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الاستهلاك في  (حامض الهيىميلالسماد العضىي )برش الالتسميد الكيميائي وتأثير 
 .Allium cepa Lوحاصل البصل ونمى  المائي

 عمار دحام عياده
 جامعة بغداد/  كلية الزراعة

E.mail :   
 

352331264263127
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 د العضوي، كفاءة استعمال الماء، البصلمفتاحية: التسميد الكيميائي، رش السماالكلمات ال
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Allium cepa L.

Alliaceae
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Foliar application

 
 المىاد وطرائق العمل

31233124

2

Black



 7119السنة     1العدد /    9المجلد /                              مجلة القادسية للعلوم الزراعية  

7; 

2:76Page2:93

core sampler
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2611
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2;2

ECpH

47

1 8621

32.6

31233123

21

31731243

2

 
(cm) 

 (gm/kg) EC pH 

g. cm
-3

 
% 

 
clay silt sand Texture dS.m

-1
  % 

0-20 

 
1.37 30.0 15.2 14.8 300 560 140 SiCL 3.25 7.6 1.72 

20-45 1.40 30.5 14.1 16.4 420 470 110 SiC 2.72 7.5 1.22 

33124

(
0
C) 

 
(mm) 

 (%)  
(km/day)  

31 16.43 5.29 75.8 86.78 44.68 6.04 

28 19.49 8.13 8.5 89.54 38.13 5.19 

31 24.39 9.88 0.2 73.60 21.99 5.76 

30 30.68 14.03 0.0 64.46 15.76 5.30 

31 27.45 11.23 11.25 66.78 17.23 5.45 
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1.68
2

2 171.:21.841.76
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:.349.6333.:4
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2

Alabi,2006

3121

4

4

31233124

 
32

2

46.3 8.44 10.8 2.890.65 

6154.3 10.25 12.8 4.111.00 

21158.2 12.61 15.9 6.231.52 

52.9d 10.4d 13.2c 4.4c1.06a 

53.2 10.21 14.1 4.110.60 

6160.7 13.76 15.2 7.140.75 

21166.6 16.77 16.8 8.271.40 

60.2c 13.60c 15.4b 6.50b0.91b 

56.2 14.34 16.2 5.670.54 

6166.5 17.53 17.8 9.160.68 

21171.6 21.63 18.7 10.240.96 

64.8b 17.8b 17.6b 8.40b0.73c 

61.4 18.41 17.7 6.890.50 

6171.8 21.22 18.6 10.210.59 

21179.2 24.65 19.8 12.670.85 

70.8a 21.43a 18.7a 9.92a0.65d 

LSD (0.05)±SE 3.32±1.13 2.02±0.81.23±0.61.61±0.360.14±0.07 
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AbbeyJoyce
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4.12 4.78 10.1 4953.5 

615.23 5.34 22.6 4904.6 

2116.77 6.63 25.2 4905.1 

5.37 5.58 19.3 4913.9 

5.92 5.80 10.6 4902.2 

617.24 6.47 25.3 4865.2 

2118.26 7.94 28.1 4865.8 

7.14 6.73 21.33 4874.4 

6.48 6.06 10.9 4832.3 

618.97 7.89 26.8 4785.6 

2119.76 9.31 29.6 4786.2 

8.40 7.75 22.43 4804.7 
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7.12 6.56 11.2 4802.3 

619.77 8.79 27.2 4715.8 

21110.81 10.21 30.4 4706.5 

9.23 8.52 22.93 4734.8 

LSD (0.05)±SE 0.37±0.03 1.17±0.34 1.22±0.33  

5.91 5.80 10.70 487 0.22 

617.80 7.12 25.47 481 0.53 

2118.90 8.52 28.32 481 0.59 
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Influences of Chemical and Spraying Organic Fertilizers (Humic 

acid) on Consumptive Use, Growth and Yield of Onion (Allium 

Cepa L.) 
Amaar D. Iyda 

College of Agriculture 

University of Baghdad 

Abstract  

 This field study is conducted during the growing season of 2012-2013 in 

the experimental farm- Department of Horticulture/ College of Agriculture- 

University of Baghdad to investigate the influences of chemical and spraying 

organic fertilizers on the growth, yield and consumptive use of Onion (Allium 

cepa L.). The experimental treatments included in this study as follows: 

chemical fertilizers (non-fertilizer, 50% recommended fertilizers and   100% 

recommended fertilizers) and spraying organic fertilizers (Humic Acid) (non-

spraying, two, four and six foliar sprays) with concentration 1.5 ml.L
-1

. The 

experimental design used is Randomized Complete Block Design in three 

replicates and 36 experimental unit. The experimental total includes: plant 

length, number of leaves/plant, leaf area, dry weight of vegetative, concentration 

of nitrate in the bulb, the yield component and consumptive use. 

 The experimental results show that there is a significant difference between 

the chemical and the spraying organic fertilizer as compared with the control 

treatment. Treatment with 100% recommended fertilizers + treatment spraying 

organic fertilizer with 6 foliar gave the highest of value of plant height, number 

of leaves. plant
2
, leaf area, dry weight of vegetative 70.8 cm, 18.7 leaf. plant

-1
, 

21.43 dcm
2
 and 9.92 gm as compared with the control treatment which gives 

46.3 cm, 10.8 leaf.plant
-1

, 8.44 dcm
2
 and 2.89 gm, respectively. Treatment 100% 

recommended fertilizers also gives the highest concentration of nitrate 1.18 

 g.mg
-1

 compared with 50 % recommended fertilizers 0.76  g.mg
-1

 and 

0.57 g.mg
-1

 with non-chemical fertilizers. The spraying organic fertilizers 

gives the lowest concentration of nitrate in bulb 1.06, 0.91, 0.73 and 0.65  g.mg
-

1
 in the treatment without foliar, two, four and six sprays, respectively. The 

results show the heights value of length and diameter bulb and total yield in 

spraying organic fertilizers (6 time foliar) 9.23 cm, 8.52 cm, and 22.93 T.ha
-1

, 

while the treatment with 100% recommended fertilizers + treatment spraying (6 

time foliar with organic fertilizers) give the highest value for this characteristic 

10.81cm, 10.21 cm and 30.4 T.ha
-1

, respectively. The actual evapotranspiration 

(ETa) values of complete irrigation are 470-495 mm for chemical fertilizers and 

spraying organic fertilizers. The water use efficiency in spraying organic 

fertilizers (6 times foliar) is increased 23.08, 9.09 and 2.12 as compared with 

non-foliar, two, four and six sprays, respectively. 

 

Keywords: Chemical Fertilizers, Spraying Organic Fertilizers, Water Use 

Efficiency, Onion 


