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Table 1 The plant height and stem width of edible lily

4b 3 ZEHHCE (am) PR (em)
Treatment Increase of stem width Increase of plant height

KO 0.02 9.33¢

K40.5 0. 06ab 11. 79ah

K81 0.08a 13.004

K162 0.04p 10. 67

K243 0.05h 11.42}

K324 0.05h 11.10p

VE X E T R T 7 B AN S 2 Sk K
F-(P<0.05), T

Note :It is Duncan ’s test - The same small letters indicate significant dif -

ference at P<<0.05 level , The same as bellow -
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Table 2 The number of plants with buds and flowers of edible lily

AbFE AR (HK) TFAER(FK)

Treatment Numi)er of bud Number of flower

6 430 Hgit 7 525 A%t
KO 214 764
K40.5 % 6,
K8l 40a 103a
K162 30b 91p
K243 32 oo
K324 300 -
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Table 3 The bulb character and yield of edible lily
42 R (cm) BEE (g) THE(g) W) 7 &t (kg/hm”)
Treatment Bulb Fresh weight Dry weight Rate Yield

KO 3.602d 185.24 52.9d 28. 6¢ 37058. 52e
K40.5 3.618¢ 190. 2¢ 56.4¢ 29.7h 38059. 024

K81 3.737a 211.54 66.1a 31.3a 42321. 15,
K162 3.632h 194. 6 58.2h 29.9h 38939. 46¢
K243 3. 647} 199. 4, 59. % 29.7 39899. 94},
K324 3.640p 197.3p 58.8h 29.8h 39479.73h

2.4 AEHIERAEXMERABELEERNRMm AR R AL T E A COz IR i

BHEGIHEBIIER G RI(TA 2T /)T

10:00~12:00 J5E 1 25 A0 FRAR[E -l AL 4

g ROy S WA MR THE (R D).

x4 TEHEAERAREHALEERNEIESYK
Table 4 Main photosynthetic parameters in leaves of edible lily at different potassium levels
58 Mok i LR ol COu e T

Treatment Net phmosyntlllellc rate Stomatal conductance Intercellular CO2 concentration Transplranop rate
(Pmol/ (m” +s)) Cmmol/ (m” +s)) (ML/L) Cmmol/ (m” +s) ]

KO 11. 644 241.95d 183.67a 11.42,

K40.5 11.81¢ 272.47¢ 176. 32h 9.10h

K81 13. 89, 315. 254 152. 20¢ 7.48¢

K162 12.72h 290. 83h 159. 93¢ 9.75h

K243 12.97p 296.13h 156. 90¢ 8.98h

K324 12. 85h 293.61h 157.67¢ 8.86h
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Table 5 The economic benefit of edible lily at different potassium levels

] 7= (kg/hm”) B4 (kg/hm”) PR Y5 25 (yuan/hm”)
Treatment Yield Increase Output/input Net benefit

KO 37058. 52 — — —
K40.5 38059.02d 1000. 50 255.2:1 8004. 00

K81 42321.154 5262. 63 127.6:1 42101.04
K162 38939. 46 1880.94 85.1:1 15047.52
K243 39899. 941, 2841.42 63.8:1 22731. 36
K324 39479. 73 2421.21 51.0:1 19369. 68
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Effect of potassium nutrition on photosynthesis and yield
and economic benefit of edible lily

HUANG Wei, ZHANG Xiao-quang. LI Wenjie, ZHANG Jun-hua
( Department of Horticulture, Hebei North University» Xuanhua, Hebei 075131, China)

Abstract . Study was made on the effect of potassium nutrition on yield and photosynthesis and economic benefit of
edible lily - The result showed that net photosynthetic rate( Pr) and stomatal conductance ( Gs) in leaves of edible lily in-
creased notably and transpiration rate ( Tr)and intercellular CO2 concentration( Ci)in leaves of edible lily decreased with
application of potassium fertilizer within the range of 0~ 81 kg/ hm’ - The stem width and height were significantly in-
creased. The anthesis was ahead of time- The edible lily bulb 's yield and economic benefit were increased:too- Com-
pared with CK. when the application rate of K20 reached 81.0 kg/ hm’: the net photosynthetic rate, fresh weight, dry
weight » yield and economic benefit of edible lily increased by 19. 3%, 14.2%, 25.0%, 14.2%, and 4 times respec”
tively - And under this application rate, both the yield and net photosynthetic rate and economic benefit of edible lily were
the highest - The optimum fertilizer potassium level was 81 kg/ hm” in this study -

Keywords : potassium nutrition; edible lily; photosynthesis; yield; economic benefit
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Effect of different irrigation amount on NOs; -N leaching in the soil

of cotton field in Alaer irrigated area

AN Qiaoxia, SUN Sanmin
(Tarim Uniersity» Alaer, Xinjiang 843300, China)

Abstract . Taking the Alar irrigated area as experiment site: we designed four irrigation treatments ; 8 100, 6 600,
5100 and 3 600 m*/hm”, and measured the content variation of NO3 -N in 0~~100 cm soil and the leaching solution
concentration variation of NO3 N in 105 em soil after O times of irrigation- The results showed that irrigation obviously
affected NO3 ~N loss- During the growing period from April to September: as time went by. NOs -N concentration
tended to go down in the upper layer of the edaphic section but increase gradually in the deeper layer; in deep soil.
NO3; -N concentration tended to get higher when the amount of irrigation water was increased - The changing of NO; -N
concentration in the leakage loss was as the following: Basically the variation tendencies of NO3 N concentrations were
low-high-low and large varied amplitude : The amount of NO3 -N loss was logarithmicly related to the amount of irrigation
water: and the amount of NO3 N loss was 2. 18~21.23 kg/hm2~

Keywords: NO3 -N; leaching loss; irrigation; cotton field; Alaer irrigated area



