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Table 1 Time and amount of nitrogen fertilizer application
He B H—YGBNE 1st N topdressing % ZBNE 2nd N topdressing 55 =¥KIBJIE 3nd N topdressing 24 N
b7 )
Basal I g 2 A S gy 2 A Sk gy , Total
Treatment & {H At /kgehm - A1 /kgehm - A i /kgehm
Namount Leal age N rate Leal age N rate Leafl age N rate N
N1 0 7.5 30 7.5 15 10.0 20 65
N2 45 7.5 20 7.5 15 10.0 20 100
N3 45 7.5 40 7.5 15 10.0 20 120
N4 45 4.0 30 5.0 45 6.0 30 150
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Table 2 Effect of N management on rice yield and yield components

AR/ 104 B e hm™? R AL TR/ LGSR/ %
i . . g ) » Fea/tehm?
Panicle Grains per 1000-grain Filled grain
Treatment Yield
number panicle weight rate
N1 540b 55.5b 27.0a 96. 5a 6.94b
N2 573ab 62. 3a 26. 2bc 97. la 7.88a
N3 590a 58. 6ab 26. 4b 94. 3b 8.27a
N4 578ab 59. 8ab 26.0c 93.3b 7.87a

TE AR FRARRRERBH 500 B EFKT-.

Note: Different letters represent significant difference at 0. 05 level.
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Table 3 Effect of Nmanagement on plant height,internode collocation and the physical characteristics
H—T K /cm B WK /em O/ em 55 W EEJR /em

Qb B KR/ cm . . o . ZEM/mm
1st internode 2nd internode Gravity center Stem wall thickness
Treatment Plant height ) ) Steam diameter
length length height of the 2nd internode
N1 69. 8b 3.17b 12. 7ab 36.2b 0.53a 3.01b
N2 75. 5a 2.97b 10. 7¢ 40. 3a 0. 55a 3. 46a
N3 75. 3a 2.70b 11. 5bc 39. 3a 0. 54a 3. 16ab
N4 75. 1a 4. 56a 13. 9a 38. lab 0.53a 3.13ab
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Fig. 1 Effect of N management on snapping
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Effects of Nitrogen Fertilizer Management on
Lodging Resistance of Rice in Cold Area

SU Dong-hang ., PENG Xian-long, LUO Sheng-guo,LIU Yuan-ying.SONG Wen-bo,ZHANG Yu
(Resource and Environment College of Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin 150030)

Abstract: Taking Kongyu 131 as experimental material,a field experiment was conducted with the same panicle
proportion(35 kgehm™®)and different basic tillering (N1:30 kg+hm?;N2:65 kg+hm™ fil N3.:85 kgehm™),and
with the control of the fertilization with the basic tillering only (N4:150 kgehm™®) , the effect of nitrogen man-

agement on the lodging resistance of rice was studied to provide theoretical basis for fertilization of rice plant in

cold area. The results showed that with the increasing of the basic tillering, the plant height increased until the

basic tillering exceeded the level of 65 kge+hm™;there was non-notable difference with the length of the basal

stem of different treatments when the basic tillering didn’t exceed the level of 85 kg+hm™,but that would be

another condition if the basic tillering exceeded the level of 150 kg+hm?. In all treatments, the gravity center

height, the steam diameter and the stem wall thickness of N2 were the highest. The snapping increased first and

then decreased with the increasing of the basic tillering. For that, the snapping of N2 was the lowest,and that

of N4 was the highest. The lodging index resistance increased with the increasing of the basic tillering. The

comparative condition of the yield of different treatments was that: N1<CN4<UN2<UN3. The yield increased first

and then decreased with the increasing of the N fertilization. Therefore, the treatment with appropriate basic

tillering had higher yield and lodging resistance through optimizing internode collocation, increasing cruder

steam diameter and thicker stem wall thickness.

Key words: Nitrogen fertilizer management;lodging index;grain yield
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