BN E EE AR GG, 7 B RSET— B AR ARM A E fi[2]. 72 54 2 ARl
R, N Py K AL A AT BRI TR 20 RIRH[3], X Fedt SRBENAERKE . fEmr B AA
FEREEMIEM.

SRT, EESCIUKAE — R BORAE SR M 12 N, BATHRERN TR SEER N Py K A5
MRS, AR . X O AN FA RIS IR 70 B SOR M I A A 22 e, R 4R TR i, 3K
A BARYE SR E AR FR R, BlEE B e M T %R, SEIKIE R @R A .

HIE, AT TS AR S 3 F AR AE — AL EOR T Ny Py K SRR, R AOER T, 4%
FHOR: . AHEGEAL, RAFS MR RBOR SO R . EIRADETS, AT R SR EAEAF ALK
BB N Py K EEFRN IIRCRY iy R RCR A RAEEE, N SR B B A2 R SR EoR 1

2. MR FE
2.1 RE/PXIFR

RGN X ALV T BT A P T IR BT AR 2 SR 24 e iy, HhER A B N db4 44.61°,
IRZE 129.60° o 1ZHIX -2 % WY £ 450~550 mm, S X A E LS H N 32, 4FF 34 H lURHK 2295.2
h, “FEIGSIFETEE A 2300°C £ 2500°C, XS kS i LT B T8 R EE = AR

RGN X ISRy w1, S AR B L, R SRR K& 25.6%, TR 35 K &34 37.8%,
R E 1.35 g/em?®, fERIGZ AT, RIEMEYA KRG, HAKERERAAEE . AKIE5THE, Za5 A6 K
FEE, IR RSN T R o IR FEHRER AT B AV AR SR, DU SRRUKIERRE, S FEDT
PR FRAE T HAR R I IR 5L 4]

AT 2022~2023 4 4~9 H kAT, N FREEKE— 40k 775, 2885 0.8 m, #kEE 0.25m, ¥
SLIATER 0.2 m, ¥ 1~2 L/he 4 H 25 HiER, 9 H 15 HUksk,
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22. REMBNEARR

221 IKBE—UEHTAEITEN, P\ KXMEREFEXWAIKE SR
PR RO TS R . NXATEK 10 m, % 5m, /NX 50 mP. iRIGEE 14 ANEFE[S]: 1) NOPOKO,

2) NOP2K2. 3) N1P2K2. 4) N2P2K2. 5) N3P2K2. 6) N4P2K2. 7) N2POK2. 8) N2P1K2. 9) N2P3K2. 10)

N2P4K2. 11) N2P2KO0. 12) N2P2K1. 13) N2P2K3. 14) N2P2K4, M 5e4bbLIX Hiit, 3 REE. i’

KA FUIBEM R AT H-S PR LR ), AR 1.

Table 1. Potato treatment plans with different fertilizer dosages

#* 1 DRETREMAERNLERTR

ok A5 HUIE i N P,Os K;0
WEEE AR (kg/667m?) (kg/667m?) (kg/667m?) (kg/667m?)
1 NOPOKO 2000 0 0 0
2 NOP2K2 2000 0 6 7.5
3 N1P2K2 2000 5 6 7.5
4 N2P2K2 2000 10 6 7.5
5 N3P2K2 2000 15 6 7.5
6 N4P2K2 2000 20 6 7.5
7 N2POK2 2000 10 0 7.5
8 N2P1K2 2000 10 3 7.5
9 N2P3K2 2000 10 9 7.5
10 N2P4K2 2000 10 12 7.5
11 N2P2KO0 2000 10 6 0
12 N2P2K1 2000 10 6 3.75
13 N2P2K3 2000 10 6 11.25
14 N2P2K4 2000 10 6 15
Table 2. Treatment schemes for different potato varieties using potassium chloride and potassium sulfate [6]
% 2. TEISHEmiiEA SR AREL IR E(6]
e BUAH  AHURAE IENJE IR PO I KO I
ThH S S (kg/667m?) (kg/667m?) (kg/667m?) AR
S A
1 1800 115 4
R B
FALH A
2 1800 11.5 WEHTE
AR B
FALE A
3 1800 115 W 1T
IR B
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2.2.2. SUHEMHBERINT R DIE RmME LRSI IR 75 R[7]

RARIX B, EAFOUAFFEF: 108, 2 . 35K 15, BIKCHANE BHH L i -
A GHLER, B BERHR. X7 8m, B 5m, H/NX 40m’ (BEINX 20m?), 3XER, HHUE TR
AN LS 82 3R A o B0 AR AR H 477 & 2500 kg/667m? il e, HAd L4k 2.

2.23. AEMERFHNEREFEHAEWAES R

IR P I 1 5 hse R, REe Ik 6 M.

ALFR 1 (CKL): it WERRAS (P,0s-12%) 116 kg/667m* + K % (N-46%) 54 kg/667m?, #1& P,0s 14 kg/667m?.
N 10 kg/667m?; AR LSS A A Bk LU AE— R o

AbFE 2 (CK2): TR —%5(N-18%, P,05-46%) 30 kg/667m? + JR 2 (N-46%) 42 kg/667m?, #ié P,0s 14
kg/667m*. N 10 kg/667m?. B AELE A iR M LR AR — PN -

REFE 3. TR — %% (N-11%, P,0s-44%) 32 kg/667m? + JR 2% (N-46%) 46 kg/667m?, #7& P,0s 14 kg/667m?.
N 10 kg/667m?, i AELE & Bk LLR AR — IR PR N -

REFE 4. R — %% (N-11%, P,0s-44%) 32 kg/667m? + JR 2% (N-46%) 46 kg/667m?, #74& P,0s 14 kg/667m?.
N 10 kg/667m?. B L 2/3 VE NFEAERERAE LURAEHEN , /3 fE B AL, T B ——45Z W) 4 RBERHER -

AEFR 5. ERE — %% (N-11%, P,0s-44%) 32 kg/667m? + J} 2 (N-46%) 46 kg/667m?, #1 & P,0s 14 kg/667m?.
N 10 kg/667m?. BEAE 1/3 VE NFEACBER A LURALHEN , 2/3 /B AL, T B ——45Z W5 4 RBERER -

LEFR 6: R — %% (N-11%, P,0s-44%) 32 kg/667m? + J} 2 (N-46%) 46 kg/667m?, #T & P,0s 14 kg/667m?.
N 10 kg/667m?, BEAEATEVENEBAE, T ——45Z W15 4 RBERHEREN .

2.34. PRYEBTRENNERE~EHNRENRIE SR

IR S8 1 SR, 568 5 b B

AOFR 1. FhEE + SKF . g - BEHL 12 g/667m? + BHIE(B >2.5%, Zn>3%, Mn>3%, Fe>16%)ii4
H (TR 250 g 587K 6~18 kg $EF1 190 kg)34) I8 5 AEFh A2, WAt 3 ¥k, REASEEAE 2 IR,

AbFE 2: AR 4 kg + W AKY 200 kg BEAT + FEHH o W%« EHL 12 9/667m°, FREHR 200 kg, EFRE AL
P, WU 3 U, TEREERAE 2 K.

AOFR 3. FhEE + SKF . g e BEI 12 g/667m” + FIEIR A (THAE 250 g oK 6~18 kg $F 190 kg)
WA s AR B AL, R REASEENE 2 IR

AbFE 4: BHAE 4 kg + TEAKY 200 kg PEA] + FEH < 0E « MEHU12 g/667m?, PR 200 kg, VEFRE AL
B, JEAEASEEAE 2 K.

AEFE 5 (CK): EKXHE, FEHORPEMMAEAIZS, TR, W1 168 AR Y14 i it & 5 T Ui
5 7K o

WA : TP W1 JE R A 1 K, MR 250 9/667m?, oK 35 kg. TREVEASBEAE
ML IR TS BEAE, TIRG 15 KJ5, WHESS 2 Ik, KA 5 kg/667Tm?. A5EEAE NI I3 M £
BH A= R A R 23 71 25 7= (94545 IR (CaO 23.41%, MgO 1.56%, N 23.73%, H3BO; 0.25%, 76 % i & 48.95%,
Ca:Mg = 15:1).

3. BERE S
3.1 KE—EFUEBHTAKERXEN, P, KIEHEFENTW
KFREILEN. HESME 4 FEH, NAERHEN SRE-RIAS T EREERRM. 2022 4
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AbFE O (. W ATHE RSB 10, 9. 7.5 kg/667m) (1 B i, TN 2381 kg/667m?; ALFE 1 (A
FALIE) 7= B K, P~ 1412 kg/667m?. #CACFE 1 (R FIALAE), oAl 4% 4b 38 486 7 g i oy
22.12%~68.62%. 2023 4F % AbEE (17 B d8 i 1 AR FE 1 (NOPOKO), Hirbib# 13 (N2P2K3)[f) 667 m® /=
A, N 2628.41 kg, LEXTHRAREE 1 (NOPOKO)FE 1 27.33%; 2H {2 4b 2 4 (N2P2K2), v 2569.15 kg,
Eb ot AL FE 1 (NOPOKO) ) 24.46%; 55 = A7 40P 11 (N2P2KO0), A 2448.16 kg, HLxfHEALFE 1 (NOPOKO)
$ 7 18.6%; AbFH 1 (NOPOKO)F] 667 m? P& (%, v 2064.21 kg.

Table 3. Effect of different fertilizer usage on potato yield in 2022 (kg/667m?)
F 3.2022 FAEIRERL A & X DISE = 2 MR (kg/667m’)

isei! | I i THME (A7
1 1381 1404 1452 1412b 14
2 1604 1941 2407 1984ab 10
3 2111 2015 2611 2246a 4
4 2204 2196 2552 2317a 3
5 2093 1530 1552 1725ab 13
6 1700 1015 2496 1737ab 12
7 2019 1915 2770 2235a 5
8 2344 1563 2567 2158a 7
9 2289 2556 2300 2381a 1
10 1804 2604 2559 2322a 2
11 1944 2311 2415 2223a 6
12 1896 2367 1867 2043ab 9
13 1111 2307 2348 1922ab 11
14 1993 2130 2078 2067ab 8

H: ANE/NGFRERNACERNE (P < 0.05); AFKE FRER NG E AR S 3P <0.01). T,

Table 4. Effect of different fertilizer dosages on potato yield in 2023 (kg/667m?)
3 4. 2023 ERERCR A 23 DA E~ R RIFNN (kg/667m’)

s I I i P (R/%¢
1 2144 2030 2019 2064c 14
2 2356 2511 2233 2367abc 6
3 2293 2537 2233 2354abc 7
4 2507 2300 2900 2569ab 2
5 2311 2356 1900 2189hc 11
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6 2019 1841 2363 2074c 13
7 2274 2063 2141 2159c 10
8 2122 2241 1863 2075¢ 12
9 2430 2463 2404 2432abc 4
10 2137 2363 2678 2393abc 5
11 2468 2433 2443 2448abc 3
12 2041 2285 2526 2284abc 9
13 2485 2656 2744 2628a 1
14 2274 2100 2685 2353abc 8

HE 1A, EREZFICHEN SRE B, RAITWERIFEE ZEHRENEY, DREN
PPRE RIS KEY, RS REXMEMAS I FIFRE BB EKT, H7ESEE
Jiti B 2 TR AR S e S A 2R, AR RBGEE 0.8073. I [T, FRATHE 4 EIEHE &N 6.95
kg/667Tm? i}, ThEL PRIk R, R 2199 kg/667m?.

F—J7M, ERAEA RN, BATEE T EANAFKKF: 0. 5. 10, 12 il 20 kg/667m*. 52
Xif L Th A4 P By A 1984 2246, 2317, 1725 I 1737 kg/667m?. SR, X L8N [ kP & Ah 3L i)
(7= 8 7 et I AR B B E K .

% B H AR M 4ERF RGBSR R I DR e i, R ERIE R, IRATHERERE 667 m? T
A S HH it FH RN A 10 Kgo 1X —HEFE & B 7E Se B3 AR S PR, AR (R S 4 S P e ) d KA

2500
* L
/—
2000 €
=" vy = -3.3298x° + 46.159x + 2038.6 ¢ ¢
}@ 1500 R* = 0. 6518
~ R = 0.8073
E]ém
i 1000
L
500
0
0 5 10 15 20 25

RIEHE (kg/H)

Figure 1. Effect of different nitrogen fertilizer application rates on potato yield in 2022
B 1. 2022 FAEIREH EX SR E =M
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KT RETHE P ERBIEHEEEA, MEEZLHEMM, DRE™ 2Rl ERES,
BRI B e WK, AH 8 5 it & 1A ¢ REUE R E0m, A 0.7295. HEIATTFETHEAS W,
A At FF £ 19.84 kg/667m? i, ¢ K77 5y 2383 kg/667m?.

TEVEALBEAERT 8 S = g ma iy, FRAT TR e B i i 100 15 3 00 5 K7 B B o L 1l A FH 2210
kg/667m?)FHANTE e B AE I v B P, R I 6 S R i BB (2 A, BRAT T B FES it PR ke 4%
HrE B HE R A A R

B, SRR RS> 58 0. 3. 6. 9 A1 12 kg/667m? N}, 442 (1)=& 43 il Jy 2235, 2158, 2317,
2381 1 2312 kg/667m*, S BEAE WAL = A3 N, FEEA s, EEAEAKEEERFARE, X
RPERRLFZM T, BIEEAR R DRET BN EERNE.

T SRR IR VS SR AR S, A OR SR T AR S, AT AR AR RE T A
Horb, BEARAOHEREF RN 6 kg/667m?. X —HEFEF B B I SEHL LIRS I R A, IR A R A%
BHRRERT.

KFRKETLE Ko EREHIEHEEREN, BEEMEHZEMEN, SRE-STHBEANNHE, |
5 [l Y= RD g R [ A 8 e SO B R = B 8 A I R PRI AR DG I o ARG BRI A &40 5l v 0+ 3.75. 7.5,
11.25 F1 15 kg/667m? i, 7= &) 2223, 2043, 2317. 1922 1 2067 kg/667m?, & kb FH i) = V& A ik
FIZEFREKF . XU T AR M 3 i AR SR E e m I A E AR T
JRE SRR, DA P R AR R, EUE AR (R D H, SR IEARERE &N 7.5 kgl667m’.

3.2. SLHMFTERE T RF D5 R AR

H7¢ 5 M7 6 B, D8 SR bRt FH GG A RN AR R AT X 7 Bk Bl 7 2 BB I . 2022 4R
GEELR, 26 1 S SRR B RS, A 4053 kg/667m?, 2 FE I BRIR B A P B R, A
3054 kg/667m?. 2023 fEfIZE R, SLib 1 5 BB Bt m, T 2845 kgl667m?, % 1% e H]
SAER I B, P 2702 kg/667Tm?. SE A FIREIREH, T H— WA DA, SR
BB AR, PR ACE X = B St LR B R BE R R, MEARR P EEE ok
E, S A ) SR W T R IR AR e R B T RoR, MR R
B AR, ST SRS R E A RGN T 4.96% % 23.79% MR . X — R, AT
TR EAMUEA REZCE, AL SE0R™, RITEA &M ER. Hik, fEMiED%EN,
i AT A B0 AE AT 6 A2 — AN SE A R I %

Table 5. Effects of potassium chloride and potassium sulfate on yield of different potato varieties in 2022 (kg/667m?)
3 5. 2022 FE DA E R [E) SR A S AL SR AN FER 9 5T 77 8 RO M) (kg/667m?)

isei! [ I i FHIME (DRY
1A 4043 3772 3037 3617ab 3
2A 3253 4500 3679 3811ab 2
3A 2957 4604 4599 4053a 1
1B 2901 3309 3611 3274ahc 2
2B 3352 3111 2698 3054hbcd 3
3B 3420 4253 3877 3850ab 1
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Table 6. Effect of potassium chloride and potassium sulfate on yield of different potato varieties in 2023 (kg/667m?)
% 6. 2023 F LB EA[E SRMHE D KL ATREL P X3 7= 8 A2 (kg/667m?)

AbFE | I 1] 1y (A7
1A 2815 3722 3208 3248abc 1
2A 2787 2727 2593 2702bc 3
3A 2857 3468 2958 2974ab 2
1B 2588 2560 3042 2730a 2
2B 1958 2444 1671 1904abc 3
3B 2857 3111 2569 2845ab 1

3.3. FEHAE MmN DEE~ERRN
IR S REWI (L 7.4 8), BRI — #c /Ry R NEAIE AL X2 Bt oL ol R 5 AR — e i vt ML AR v L
e i AP P B AR

Table 7. pH values of different types of phosphate fertilizers and their effects on phosphate utilization of potatoes

7. TEFEBALH pH BRI DEREHEF A R0

LA HE pH fi 2 77 (kg/kg) A< 2 (kglkg) WS R 22 (%)
B S 2.38 236.88 72.70 8.62
R — 4.35 259.09 94.91 17.51
IR — 8.16 226.53 62.35 9.49

Table 8. Effects of different treatments on potato plant growth characteristics and tuber yield
= 8. FEIALIEN SREBEREKIFMEMIRE SN

SIS e FEERE  bhe RARIREEM MR max AXE e E

(Pk/667m?) (cm) @) (kg) (%) (kg/50m?)  (kg/667m?)
1 (CK1) 3300 84.5 3.2 1.56 79.28 257.01 3428.51b/B
2 (CK2) 3300 87.6 4.8 1.63 83.53 269.05 3589.13ab/AB
BEFHT R 2 3 3300 88.2 4.2 1.64 86.12 270.85 3613.14ab/AB
A 4 3300 88.6 3.8 171 87.54 282.08 3762.95a/AB
5 3300 88.3 3.6 1.73 88.58 284.96 3801.37a/A
6 3300 87.9 3.6 1.64 86.35 269.76 3598.60ab/AB

fHRBEIR — 820 4 MRS T e, HiYE CK1L ZR3E%, 5 CK2 ZRAEE. 48 2
M BRAERAS A 187.8 J6, AbFE 5 (%, BEAELMAS 167.4 7o, it FF A BR— a0 it FF e R — 44 667 m” %
RAEEHEN 20.4 75 34 07 & 126.60 kg/667m?, BN 151.92 J6/667m?, Hiit i A %L 172.32 J0/667m?.
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34. PRYBREERIMMESHE~ENTI

M 9 IBHETTULE Y, SREMMEEARRLIE P SR B ENZER. Bk, &3 Ty
RESE MR SR, JAE] T 85.5 JEK, XS REALEL (AL EE B)IME m iR A, 0N 75 JEK. X EBRE A 3
(RRR AR XS T FE R H 10,5 JEK, B HE B B AE K AR 3

FIREH, BAMRBZER thfE R R LB AR 25 57, AbFE 3 P DA bk 2R R £, 88T 7.6 1,
0 B AL B ) B R R ZE B/, R 5.9 AN o IX R AL FE 3 1 8 S AE PR B S A IR e 1.7 A4,
e 0] T ALEE 3 I

i R R VT S R I B B R AR — AR 3 R, R E R S E R e, 15 F T 88.60%,
TR AL B RS i R AIG, N 75.67%. X EEURE LR 3 N 1 SRR R RO I A Y 12.93 AN E 4
A BRI TSI E .

)i, WA RRE, AF3 PSR E - RiRe, AT 3497.6 kg/667m?, it B AL (17 &
K, N 2565.4 kg/667m?. Firf, AbFE 1. 2. 3. 4 KRS BN R E T R, BRI AT 3, H
PR A PR R O B, N 932.2 kg/667m? F1 36.34%, i — IR T ANER 3 7E A B AR T AR
FRPEANIE =8 )

Table 9. Effects of different micronutrient fertilizer treatments on potato plant growth characteristics and tuber yield
2 9. TREIMABRIEN DEEERE KEFEFIIRE =202

pm  PPHIEEE kR WRRUCE MBRIRE RAE ONKTE AR SOV s
(Mm% Em) B @ (%) (kg/5am’)  (kg/im?) - Pkgim?) (%)

1 3700 83.2 7.3 971.5 85.54 267.24  3300.9bA 735.5 28.67
2 3700 78.8 6.2 808.0 83.11 23513  2904.3cB 338.9 13.21
3 3700 85.5 7.6 1064.1 88.60 283.17  3497.6aA 932.2 36.34
4 3700 79.7 7.0 873.2 83.49 250.64  3095.9cB 530.5 20.68
5 (CK) 3700 75.0 5.9 716.1 75.67 207.69  2565.4dC — —
4. ¥hig

4.1 KE—FEUFHETXELRN, P. KXYDREFENTR

ARG 5 BT —5 JERIKT N2P2K2, BRI, Rt Fl &4 %1h 10, 6 Ml 7.5 kg/667m?
i, DREPARE BN, PSR 5N 2317 kg/667m? fil 2569 kg/667m?. [A A 5 K7D+
A AP, LIRS WA IR HERE RN 1% 2 B 2000, 10, 6 A1 7.5 kg/667m?,

4.2. SHBFHRERI X E DIF mMEI LR

PIEE ARG 25 R ], GBI S8 AR O™ IR, ST BORIR BE (3 TE 6e, e
REPT R SR B WML 0T, FERGHESR AT T HIIN 7 AT, T AR AR P REATIB AL, BB AR H .

4.3. FEIHEmFN DHREERNRN

2 IR ISE, ERRER ML T, BEIR — B =B IC G WEERES . WRIR —%k . BRIR — %) h Bt
M, MOV SR EME R RELERE. X —RIRY], B AR ER T T S RE AR ERE
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SO BRI e84 F o
4.4, PRBTRERNXSRESENTN

2 — RIMSLIET T, BA VR IUIE A BN T 5 8% AR A B S35 AR Bt el 2 g
1 RE T BRE M. AMUntt, FOEAHE R R T SR ER RN R E R, XRIMIEE
i S B N i o T R AR

S AN AL S B B R AR TR A S 45 A, AT A58 SRAI T H+ I T Wt oI
=R A A RERBRAL A IR (R AL EE 3) T IR O B IXAHARER T MY BERE B E e m R E - &,
B RENS A B AE AR R . X — A RN S A B R & BN 3R T A )

RL A -
ESUHE
PRI R BRI PO A -4l 350 H (HT20220G037), BRI FR: KL — PR EOARAE S8 5 A= b Y
R 5t -
P
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