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Effect of Urea and Ammonium Nitrate Application on
the Use of Soil Born Potash and Yield of Chinese Cabbage

Wang-Keun Oh, and Seoung-Bae Kim

Summary

A pot experiment was conducted to study the effect of urea and ammonium nitrate on the
use of soil born potassium and the yield of chinese cabbage (Brassica pekinensis, Var. Heungnong,

Seoul).
Results obtained are shown as follows;

1. In comparison with urea, ammonium nitrate lowered soil pH and promoted the utility of soil
born potash by chinese cabbage which resulted in the increase of the yield at no potash appli-

ed cultivation.

2. Ammonium nitrate seemed to be more effective than urea on the growth of the edible part of
chinese cabbage (inner leaves of cabbage) and the effect was much promoted by the addition

of potash.

3. The greater the yield of edible part of cabbage, the lower the N/K ratio of dry mater.

The

highest yield was obtained at N/K ratio of 1.4 in 1.2-1.3 m.e/g K range of the dried cabbage.
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Table 1. Yield of Chiness cabbage
Yield
Treatments Total Yield of - If:l:lle f:z::ovnie]d
fresh yield* edible portion* :

(g/pot) (%)
Urea+K, 518(100) 90 (100) 75.3
Urea+KCl 638 (123) 475 (122) 74.5
NH,NO;+K, 525 (100) 408 (100) 77.7
NH,NO,+KCl 600 (110) 514 (126) 85.7
LSD. 05% 118.5 NS

* parenthesis indicate the yield index based that of no potash plot.
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Table 2. Correlations between Chinese cabbage
yield (y) and the content of some
mineral elements (x) in dried plants.

r

iElam Tot. top Edible top
N(%) —0.2029 —0.5541
K (%) 0.4601 0.6923
Ca (%) —0.0935 0 2562
Mg (%) 0.2439 0.0667
Fe (ppm) —0.1559 —0.1084
Mn (ppm) —0.1063 0.3036
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Fig. 1. Edible chinese cabbage yield asaa function of

milligram equivalent ratio of nitrogen to
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Table 3. Correlations between plant K (y) and soil
pH (x) testedduring the growth period.

Date. soil pH K-absorbed  K(%) in dried
tested (g/pot) plants
Sep. 16— 83 0.4914 0.3840
7 20-"83 0.1281 —0.0190
» 27-'83 —0.2221 —0.3889
Dec. 22-83 —0.3705 —0.3045
e RFEE Brmez HES —r S22t

o e do] Ak (A#1981, A, & 1981) (X 4)
= oS nE iR SR el 3o Hs
e BiEo] WG pHolth 7 oA wi5
7b g d Kol B K-&w= F2d M
2 ww wEe] RV el Al RE
AN mTh Eel A theto] Wik f-5¢ o]
pHE #53] ".f‘iﬂ’;'%f"[iliuuﬂll. 9 A16H~20f ol 2%
ol ke o FEpEol (Aol 5 )
A=A 222 el witES sz 2
unk v e AFH RS s3] "tk

NO;-N= #rejel A il =) of FEEh ==

yo.z olm WEs: ol Lol wmatth A -*-%é*
M= /]nEf.l7} 1 pRo) o] ©Ao g AzbE )

3l

nr1 il

;-.2::0

Qo

7/] 0

potassium in dried chinese cabbage. H PR FHEEmS ERS S 5 o= i HE ’\1
Table 4. K absorbed by Chinese cabbage, and soil pH during growth period.
K Soil pH
b L i i
Treatments Absorbed Cont. in dried 9/16 9/20 9/27 12/22
plant
(g/pot) (%)
Urea+K, 0.99 3.25 Sil2 6.67 6.19 6.05
Urea+KCl 1.87 4.98 6.06 6.76 6.16 5.83
NH,NO;+K, 1.15 3.70 5.60 5.55 6.24 6.02
NH,NO,+KCl 1.73 4.88 5.83 5.77 5.91 5.74
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