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Table 1 Randomized block design

fn Ak 1 I B AT ik
Varieties Treatments Seedling number per hole Row spacing/cm Plant spacing/cm
BE 26 KD; 5 30. 0 12.6
Kendao 26 KD, 5 26. 6 10. 0
KDcxk 5 30.0 12.0
Je kg 31 LI 5 28.5 13.3
Longjing 31 LI, 5 26. 2 13.3
Llck 5 30.0 12.0
2 RSP T 31 SRR A 0 T RS KLU B L) B
- . N EET L. & o, SEE i
21 REAEX B 26 AW 3 srmamsgy 001 Lo SORRDDAFABUEEOCR il F
= M5 BRAE 26 BREE A3 A 2K A i o R4S 2y
R

S SR LA T KD, 7 B W T KDos P PP IBUE B .
£2 FAAAESHBNHEREXESLE

Table 2 Difference comparison of the leaf area during different period of different treatments

JLBL 53 BE) Zp 14 il B 48 R R
Treatments Tillering stage Booting stage Heading stage Full panicle stage Maturation stage

KD, 3.040.3 aA 6.24+0.7 aA 6.7£0.5 aA 6.9£0.1 aA 3.1+1.1 aA
KD, 2.7+1.1bB 5.7+1.2 cC 6.04+2.1bA 6.14+1.0 cC 2.4+1.2 bB
KDck 2.8+0.9 bB 5.941.2 bB 6.0+1.5 bA 6.6+0.5 bB 2.7£0.7 bB
LI 2.940.1 aA 6.6+1.2 aA 6.6+1.2 aA 5.1%1.2 aA 2.94+1.0 aA
L], 2.3£0.7 bB 5.64+0.7 cC 5.940.3 bB 4.140.3 bB 2.440.8 bB
Llck 2.7+1.4 aA 5.94+1.7 bB 6.34+1.4 bAB 5.041.4 bAB 2.4+1.2 bB

7 508 J5 AN TR R /N 5 R 3R0R 28 Sl B 3 (P<<0. 01 B I 3% (P<<0. 05) . T[],

Different capital and lowercase letters after the same column data indicate significant difference at 0. 01 and 0. 05 level, the same be-

low.
2.2 AEGEXNEFR 26 MEE ] TYWREN SRR, T W BT 0 /N PR RO . B A 26
% R B A 185 T A T K R T R ) AR R X T 40 BE

Wk 3 Pz B A 26 1Ry B AR SRR DR RHE 31,3 s AT R A T T A
W1 2 S B AN 2 3 R B T R DA AR OB N
KD, fee B % TSR e 31 & 2.3 KEHEREHMNTYRES~EWHE

T 5 R 2 AR A AP 2 DL AR BROLT, B A (R Ak x M
T E] F) B W A 2 SR B TR R KR W 4 Pros ., BAE 26 703 BEM 22 A0 il il
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Table 3 Difference comparison of dry matter weight during different period of different treatments

2P R

Booting stage

i8]
Heading stage

FEEE
Full heading stage

A

Maturation stage

fib 3 I BE

Treatments Tillering stage

KD, 6.84+1.1 aA 21.84+1.3 abA 27.5+1.4 aA 44.0+1.4 aA 68.5+1.2 aA
KD, 6.5+E1.0 aA 20.9+1.0 bA 26.6+1.0 aA 42.34+1.7 aA 58.8+1.2 bA
KDcx 6.141.5 aA 22.0%1.4 aA 27.34£1.1 aA 43.2%x1.8 aA 66.841.4 cB
L] 7.7+1.5 aA 18.6+1.4 aA 22.8+1.1 aA 41.4+1.2 aA 65.4+1.5 aA
LJ: 5.1+1.1bB 18.7+£1.3 aA 18.9+1.3 ¢B 35.3%1.0 bB 56.941.1 cC
Llex 5.1%1.2 bB 16.5x1.2 bB 19.7x1.4 bB 37.0%1.2 bB 61.321.0 bB

x4 BRE26MEEI ARNAHEREHANTYRES"ENHEXRY
Table 4 The correlation coefficient of leaf area and yield of Kendao 26 and Longjing 31 during

different periods

T H A H I RAE 26 j= it JeE 31 A 6 R B0l A
Ttems Growth period Yield of Kendao 26 Yield of Longjing 31 Correlation coefficient critical value
I T AR 4 % 43 BE Y 0.7393" 0.1180 a=0.05 i} ,r=0. 6664
Leafl area index SR 0. 5201 0. 2901 a=0.01 i ,r=0.7977
il Bl 34 0. 7029 —0.1007
Fr R —0.0670 0.7347*
FY —0. 3950 0. 4109
T B JrBEH 0. 6665 —0.2298 a=0.05 i} ,r=0. 6664
Dry matte 7 o 101 0.6689" 0.2833 a=0.01 if.r=0.7977
Eiii g 0.1662 0.5651
FF R —0.0565 0.6671"
A —0.0658 0.6684"
* P<<0. 05.
2.4 FREAEMEBRE 26 MAME 3| FRESE P RFMME G TREZEFYRDE. 31
#49 FL H 32 W [ 7% G L b 3B LS, O R G AR, 7Rk F)
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KDex [0] (1 25 57 18 51 1 42 35 slibl 2 25 7KSF L B0 T
B A 4Ys . JRHE 31 AE R ORI B LAAL B LT,
B, TN R BB IR B T 2. 3005
LSRR LR B LY, By . 50 IR 22 S A A I 3K
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Table 5 Effects of different treatments on yield.yield composition and variation coefficient of
Kendao 26 and Longjing 31
o A kAL o T P
i il fib 38 . ) , ) )
Panicles per Spikelets per Setting 1000-grain Yield/
Varieties Treatments .
square meter panicle percentage/ % weight/g (kg+hm?)
BF 26 KD, 463.1+1.2 aA 114.340.9 aA 85.740.1 cC 24.940.1 bB 11481.0+8. 6 aA
Kendao 26 KD, 445.041.5 C 109.0-£0.7 bB 88.6-£0.1 aA 25.340.1aA  10681.5+5.7 bB
KDk 453.140.7 bB 111.7-+1.1 abAB 87.240.2 bB 25.040.2 bB  10993.5+5.8 bAB
R TES 1.8 2.5 1.5 0.9 3.5
Variation coefficient/ %
Tk 31 L] 430.3+1.7 aA 90.84+0.5 aA 91.8+0.4 bB 23.940.1 aA 8553. 04 4. 8 aA
Longjing 31 L 414.8+1.8 cB 87.8-+0.1 bB 94.740.3 aA 23.6+0.1 aA 8125.54+7.9 bB
L)« 420.8%0.6 bB 88.740.3 bB 92.840.1 bB 23.940.1 aA 8253.043.3 bB
A5 5 R AL 1.7 1.6 1.5 0.9 2.9

Variation coefficient/ %

®6 BRE260MEEI FEESFEMRBERNEXREY

Table 6 Correlation coefficient between yield and yield components of Kendao 26 and Longjing 31

=] FEL FlRL AL 45508 T ki s
Ttems Panicles Spikelets per panicle Setting percentage 1000-grain weight Yield
B 26 T 1
Kengdao 26 TR 5 —0.6780* 1
RS —0. 4509 —0.3626 1
R —0.4397 —0.4241 0.3614 1
o 0.6724* 0.7702" —0.6252" —0.1373 1
T 31 T EL 1
Longjing31 MR —0.4729 1
2R —0. 1006 —0.4923 1
BRI —0.3842 —0. 3579 0. 3846 0.2574 1
s 0. 7467 0.6324" —0. 4467 —0.5350 1
L S R 25 B O 4 B0 7 60T 9 4 S

R AR — HRFHE A DL
Ref AV AR e LB A 0 1) T B A B A ) X 4
FEHOKAG = A HZEMWIEH . AR5 &
FE M KA w7 B A TR RO S, BRE 26 LIATEE
30.0 cm KR 12. 6 cm CHTER 5 A9 AL BRI, 43
BE R L 7 T R X g g
FEA 0 S5 L AT AR B G A BEEC B X T i R R AR
B RVERAFE—2 . JBRE 31, LA 5 ff«/ ATHE
28.5 cm BRHE 13,3 cm (940 BEAG S HL 3R 55 T B
T BURE W RO B . X SR B S
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Physiological and Ecological Adaptability of Pinus massoniana
Seedlings Under Different pH Conditions

LI Xiao-yong' ,ZHOU Yun-chao®
(1. Forestry Survey and Planning Institute of Guizhou, Guiyang 550025,China; 2. College of Forestry, Guizhou
University, Guiyang 550025, China)

Abstract: In order to explore the optimum pH for the physiological and ecological adaptation of Pinus massoni-
ana , the annual Pinus massoniana seedlings were planted in sand culture. The physiological and ecological a-
daptability of Pinus massoniana seedlings under different pH conditions was studied by adjusting the pH con-
centration of nutrient solution in sand culture. The results showed that the morphological indexes of Pinus mas-
soniana ,such as seedling height, ground diameter, root length and needle length, increased first and then de-
creased at pH 3. 0-7. 0. In physiological indexes, root activity increased first and then decreased; MDA de-
creased first and then increased; SOD showed a trend of “S” curve change; CAT showed a trend of decreasing
first and then rising. It is concluded that the growth of Pinus massoniana is most favourable under the condition
of pH 4. 0-5. 0. The growth of Pinus massoniana is inhibited to some extent by excessive or low pH.

Keywords: Pinus massoniana ; pH; physiology and ecology
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Effects of Planting Density on Yield of Rice
with Different Genotypes

2000:150-154.

2008(5) :507-512.

CAO Liang, WANG Ming-yao, WANG Meng-xue, REN Chun-yuan
(Agricultural College of Heilongjiang Bayi Agricultural Reclamation University,Daqing 163319, China)

Abstract; In order to promote high-yield and high-quality cultivation of rice, random block design was used to
optimize the high-yield and high-quality population of Kendao 26 and Longjing 31. The results showed that the
best rice population,Kendao 26, was planted in the configuration of 5 rice seedlings per hole.row spacing of
30.0 cm,and plant spacing of 12. 6 cmj its yield reached 11 481. 0 kgehm?and the yield rate was increased by
4.4% in comparison with that of the control group. The best configuration was the one applied on Longjing 31,
in which the rice population was sown in a manner of 5 rice seedlings per hole, row spacing of 28. 5 cm,and
plant spacing of 13. 3 cmj its yield reached 8 553. 0 kgehm™ and the yield rate was increased by 3. 6% in com-
parison with that of the control group. Hence, the reasonable configuration of rice seedlings per hole, row spac-
ing .and plant spacing is the fastest, the most economic,and the most effective measure to achieve high yield and
high quality of rice.

Keywords: rice; plant spacing;seedling number; yield
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