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HEr2ES  S1533.4 SCERAR IS A
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1 AP 57554
1. 1 5 X AL

I X BAEWT LA I 22 T LR iR Be ARd (30°19' N, 119 °35" E), J@dbiE#viy
AR AR ETY 1628mm, PRy 15.8°C, BHFHIRE N 28.1°C, 1 H
IR 3.4°C, BRI el AR SR 20 41.9°CF1-13.3°C, P4 H IR £ 1939 h, &
6 234d.

R X SRR R E TR UA L, TR b i+, 38 pH4.17, BN
52.88 g kg™, /KA 228 mg kg™, AR 338 mg kg, HRAH 221 mg kg, 4% 2.36 gkg.
L. 2 R B 5

AERHRLE T 2009 45 5 HIEWHLA G2 mi & AT EiET. ZETE gl 15a, Rk
113t 6a A FE S, WRIHE KEE SRR AR, L8k 5 MeE, 3 REE,
BEALIX A it SFAMEELNX A 100m?, BARHEIE )T 2 L% 1.

®1 AR LEOEHERE. B, FLH

Table 1 Fertilizer rates and ratio of N: P: K for the different treatments used in the experiment

AbHE Qb HE Ak} Fh 2k A it FH & 77435 Nutrient rate N: P: K
45 Treatment Fertilizer kind (kg hm?a™)
Treatme Annual rate N P K
nt No. (kg hm?Za™h)
1 Xt CK AN Jiti B 0 0: 0: 0
No fertilizer 0 0 0
2 S48 Compound 2250 1: 0.17: 0.32
AL CF fertilizer 855 148 280
JR 2 Urea 1125
3 R CRF ZEFEHE CRF 2332 513 82 232 1: 0.16: 0.45
4 EHEHE SCF LHE AN SCF 3206 513 84 213 1: 0.16: 0.42
5 AR MF WAEYIE MF 6000 20 105 100 1: 5.30: 5.00

7E Note : CK, control; CF, conventional fertilization; CRF, controlled-release fertilizer; SCF, special
compound fertilizer; MF, microbial fertilizer

1. 3 BERLEL S e e 1)

AR T OIS IS . EAER N D P,05: K,0 N 15:15: 15, JRES N B4
46%; ZRREAC ERYL R DURMERE ARG PR A R A=, JE N D P,0s - KO ol 22 181125 115
L RIERTI R B FEA R R AR A, N D P0s @ KOt 16 : 6 1 8: flEYAL
SRIN AR S AP RERE BRA R 4277, sy ST A1 69% ~70%. 56 K 19% ~20%.
Ky 9% ~10%. Bl 2% ~4%([E R E. BWE. ME), /K3 2%~3%, N, P fl K

2
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SRS A 3.3gkgt. 17.5g kg™ F116.7 g kg™

T AL BRI 18] 70 ) . LB 2. AbEE 3 AIAbEE 4 F 2009 4 5 H 25 H. 9 6 HA 12
A4 B =0, BRI b A IR R 40%. 30%F1 30%: 40! 5 T 2009
5 H 25 HAN1L H 3 HAamtN, RFEALE S &4 F &1 50%. Mt/ T %kE,
RIEE 5em 24
1.4 HEF=BAMG G R R M

2010 EFZE, KAFN HT AR H /N2, PRHEEE, dx&00™ &, IHHE
B, FLMTH TS (3.0 JC kg™, BIFFSAFMYN . AERMA R : EAHE, 2.1 JC
kghs JRE, 1.9 0 kg ERIE, 23 Jtkghs LHEAIE, 18 kgt MM, 1.0 JG
kg'e BALFRYESE. MEALAIBEAR LG T8 70 K hm?, 4K 60 JT. A [FIALE YN
KR, BPARB G .
1.5 R SRR TTiE

FERFANXFAIL 1 mxL m [ ERFEX, 00T 200947 H 18 H. 9 J 18 H. 11
J 18 H. 2010 4 1 H 18 HA1 3 H 18 K4 0~30 cm At SRFEMS Z2BR1T -S54 7 Y A1k
WG . REFNTBEERERE. . o 2mm ifiE&H.

EREIMTITESHCHR[4], £48 pH (£ KN 10 SR ARk R3PS R A
R AMINIAGE: SECRMYLRIE: AMBECR AL A 8RN Bray ©ik: HAHR
H CBRER R
1.6 FRF AR EF R T

T3 AR 2R P Z 4R 10 R T B L 3543 BT N VR R B P i, RIVHE FH PR A1) T 50 9%

(I NL Py KEE REAEMAS = BRIEE ), B SRR FI B & BRI T
FOPR R T Rt

TR (kg ko™= [HiIEX AL 5 re i (kg hm?) — TEAE X /Y4 5= (kg hm?)]

/it A B (kg hm)

FETH AR A B 77 % B B RTAAE AN 7% — ROy BRI L XA R & 5 &
e e 2t oL, 5 — R X VA 2 5 P B 22 T M X VA (9 2 5 7= A g
ez B T R i T o B 9 A 2R P 2 S B A L el L P e
SR TTRR I EY R G &, TG — MR I v SER IR 20 AR AR T 42 B NE R STk B 74
Zptrea. B, MEE VOB ETEALE IR0 P R Ja 2 R, AR FUCR A G — 7
%o



1.7 WG HE
R BARE EFH Excel 1 DPS #th#E47 G5 11434t

2 #R

2.1 ANFI A AERS B AT Ak SR AL 7 R B HI R

201 HHEPH N 2 BURATLAE U, AR pH R E2R, R LU 2 1)
L8 pH G, X ST R IR A 6. HOREA S R 5 AL B0 - pH T AL,
S ALFEA 50 pH S R RRRRERMEAG, JLr A 2 BEAGAK, 4 0.18 4 pH HufiL.

% 2 NFAMALALEL B T AR5 pH #9384k

Table 2 The change in soil pH under Phyllostachys praecox stand with different fertilization treatments

Wb EE g5 +3E pH  Soil pH
Treatment 2009 £ 7 A 2009 £ 9 A 2009 4F 11 A 2010 £ 1 A 2010 4 3 A
No. July,2009 Sept., 2009 Nov., 2009 Jan., 2010 March 2010
1 4.01a 4.07a 4.07a 4.11a 4.06a
2 3.94a 3.83a 3.84a 3.95a 3.99a
3 3.96a 4.06a 4.05a 4.08a 4.02a
4 3.98a 3.96a 3.90a 4.10a 4.03a
5 4.07a 4.09a 4.07a 4.03a 3.99a

7 Note: [F]— V- By s A A F 907 BEE ISR AR 2D 5% 5% /KT~ Means followed by a

different letter within columns are significantly different according to Duncan’s new multiple range test, p < 0.05

3 AR AL AL R Ak 3R HUB AR
Table 3 The change in contents of organic matter in the soils under Phyllostachys praecox stand with different

fertilization treatments

Qb H oS + A HUR Soil organic matter (g kg™)
Treatment 2009 4 7 A 2009 4 9 A 2009 4F 11 A 2010 £ 1 A 2010 4£ 3 H

No. July,2009 Sept., 2009 Nov., 2009 Jan., 2010 March 2010
1 52.40a 52.20a 52.14a 51.04b 50.95b
2 52.32a 52.07a 52.06a 50.46b 50.39b
3 52.37a 52.18a 52.04a 50.56b 50.08b
4 52.15a 51.87a 51.74a 50.20b 49.67b
5 53.35a 54.92a 54.49a 55.07a 55.14a

7 Note: [7]— 51 F B HUR VEA AN A L3078 ik B R 2D 5% % % /K7~ Means followed by a

different letter within columns are significantly different according to Duncan’s new multiple range test, p < 0.05



212 LIBEHRESE  ARMASAEN LAY RELE 3. NUET HEEFE 3 H,
AbFE 1 BACTE 4 AN S B ST RERES . B3, 40X 1 BT 4 1 LIEEHLR
TR MNEGR AT N T 3.6%. 4.7%. 5.3%F1 6.1%, i EYIAERIALEE 5, LA LR
BB P A e A ) R B0 g I i ) 0 2 7 18 0 X6 85 SRR A B 5 10 AL 2 i 6 i 184 o
4.2%.

213 LEAFAKBESE ANAEOHEEEFRKEE S EWE 4 PR S5ARHALK)
XTHE (b3 D AHEE, 7565 1 ARSI 7 A, 3 ANt AR A (kb HE 2. AbEE 3 FIAbEE 4)
AR S B BARIIEN, FIERED 5% EBEAKT, WEHES 2 % 3 REH
TN, SRR IR AR & B B E S (p < 0.05). 78 3 i AL AR AL EE A, (& (855
kghm? a®) 4 2 [ HIEER S B TIRERE (573kghm?ah) (kb 3 fgbs 4, H
HooE R RIEF] 5% R E KT M AR AR 5t F AR TS R, R
SRR ST 1T, FRRIGEE R, AF 1. AP 5 IR A B M LRI AT PR T
13.6%F11 12.3%, TMHALEE 2. AbHE 3 FIALEE 4 43N T 5.5%. 2.1%#1 3.0%.

R A AN FHEALALE BT L 2 B KRR R
Table 4 The changes in contents of total N and hydrolytic N in the soils under Phyllostachys

praecox stand with different fertilization treatments

Ab3R G
Treatment 2009 47 H 2009 49 H 2009411 H 201041 H 2010 3 H
No. July,2009 Sept., 2009 Nov., 2009 Jan., 2010 March 2010
+HE4%  Soil total N (g kg™
1 2.28a 2.17b 2.13b 2.07b 2.04b
2 2.63a 2.56a 2.51a 2.58a 2.49a
3 2.52a 2.49ab 2.48ab 2.52a 2.41a
4 2.55a 2.49ab 2.46ab 2.51a 2.43a
5 2.31a 2.21b 2.16b 2.15b 2.07b
4K R4 Soil hydrolysable N(mg kg™)
1 207b 166b 156b 147b 134b
2 262a 229a 221a 2243 197a
3 222ab 198a 186a 228a 197a
4 229ab 201a 186a 207a 190a
5 214ab 195a 201a 215a 188a

7 Note: [7]— 517 K HUR VEA AN A L3078 5 ik B R 2K 5% % % /K7 Means followed by a

different letter within columns are significantly different according to Duncan’s new multiple range test, p < 0.05



b 1AL, fEE L MRS 7, 4 AMHEARR L EOKAA S R EA M, HRg

REEE 2 M I B 5% B K, MGBEESE 2 FIEE 3 IRENEMIEN, & UREURE ) LK
RS R 7 HBURERTBE G FRAE, (HHTHOKME S EIRE S T4 1 (p<0.05),
1 A AR T, SR AR 2 1) H KRR S R T 3 M, B R RIA
FI) 5% ik 25 7K 1B A5 TR Ab 3 1 22 b P 5 1 KRR S LR AT 20 0l R RE T 41.2%.
13.6%. 13.6%. 16.7%7/1 17.5%.
214 THEEMBEE R AREHHS LA RS R8T 3R 5. 4 iR LA A%
e REAE A RHURE IR Y DA it B B (P 148 kg hm2 @™ FUALFE 2 s, (RMERER: (P 82~84
kghm?Za®) FOALFE 3 MILLEE 4 JErh, HEREEJY P 100 kg hm? a™ fAbsl 5 Ak, +3%A 2k
ErE AN 5 AR T ACFE 3 FIALEE 4 (R R B T BT AR I BEAE OB R, LA AU UK. 2R
M, 4 ANHAE AL A s & B R T 1 (p < 0.05). IRImEiR, AP 2 2
AbFE 5 1) HEA O S I LA EE 13N T 55.6%. 41.7%. 32.5%71 29.5%.

5 AMAbFR ) e A B LL T H BRI S, MG A AR B R BN [ RS 1T
BT

& 5 A FI AL AL B A Ak 3 B3R 4
Table 5 The change in contents of available P in the soils under Phyllostachys praecox stand

with different fertilization treatments

447 284 Soil available P (mgkg™)
WG

Treatment No.

200947 H 200949 H 2009411 H 201041 H 201043 H

July,2009 Sept. 2009 Nov. 2009 Jan. 2010 March 2010
1 317c 3l1c 306¢ 300c 295¢c
2 442a 434a 420a 446a 459a
3 419ab 401ab 385ab 414ab 418ab
4 433a 401ab 375ab 386b 391b
5 405ab 382ab 380ab 391b 382b

V£ Note: [F— I F I 53 A A R 950 7 BEH NI B8 SE AR ZZ IS 5% %3 /KF Means followed by a

different letter within columns are significantly different according to Duncan’s new multiple range test, p < 0.05

215 BIEMAER A FIN IR LB A SR LR 6. it AL B A g A
SERIGAZE TR, Hrp A 2 (E RO R, AEE 4 AR 3, (H 4 DAL EE 2 TH]
MIZFIFAEZE (p>0.05). A 1 PSS EMNSER 7 ARESE 3 A BT THE
o MALHE 2 B4 S, WNHET AE9 A, BYHSETR, £ 11 A4, #¥MEES
Frsahn, s SRR RES



2 6 AN FIHEIE AL 2 55 1Ak B AT (32 4L
Table 6 The change in contents of available K in the soils under Phyllostachys praecox stand

with different fertilization treatments

+ 4 Soil available K (mg kg™®)
2009 £ 7 H 200949 H 2009411 H 201041 H 2010 %£ 3 H

YUSER RS

Treatment No.

July,2009 Sept. 2009 Nov. 2009 Jan. 2010 March 2010
1 216.7b 190.8b 187.5b 178.3b 172.5b
2 264.3a 230.2a 248.8a 242.5a 218.3a
3 237.3ab 208.3ab 221.2ab 215.0ab 186.7a
4 251.7ab 221.8ab 236.8a 221.7ab 197.5a
5 226.7b 206.3ab 242.8a 216.7ab 206.7a

¥ Note: [F]—F 3% 5 A A R 90 EEFH IR B E R Z N5 5% %% KT Means followed by a

different letter within columns are significantly different according to Duncan’s new multiple range test, p < 0.05

2.2 AEBEE AT E =R RET R

MF 7 FHL, 5 FRALFRI TR AT R SRR O TR > SRR > TR e > 1
L HIE > REG S — 4, R FE YT SR IONTL B 40500 TG hm?. S AREE 2 Hek, AbE
3 FIALEE 4 . BERIATAE A &5 B> T 40%. 43.2%~44.6%F1 17.1%~23.9%, {HT%
WNFEAR BT TR A2 5 %, BERER LA 20000 T 97.7%. 29.1%F1 64.3%, 115
PN R R WA e RE, SRR, 1ML AE A2 3 f e
FLE 4 At AR AL R = L I, GRRRRE . T 55 P ME R AR A P B Ak B P 7= 43 Ll 357 v 1
T AEALEE, o rb DU FH 2 B AR AR BE 3 fe i

R 7 N ETARREEE = BNE M2
Table 7 Fresh bamboo shoot yields and economic benefit analysis of Phyllostachys praecox stand with different
fertilization treatments

o 51 230 &l ALl
A E A Eresh TN 3 Hi Payout Economic Ratio of
Kl bamboo Income (yuanhm?) benefit output
Treatmet  shoot (yuan (yuan finput
No. yield hm?) il T wKe AiF hm?)
(kg hm?) Fertilizer ~ Labour  Pesticie  Total
1 13500 40500 0 4200 450 4650 35850 8.71
2 17500 52500 6863 4200 450 11513 40988 4.56
3 17417 52251 5364 4200 450 10014 42237 5.22


http://www.iciba.com/analysis/

4 17207 51621 5770 4200 450 10420 41201 4.95

5 17250 51750 6000 4200 450 10650 41100 4.86

2.3 AN R A A 222 B A AERLAR <21 F R (R
BT MR BB S R RN 2 T R AW A R AT S I — MU

(3%8), RIAFEIBEACALEEAIN . PATKAR S F 42 LU P i ek SEIE (h2E5) > LR
B IEGAEF A~ R L (AL REB) > HAMENE (ALRE2).

3R 8 AN [F i AL E B B AT AERLAR 221 P R R

Table 8 Effects of different fertilization systems on fertilizer agronomic efficiency of Phyllostachys Praecox stand

Jisi TR N P K
Treatment No. (fresh shoot kg kg% (fresh shoot kg kg™%) (fresh shoot kg kg'™%)
1 — _ _
2 a.1c 23.6¢ 12.4¢
3 6.6b 45.0a 16.8b
4 7.2 44.2a 17.3b
5 187.5a 35.6ab 37.5a

7 Note: [F]—FI 3% 5 A A R 9 BEF IR B SR Z N % 5% % % KT Means followed by a

different letter within columns are significantly different according to Duncan’s new multiple range test, p < 0.05

33 #

31 BBEIREESHRRE

P B AT Il S S AR BOR © I8 10 a 2 A, PRI AT i IR JFe bRk CAEAE
M TR0 = S A IR A ) 9] R o DR Dy X 6 i 7 7T frel 38 4 SRR A% 7 70 L Bt iy
T H AT — B AN AE LT s S AN L SR 0 0] R R S, 1717 3438 pH U)K R AR T3 S b
WL A8 5 X 10 A KT 38 St 398 IR 0 fr il o 485 50 o), 4438 pH5.27, 4% 2.23
g kg, KR 249 mg kg, ARHE 115 mg kg, A 319 mg kgte  BLEWEH 4 R AT LA
R, AT ) A AR R 1.94 i, TR 7T I ) 4 pH BGESRHBAIC 1.10 SR
.

AR AR RN, A IE & AC B 35 pH A AN FIRE BE B FRAC, It DUH Bt IE Ak
HONE . IZALERR 0~30cm 3% pH 7E 10 M H WIRMK T 0.18 MEfL. ARG K%M T,
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S A A 3o it P 1 OV R e T (R PR 5

M1 pH KT 4.5 B, THEWP SR KERCHE AP, e IR E AR
K FBRHIA T, EE s TREE S (pH45~7.00 H3EpA KN Harc g
T IE Y 3% pH AR T 4.5, DA T A el PRt A B 7 51 Ak R A 8 2 A sl

IR MBS RN, TEAE FUIURE (¥ 5% AN, % A 2370 - 39 A 2 1 3
PABAE 3 HEUFEIIERAR (R 4 23 6). X AT AE5 M IE 2 75 7798 28 0 A0 A Hh 55 01 %
NSRS AR 5 T B AR R R R AR 4

A IR BT 512 0 T bR L T i P AR A R R IAE R A AN - AU
B (it AR B, AR FC 45 o, DR 5| ) - 9 s R A 1 3 A B IR
WAL LU T8 R IE> T HE & IE~Z R MUEIE . HIERA = H—,
H AL TR AT B A R TR, R A IR RIZERAR AL N P KAk HE A & 20 5 i 0
JAEALFL /> T 40%. 43.2%~44.6%. 17.1%~23.9%, MiHEWAEFEIKIN,. P. KILIEH &
I3 S EEH U AR AL BRI D T 97.7%. 29.1%H164.3%; H -, LHEAME. BERAEMGEMIE
PR T AERERI 2 (£8),

e Bt P A MBS T 5 3003 AR R A R R, e R A ettt 7 g B AR, 2007
X TR ST B T AR IR A (K0 5 45 SRR, A BURIEUU U A EL 19994 1 K- 2.47 i
F12.0505 M, TR VIAR 1R 4 A PR RIAE 970 i SRR DR Ay it o P AL IEAat 7 PR 4 40
BRRGUHEL T KB 4. BIRESPE AR, mEAEAEER. AN ERES

R Y HIN2.7, 13.4716.9, R BEAIE AR BIIAFI1 187 kg hm? a™. 225 kg hm™

»

it

alf1847 kg hm? al,

EHRIE, 4 E IR TR AT 20% , B SIS 150%. 4 T 50%, A AE Sl At
PRV E Y . 241 HEBray T -P7E90~140 mg kg™ A1, 38Rk 2 137 2K 185 i ) 5. 4 o
(40, Haygarth U FE I 01, 24 ph AR A BNt A - $960 e B, 398t P e o7 60
S BRT, VAL RO A E AR T A 51 AR X RS E B A BT, A ige
UG 2 SRR i R b 28 1) 138 Bray | —P A 55 14450 mg kg™, FRILEATAR 3240k
R JE KT P T e VT A4 W 22 1 T T A 25 A KR 2 BT R 99, 47 X M
KEE. BAGELHHITGB3838-2002 (MR /KA EARE) VIIKbRHE, JBH VK,
DB AT bR, AR R IVIS, TAR AT AR BT K & 1155 ATk S o
B,

ARG SRR, i FE R MR A 5 i b B4 0 U 55 7 Sl 25 0
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B, AT R AER L8 1) 7 AR JAE 2R 1 IR o
3.2 FAFIAZE

HEHEIEAHLL, THEEEMZREE SR TR, B EFR R, Higm g
JE 43 51 940.4%~53.2%. 50.8%~90.7%7H135.5%~39.5%, Jiti Fil 3 4= 4 A 412 i 100 T 5 K
715 438.965 . 67.8%F12.01% .

PRARGE, S X KRR K RIEAR 2203 N 15~25 kg kg™ 11,k [l KRB UIEAK 27 3 —
FEAEL0~20 kg kgt 1. S e L 0 SR P AT WM A O BTE 0 SR o, R, B
(A F R 53591 916.1 kg kg™ 85.4 kg kg H119.4 kg kg™e 4R, ASHIF 7 it IE 5t i )
G FIEL ) R 2 ) P SR BRI, 80 AR AR 2R FH 26 49 i M 8594, kg kg™ 23.6 kg kg™ il
142 kg kg™e WHCRHEESE RN T, LS. BEATEN B AR R 20 5T 90.5 kg kg™
2.45kg kgt F11.4 kg kg'e XEMEARE AT, BT HEAL A A R IEH K.

ST 52 AR AN it A A B8 7y 57 7 113500 kg hm? #4817 g
PR W THHLA I F BRI, JERRRIAER0E =5 R AT 2. (1D 4
Fr A B KK R T B A I B A AT B SR, Rhm AR L P S BTSN PRIK ) 53
9 5.0kg. 0.7kg M13.0kg. fnzz. . LKA HZES 54 30%. 25%. 35%itH. T
hm?2E = A5t T A B 7 bR, N PATKAE T2 519225 kg, 40 kg #1125 kg, (2) +3%EfK
FERBAE KPR, R B BIROECAE ORI B AR, (3) EBPHRCILA G, HEiE
M, EATRAEMIN G P D K11 0.14 106, 1 HATAEP PN ¢ P0s ¢ KO A5 :
151 15 R RESIEEH .

BEARALE P TR R AR A R R, X 5 AR B i e 4 S — B . AT
FIHARE T 1045 O, WTA EEENX, WFR SRR R, WK KA
K, Ik30% ~50 % M1 AE i AT AT R B

AWTCH, LS A IR T R AR A 3 B T R L5 & T T I IR
P, IR T AT A KB L FE R BT R, SRR @ IR R B SR E R R R
DM SR B o MERERI FH ™ 0 ek B 2 R it 0 b 3935 40 SR B i RO AR o ), i
AT AAS TR IR ¥ 25 SRAF B TIE o I I0 45 SRR, it i A 7 Ak 3 1 o A8 Ul 4 2 e el o i
LHEGNER AR, AL B b FE LI 53 758 = 1 40.3%. 29.5%4119.8% (F4%3K6).
3IMTEF=BMET A

AW TR GE R TR, 8RR L (¥ Py 587 A0 205 20 4 ) LA B RS v B A B
29.690F114.3%. 5 HMEALALRE L, I8/ U AT HI 17, 1% ~44.6%(1 & HI &2 & I A ekt
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BN ERAN 23 55 BRAR T 76 77 55 7 0,59 F11.7%, 1T 9k /D> S 4 T £2:29. 1% ~ 97. 7% 1 A=
IR ARFE th AR T T 58 72 R 1.4%, SR IX 3N AbER ) 22 57 2433 #0143 I3 /0 7 3.0%. 0.5%
F10.3%. JXFESTUEEA, kB ph I P X R e T P B R 5 A28 T B Ak
4 8 ®

ARG RV, CAAERHE 1 I05% 50 5 G L3RR AL W ) B Ak, JE AR I
] O - 9l 20 e SR AT IR AR R AL o IOHE R PR BEE AR R I B, [ 7 B B
Prif A KA R R, 75T TR AEA EE Akt P v I s ik — b R — 45
AR . XANASRET B BAMAT A, FRGE ISR IR KRR A, 53K
FONMRER K. eB R IRRIAR, SH R MR 4 MK, KR m &,
FEHETHE R R PTG F AR E AR, N LERE T B I e B A AR AR, W
PR TR o R AR, BT A0 L DR Rk o e P T 7 SR (P 355 e A, LA 28 AR
ik, AT AR R R T T

y\
po2d
W/

2% R
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EFFECTS OF DIFFERENT FERTILIZATION ON SOIL FERTILITY
QUALITY, FERTILIZER USE EFFICIENCY, AND BAMBOO SHOOT
YIELDS OF PHYLLOSTACHYS PRAECOX STAND

Chen Wen™? Wu Jiasen'? Jiang Peikun™*t Xu Kaiping® Huang Chengpeng?

(1 The Nurturing Station for the State Key Laboratory of Subtropical Silviculture, Zhejiang
Agriculture and Forestry University, Lin’an, Zhejiang 311300, China)
(2 School of Environmental Science and Natural Resources, Zhejiang Agriculture and Forestry

University, Lin’an, Zhejiang 311300, China)

Abstract A field experiment was conducted on a Phyllostachys praecox stand of Lin’an
county, Zhejiang Province, China in 2009 to compare the effects of conventional fertilization (CF),
controlled-release fertilizer (CRF), special compound fertilizer (SCF), and microbial fertilizer (MF)
on soil fertility quality, fertility use efficiency, and bamboo shoot yields of Phyllostachys praecox
stand. The results showed the degrees of excessive-accumulation of available N, P, and K in the
soil and soil acidification induced by fertilization followed the order of : CF>SF~=CRF>MF. The
lowest fertilizer agronomic efficiency was obtained from CF and its agronomic efficiencies of N,
P, and K were 4.7 , 23.6, and 14.2 kg fresh shoot -kg™. As Compared to the CF, application of
SCF and CRF increased agronomic efficiencies of N, P, and K by 40.4%~53.2%, 50.8%~90.7%,
and 35.5%~39.5%, respectively, whereas application of MF increased agronomic efficiencies of
N, P, and K by 38.9. 0.68 and 2.0 times, respectively. Compared to the control, CF increased
bamboo shoot yields and economic benefit by 29.6% and 14.3%, respectively, where application
of SCF, CRF, and WF increased bamboo shoot yields and economic benefit by 27.55%~29.0%
and 14.6%~17.8%, respectively.

Key words Fertilization; Bamboo shoot; Soil fertility quality; Fertilizer agronomic efficiency;

Yield; Economic benefit
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