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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN NITROGEN
APPLICATION AND CRUDE PROTEIN
CONTENT IN POTATO TUBERS
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ABSTRACT

Eight potato varieties were planted in plastic boxes and the fields in three locations—
Beijing, Bashang of Hebei and Wumen of Inner Mongolia. The highest nitrogen rates applied
were 2g ammonium phosphate plus 12 g urea per 30 kg air dried soil in one box, 50 kg urea
and 120 kg ammonium bicarbonate per mu, respectively. The result of the study indicated
that the crude protein content of tubers slightly increased over the higher nitrogen rates in box
trials while those in field trials were relatively stable. Some varieties, on the contrary, showed
the reduced crude protein content under higher nitrogen input rates. The result of protein ex-
amination also revealed the similar inclination. The ratio of protein to crude protein was 0.42
~0.62 with the average of 0.52. The author held that varied nitrogen contents in the soil had
no significant effects on the outcome of screening higher crude protein potato varieties in field

conditions.

KEY WORDS: nitrogen, application rate, crude protein, protein, potato yuber



