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Abstract
analyzed by meta-analysis.This study indicated that the average effect size was 0.37+0.04 (95% confidence interval 0.30—0.44) of urea appli-
cation on the yield of Chinese cabbage in autumn,and nitrogen application significantly increased the yield of Chinese cabbage in autumn (P

118 groups of experiment results about the averaged effect size of urea application on the yield of Chinese cabbage in autumn were

<0.001).The average effect sizes of fertilization on the yield of Chinese cabbage in autumn in different provinces was quite different.Province of
Hunan, Guangxi, Ningxia , Fujian and Xinjiang had higher average effect sizes,while Jiangsu , Guizhou, Liaoning, Jiangxi and Inner Mongolia had
lower average effect sizes,significantly lower than the national average level (P<0.000 1).Furthermore,the order of the average effect size of
different nitrogen application levels was high,low and medium level.There was significant difference between them (P<0.05).Soil organic mat-
ter, available phosphorus and available potassium had significant effect on the average effect value (P<0.01) .Increasing their supply capacity

could effectively promote the yield increase effect of urea on Chinese cabbage in autumn.
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Fig.1 Forest plots of effect size of nitrogen fertilization on Chi-

nese cabbage production in autumn
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Fig.2 Comparation of effect sizes on Chinese cabbages between
different province
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Table 1 Effects of nitrogen contents on cumulative effect value

N 95% EA7 X[8]

gl LES =] A7 2]
,}fLHE“lJE EREAES) :Fﬂ]xﬂlﬁfﬁ Confidence P
Types Effect size K

? interval
& High 38 0.40+0.07 a 0.26~0.53 <0.000 1
1 Medium 29 0.34+0.08 ¢ 0.18~0.49 <0.000 1
& Low 48 0.37+£0.05 b 0.28~0.46 <0.001

1 RSN R NG F IR FOR AR R 5 6] 22 7 1 3 (P<0.05) s /U
FIEALETE (41 g/m’) (P(21~40 g/m”) FHE(1~20 g/m* ) /K-
Note: Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant
difference between different doses (P<0.05) ;nitrogen dose included
high (41 g/m’®) ,medium (21-40 g¢/m’) and low (1-20 g¢/m’)
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Table 2 Response of cumulative effect sizes on soil physical character-

istic
S SRS o A .
TSN P = el x 7k Bl p2
i e WEHE  EAESR R
i FEA R () Test of hﬂ P Simulated Effect size
Moderators erogeneity . .
(OM) equation variation // %
AHLE 35.57 <0.001  Y=045+0.01x 2524
Organic matter
R Available  32.17 <0.001 Y=0.49+0.003 x 22.38
phosphorus
B Available 7.03 <0.01 Y=0.07+0.003 x 7.11
potassium
pH 2.08 0.15 Y=0.85- 0.06 x 1.39
A Total 1.05 0.31 Y=0.37+0.02 x 0.51
nitrogen
LA Available 0.84 0.41 Y=0.75- 0.004 x 0.32
nitrogen
440 Total 0.30 0.58 Y=0.32- 0.004 x 0.00
potassium
4 Total 0.03 0.85 Y=0.58- 0.003 x 0.00
phosphorus

T Y 2 P2

Note: Y is the average effect value
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Fig.3 Egger’ s regression test for funnel plot asymmetry on
effects size in yield
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