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Table 1 Soil nutrient status

£ HHR TR HAR HHLE

pH fE
Total N Available N Available P Available K Organic matter
pH value
/(g+kg™!) /(mg+kg™!) /(mg-kg™!) /(mg-kg™!) /(g+kg™D)
0. 88 60 57.5 127 14.1 7.85
x2 HERA R
Table 2 Fertilization schedule
Ak B/ (kg « (15m2) 1) B/ (kg « (15m2)~1)
Treatment N P K20 N P K, O
CK 0. 081 0. 207 0 0. 156 0 0
F1 0. 081 0. 207 0. 056 0. 156 0 0. 056
F2 0. 081 0. 207 0.113 0. 156 0 0.112
F3 0. 081 0. 207 0. 169 0. 156 0 0. 168
F4 0. 081 0. 207 0. 225 0. 156 0 0. 225
F5 0. 081 0. 207 0. 280 0. 156 0 0. 280
2 HBREGW

2.1 RFIHEACAL BT AR ST S K E B
HI3R 2 AT, it P A0 AR AL 3R A B R B K TR i
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Y FERAL B8 R 20 keg/667m” ) F4 AbPEA B fH K (H,
KEFRH 9. 77 cm, 42K 13.53 cm, LIS FFIE TR, B4R

R RYE FAE R, 5 90 AL ROAR T/ A0 LA 28
TARIGHACH AR ETHEH.

%3 AEALEXIR ATF R E TR B
Table 3 Effect of different treatments on root-mustard economic characters
POk iz Y2 RAL I8 RE /R E
Treatment Transverse diameter/cm Length/cm Depth/cm Leave weight/kg Root weight/ kg Leave weight/Root weight
CK 9. 34Aa 12. 65Aa 6.65Aa 0. 20Aa 0.490Aa 1:2.45
F1 9.43Aa 12. 95Aa 6.65Aa 0.173Aa 0.494Aa 1:2.85
F2 9. 39Aa 13.17Aa 6.89Aa 0.175Aa 0.511Aa 1:2.92
F3 9. 68Aa 13.35Aa 6.89Aa 0.217Aa 0.577Aa 1:2.67
F4 9.77Aa 13.53Aa 7.21Aa 0.174Aa 0.519Aa 1:2.98
F5 9.35Aa 13.01Aa 6.80Aa 0. 149Aa 0.447Aa 1:3.00

HEREFRFRRTE 0.01 KVFER BEW, NEFREFRRTE 0.05 KPR BEN, TH.

Note: The different capital and lowercase letters show significant difference at 0. 05 and 0. 01 levels, The same as bellow.

2.2 N[l A A BEXHAR PRI 5 it B FR) R )

2.2.1 R[FI M AC AL BE X @ LR & B0 WA 1
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Tl T 498 L A 2, 3 B ot PR 6 L T LB v AR L ST S Y
AEARTEB. AEAMRTERFNELHE P4, S 8A

10. 87 g/100g, kb o it £ B Ak 38 9 CK & 2. 54 g/100g.
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Table 4 Effect of different treatments on root-mustard quality
BKE AR R B WeBs R R EEY bitEa
A3 . o . IVPENE/ G TR MR
Water content  Soluble sugar Total sugar Total acid Amino acids ~ Soluble solid content Crude fiber
Treatment SS/ TS SS/TA
/% /(g (100)~1)  /(g+ (100)71) /(g+ (100)1) /(g+ (100e)~1) /(g+ (1000)~1) /(g + (100) 1)
CK 88.7 0. 17Bb 0. 38Aa 0.21Aa 8. 33Ab 1. 23 0.45 0.81 8.63Aa
F1 89.3 0.21Aa 0. 36Aa 0. 20ABa 9. 67 Aab 1.25 0. 59 1.05 8. 30ABab
F2 90. 4 0.21Aa 0. 42Aa 0. 17Bb 9. 27 Aab 1. 26 0. 50 1. 24 8. 15ABb
F3 89.7 0.21Aa 0. 36Aa 0.22Aa 9. 17 Aab 1. 20 0. 59 0. 96 8. 34ABab
F4 90. 8 0.21Aa 0. 36Aa 0.22Aa 10. 87Aa 1. 26 0. 58 0.95 7. 98Bb
F5 89.5 0. 20Aa 0.40Aa 0.22Aa 9. 47 Aab 1.33 0. 50 0.91 8. 04Bb
- 12 0.45
g 9.67 1087 040 42 0.40
& 5D 10 of 9.47 Z 035 ; 36 ' 36
Ezo 8 833 9.27 17 S 030
4 82 ¢ = 025
ot & 020 g - g 20,20
HEw & 015 17 N
=g § & 010 —e— [N Soluble sugar
g 2 0.05 —8— 4% Total sugar
=0 0.00 . . .

CK Fl1 F2 F3 F4 F5
AbPE Treatment

E1 FAE4LEMNEESSERSEHRME
Fig. 1 Effect of different treatments on free amino acid content
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XFtih Bt AT PERE & BB E ST A 2 rsg i,
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B2 AEEELETRERE. SESENER
Fig. 2 Effect of different treatments on the contents of

soluble sugar and total sugar
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Fig. 3 Effect of different treatments on total acid content
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Fig. 4 Effect of different treatments on crude fiber content

2.3 A[EHEALAL XA FATFS ™ B R 5 m

H1 5 R, AR R IT S 10 7 R B 0 I vt R 1
ek EARTREEE. HIEHEN 15 ke/667m’
B 7= Bk B R KB, L SR 47 IE (Y X B 7= 17. 3%,
BESH AL bt 1 £ ) 4 8 1 n 7™ R R e, S BRI &
RTF 20 kg/667m’ B, 7= B 18 T B, NBEIKF K, it
PSR AL RO AR I IT 367 B R T R il 29 AT #) Ach B, 18 7 i
BER 5. 106~17. 3%, HRIRES R, £ A BERAL 4
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Table 5 Effect of different treatments on root-mustard yield

MK Yield/ (kg + Gm?)71)  #iF 667 m? R xR

P8
-1 Yield per Yield increase
Treatment I I
Average/ kg 667 m? /kg rate/ + %

CK 17.4  20.6 18.7 18. 90 2 521.3Aa -
F1 22.8 19.2 21.8 21.27 2 837.4Aa 12.5
F2 20.6  23.3 20.8 21.57 2 877.4Aa 14.1
F3 22.6 217 22.2 22.17 2 957.5Aa 17.3
F4 20.2 219 19.0 20. 37 2 717. 4Aa 7.8
F5 20. 2 18.5  20.9 19. 87 2 650. 7Aa 5.1

&
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Fig. 5 Effect of different treatments on root-mustard yield
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Effect of Potassium Fertilizers on B. jucea var. megarrhiza Isen et Lee Yield and Quality

ZHANG Xiao-mei, WANG Xiu-zhi, MENG Ling-giang, QU Ying-chao, QU Bao-ru,CHEN Qi,CUI Cong-cong,L.I Hong-guang
(Chifeng Academy of Agricultural and Animal Husbandry Sciences,Chifeng,Inner Mongolia 024031)

Abstract; Taking “Chijie No. 1” as experimental material,, the effect of potassium fertilizers on yield and quality of B. jucea

var. megarrhiza Tsen et Lee were studied. The results showed that in a certain range, yield increased with the raising of

potassium application rate,the application of potassium caused the increase of the contents of soluble sugar,amino acids,

the ratio of soluble sugar to total sugar and the ratio of soluble sugar to total acid increased, the cellulose contents

decreased,and the suitable potassium application rate was 15 kg/667m’” for production.

Keywords: B. jucea var. megarrhiza Tsen et Lee;potassium fertilizer;yield; quality
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