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Effects of Different Fertilization Methods on the Growth and Yield of Purple Sweet Potato

DU Qing-fu, SHANG Li-li, HAN Jun-jie, XIN Guo-sheng” et al (Yantai Academy of Agricultural Science, Yantai,Shandong 265500 )
Abstract [ Objective ] To study the effects of different fertilization methods on the growth and yield of purple sweet potato. [ Method ] Field exper-
iments were conducted to study the effects of humic acid, active fertilizer, sweet potato special fertilizer and nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium
compound fertilizer on the production,yield and quality of purple sweet potato. [ Result ] Compared with no fertilizer treatment , three fertilization
can increase the number of branches, main stem length and stem diameter, promote the growth of the upper purple sweet potato, potato tuber yield
increased 54.8% —67.7% ,the yield increased 67.3% —78.6% ,humic acid fertilizer and special fertilizer of sweet potato can significantly im-
prove edible quality and anthocyanin content in purple sweet potato. [ Conclusion ] For fresh varieties and varieties of anthocyanins suggested using

humic acid active fertilizer and special fertilizer for sweet potato.
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Table 1 Effect of different fertilization methods on the growth of purple sweet potato
. Sk Rk ik L AR ST R
Treatment Branih number ' The longest Vine diameter Tuber number per Fresh tuber weight
i~/ vine length // cm mm plant // 4~ per plant /' kg
@ 11.2 3.9 0.7 4.3 0.52
@) 11.7 4.1 0.8 5.1 0.55
® 10.8 4.0 0.8 4.2 0.60
@ 8.9 2.5 0.5 2.4 0.30
e K[ Big potato ratio // % rh 3 % Medium potato ratio // % JNEE K Small potato ratio // %
Treatment AN Number Hir Weight %4 Number H g Weight AN Number H g Weight
@ 61.5 90.2 30.8 8.7 7.7 1.1
@) 65.4 92.3 27.8 6.8 6.8 0.9
® 70.8 9.1 20.9 4.6 7.3 1.3
@ 42.9 65.5 29.3 20. 1 27.8 14.4
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Table 2 Effect of different fertilization methods on yield and quality of purple sweet potato
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Treatment Flr('f;?l:;})}? g »  yleld of fresh Dryugl/f rate yield yield of dry Coenxlly;zl;;r;:ve content anthocyanin

yie m tuber // % kg/hm’ tuber // % of edible quality x 10 mg/kg %
@ 30 009.6 54.8 28.3 8492.7 67.3 85.5 13.89 25.8
@) 31 260.0 61.3 28.1 8784.1 73.0 83.3 14.01 26.9
® 32510.4 67.7 27.9 9 070.4 78.6 71.2 11.97 8.4
@ 19 381.0 — 26.2 5077.8 — 70.0 11.04 —
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