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Table 1 Experiment design
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Fig. 1 Effect of different treatments on plant height of maize
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Fig. 2 Effect of different treatments on stem diameter of maize
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Fig. 3 Effect of different treatments on dry weight of maize
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Fig. 4 Effect of different treatments on height

consistency of maize
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Table 2 Effect of different treatments on leaf area of maize

FERR M A /em? Leaf area
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reatments
Seeding stage Jointing stage Tasseling stage Milk stage Mature stage
K4 7% Precision sowing 58.33 aA 1678. 87 aA 5925. 33 aA 6582. 30 aA 6102. 33 aA
HHAEF Conventional sowing 54.20 bA 1458. 62 bB 5097. 06 bB 6003. 56 bB 5685.58 bB
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Table 3 Effect of different treatments on photosynthetic potential of maize

FeA#H /(10 m?+d-hm?) Photosynthetic potential
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Treatments Seeding to Jointing to Tasseling to Milk to e
Total LAD
jointing stage tasseling stage milk stage mature stage
i & 74 Precision sowing 29.21 aA 70. 25 aA 123.82 aA 83.71 aA 306.99 aA
HIAEF Conventional sowing 25.46 bA 60.57 bB 113.56 bB 77.15 bB 276.74 bB
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Table 4 Effect of different treatments on agronomic characters and yield of maize

Wf/kg MK /em  HM/em BARK/em HATE ik HRE/g FeaE/

pis: ]
Grain Spike Spike Bald Ear row Kernels Hundred (kgehm?)
Treatments
weight length diameter length number per row  grain weight Yield
K H 7% Precision sowing 6.62 21.0 5.0 1.5 20 46 30.57 8574 aA
HILFE R Conventional sowing 5.91 19.5 4.8 2.0 18 44 28.22 7875 bB
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Table 5 Economic benefit analysis of maize under different treatments

M/ A aA, RRERRAR/ REDRA JREWRA BA/ P/ el a5/

pOBL] ) . . ) . ) . ) . ; . ) . )
(kg+hm?) (JG+hm?) (JG+hm?) (JG+hm?) (JL+hm?) (JG+hm?) (JG+hm?) (JG+hm?)
Treatments
Seed quantity Seed cost  Sowing cost Thinning cost Other costs  Total cost Output value Net income
=% 22.0 550. 0 45 0 4905 5500. 0 12003. 6 6503. 6
Precision sowing
H LG Fh 24.5 612.5 135 240 4905 5892.5 11025.0 5132.5

Conventional sowing
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Effect of Precision Sowing on Growth and Economic
Benefit of Maize

LIU Yu-tao,XU Ying-ying, WANG Yu-xian, YANG Hui-ying, GAO Pan, WANG Jun-he
(Qiqgihar Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Qiqgihar, Heilongjiang

161006)

Abstract; In order to promote popularization and application of precision sowing technology., taking Xianyu335

as material, through the compared experiment of precision sowing and conventional sowing,maize growth states

were monitored and investigated. The effect of precision sowing on plant morphology . photosynthesis,agronom-

ic traits,yield and economic benefit of maize were analyzed. The results showed that pricision sowing was more

. . . i . . . . .
conductive to the indivdual and group's growth of maize,enhanced maize's resistence. Comparing with conven-

tional sowing, precision sowing reduced seed quantity was 2.5 kge*hm?® and saved seed cost,sowing cost and

thinning cost were 62. 5 yuan*hm?, 90 yuane+hm? and 240 yuan+hm?. respectively. Precision sowing made

maize yield increase by 699 kg+«hm™, output value increase by 978. 6 yuan+hm® and net income increase by

1 371.1 yuan+hm? which increased 26. 71%.

Keywords: precision sowing; conventional sowing; maize growth; yield; economic benefit
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