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Influence of Dressing on Yield of the Potato Cultivar Kennebck

ZHU Hongtao, MA Li, MEN Wenge
( Heilongjiang Beidahuang Potato Industry Co. Ltd. Keshan Heilongjiang 161621 China )

Abstract: Four treatments were designed in order to test effects of dressing on the yield of the potato cultivar
Kennebeck. Application of fertilization rate was all calculated based on 667 m? of land. Treatment : basal fertilizer
diammonium phosphate 16 kg + urea 15 kg + potassium sulphate 15 kg (control); Treatment : basal fertilizer diammonium
phosphate 16 kg + urea 8.6 kg + potassium sulphate 15 kg; dressing fertilizer urea 6.4 kg (N fertilizer dressing plot);
treatment  : basal fertilizer diammonium phosphate 16 kg + urea 15 kg + potassium sulphate 7.5 kg; dressing fertilizer
potassium sulphate 7.5 kg (K fertilizer dressing plot); and treatment : basal fertilizer diammonium phosphate 16 kg + urea
8.6 kg + potassium sulphate 7.5 kg; dressing fertilizers potassium sulphate 6.4 kg + potassium sulphate 7.5 kg (NK fertilizers
dressing plot). The yield was highest when K fertilizer was dressed, and the yield was the second high when NK fertilizers
dressed, but the two treatments were not different significantly. The yield was in the third place when N fertilizer was
dressed, and the yield was lowest when no dressing was applied. For the percentage of marketable tuber yield, dressing NK
fertilizers showed the best result.
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7.5 kg D N 667 m? N o
1 Date/Month
Table 1 Days to maturity survey
d
Treatment Planting date Emergence Flower bud Flowering Maturity Harvest Days to maturity
A 4/5 7/6 7/6 12/7 15/9 20/9 100
B 4/5 7/6 4717 1177 15/9 20/9 100
C 4/5 7/6 5/7 11/7 15/9 20/9 100
D 4/5 7/6 517 1177 15/9 20/9 100
2
Table 2 Field agronomic survey
cm cm 667 m’
Treatment Seedling growth Vigor Flower color Plant height ~ Stem diameter Density Early blight Late blight
A 67.2 1285 3500
B 70.0 1.300 3500
C 71.0 1.405 3500
D 70.0 1.365 3500
2.2 41 852 kg 20.78%
3 37 068 kg
42 152 kg 6.97% o

21.64%
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Table 3 Yield of fertilizer dressing in potatoes

M . ) ke (%)
Plot yield ° & Conversion to yield Medium and large
Treatment Total Average . . R
in hectare sized tuber yield
A 43.26 39.00 42.48 124.74 41.58 34652 43.8
B 48.84 46.14 38.46 133.44 44.48 37068 50.6
C 52.00 50.99 48.75 151.74 50.58 42152 47.0
D 51.96 50.97 47.73 150.66 50.22 41852 52.2
4
Table 4 ANOVA of potato yield under various treatments
Source SS DF MS F Foos Foor
Block 43.453 2 21.726 3.215 5.14 10.92
Treatment 175.76 3 58.587 8.669* 4.76 9.78
Error 40.547 6 6.758
Total 259.378 11
5
Table 5 Mean comparison of yield under various treatments
kg Significance
Treatment Tuber yield based on plot
0.05 0.01
C 50.58 a A
D 50.22 a A
B 44.48 b AB
A 41.58 b B
o
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