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Effects of NPK Fertilizers on Agronomic Traits, Yield and Quality of Sugarcane
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Abstract To explore the effects of different N, P and K application rates on sugarcane growth and its yield, five treatments were set up in this

(1. Lushan College of Guangxi University of Science and Technology, Liuzhou,

experiment. The results showed that the T, treatment (urea 900 kg/hm’, calcium magnesium phosphate fertilizer 900 kg/hm”, potassium
chloride 393 kg/hm”) had a certain effect on increasing yield and improving quality. The yield reached 100 099. 95 kg/hm’ and the yield of
sugar 14 324.25 kg/hm’ was significantly different from other treatments; T, treatment had the lowest agronomic traits, yield and sugar yield
in each treatment; yield and sugar production of T,, T,, Ty treatment was higher than T, treatment, but it was lower than yield and sugar pro-
duction of T treatment. Therefore, T, treatment fertilization was the best fertilization method.
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Table 1 Fertilizer application amount and application mode of differ-

ent treatments

L -
Application amount T 75 j: .
e/ hm Mode of application
I ¥ —
Treat- %@%ﬁ-ﬁﬂﬂ L
ments g Caeln IR SR
Urea Magnesium Folassium Basal Top dressing
phosphate  chloride
fertilizer
T, 700 700 318.0  ATFEEAL . 5 H A
T, 800 800 3555  E,50%%E AL 30%,7 A
3 =
T, 900 900  393.0 R E
T, 1 000 1 000 430.5
Ts 1 100 1 100 468.0
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1.4 HIESH R Excel 2007 J SPSS 19. 0 #4473
1 PGB B AN S B 0 22 5 W 5
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2.1 REMR R 2 HLSFEL I R ER AN
W, &b B Rl BRI R T, (54 6%) (T,
(53.3%) T,(50.6%) T,(49.2%) T,(48.7%) ,JH T, I
HBALFRIE I 1. 3% ~ 5. 9% ; 45 AL FHAM BER I T 50% , 43 BER
= BRAR IR T,(59. 7%) (T, (58. 1%) T, (56. 7%) ,T;

(55.6%) T,(52. 6%) ; 25 Wb FR L) Ty Kb Ak & fe e, T, Ab 2R
AR, th s BRAR Yl T, (366. 8 em) (T, (356. 3 cm) Ty
(354.1 cm) T,(350.3 cm) T,(342. 1 cm) ; & AbBEZE42 55
FIMEAK K F T,(2. 84 ¢cm) [ T,(2.82 c¢cm) . T,(2. 81 c¢m) T,
(2.80 cm) \T,(2.69 em) ; FAZEH DL T, ZbFR AR &, Ty b B 5
IR, 4 Ab 25 2K /R BRI IR T, (2. 43 kg) (T,
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BT SRR R 3R AN R A AR 2 R
/N R UK Ty(74 040 4%/hm?) Ty(73 936 4%/hm’) T,
(73 895 45/hm”) \T,(73 820 4%/hm’) [T, (73 300 £/hm’)
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Table 2 Comparison of agronomic characters of each treatment

e iR M il B = HACER
Treatment Emergence rate Tillering rate Plant height Stem diameter Single stem weight Effective stem number
% % cm cm kg %/hm?
T, 48.7b 52.6b 342.1d 2.69 ¢ 2.25b 73 300 b
T, 49.2 b 58.1a 350.3 ¢ 2.81b 2.31 ab 73 820 a
T 54.6 a 56.7 ab 366.8 a 2.84a 2.42 a 73 936 a
T, 53.3a 59.7 a 356.3 b 2.82b 2.43 a 74 040 a
Ts 50.6 ab 55.6 ab 354.1b 2.80 b 2.37 ab 73 895 a

T RIS RNG RSN R A HER] 22 57 2 3% (P<0. 05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences between different treatments( P<0. 05)
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kg/hm”) | T, (96 423. 00 kg/hm’) T, (94 609. 05 kg/hm*), T,
AEFR L HABAL BRI IE R IX 2. 13% ~5. 69% , i W] T, 4k BHEE
W, AL H R 52 WA R, 4540 BRERE 5

H s BRI R T, (14. 34%) \T,(14.31%) \T,( 14.30%) .T,
(14.13%) \T,(14.06% ) . Z55 7 wcAFih T, AL PHEERE ™ i fie
ik 14 324.25 kg/hm®, L, T, Ab3HAY 13 303. 80 kg/hm® 141
7. 49% , RER B R R R T, (14 32425 kg/hm?) | T,
(14 060. 25 kg/hm® ), T, ( 13 725. 45 kg/hm’* ). T,
(13 624.50 kg/hm*) T, (13 303. 80 kg/hm*) ,
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Table 3 Comparison of sugar and yield of each treatment

b REZE P HERE S & Sucrose content//% R
Treatment Sugarcane slezm yield 201611 016-12 01601 iy Sugar yigld
kg/hm - kg/hm

T, 94 609.05 d 13.81 14. 06 14. 41 14.06 a 13 303.80 ¢
T, 96 423.00 ¢ 14.05 13.07 14.71 14.13 a 13 624. 50 be
T, 100 099.95 a 14. 16 14.21 14.55 14.31 a 14 324.25 a
T, 98 049.60 b 13.93 14.47 14.63 14.34 a 14 060. 25 ab
Ts 96 982.30 ¢ 14.04 14.32 14.54 14.30 a 13 725. 45 be

T « (AP [)/NE S RES R AN ) Ak B ] 22 57 (.35 (P<0. 05)

Note; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences between different treatments( P<0. 05)
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Fig.5 Effect of different enzyme additions on texture of soy-
cheese spreads
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Fig. 6 Effects of different enzyme additions on the particle size
of soy-cheese spreads
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