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Fig. 1 Effects of different densities of transplants

on yield of rice
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Fig. 2 Effects of different densities of transplants

on processing quality of rice

2.3 AEEME E X KT R A =

H & 3 AT AT, S FURLR Y EEAE 3 A i ]
P14 728 A A A — B0, X o 970 L % R ) 1S hn 22 SR B AR
JEHE TN, 3 A S G BE 9 cm X4 cm B}
B AR, HorP R RS 18 (0 FORR I 4o 1.
72% 0. 97 % s B AG 6014 [y T [ k7R T [ BE 4y
BIR1. 63 % 0.85% ; o AE 21 A9 B R
FEA3 ) R 0. 63% 1 0. 35%, 3 /> & Fb A S 1 kr
iﬂi@éﬁﬁfﬁ@%fﬁlﬁﬂﬁﬁxﬁzo

19



ok X #H F 12

S V> N
3E -AH A% 2 %
359 ,
< 304 A 2
E - A
'5 2.5 1 o
2 204
R L
£ 154 W JEAE18
;}; a a  OJk6014
2 1.0 a -
& 0O Je#E21
éﬂt 0.5
0+ . . .

9emx3cem  9cmx4cm 9cemx5cm

P BE Transplanting densities
2.5 q

2.0 1

a
. a
1.5 a
a
a a o

1.0 - W Jy7E18

O #6014
0.5 | a a o521

0 I T T 1

9cmx3cm

#HTE B Transplanting densities

SE B Chalkiness/%

9cmXx4cm 9cmXx5cm

PR3 A [ 478 2 R 0T 7 R A1 SO i JBE ) 52 )
Fig. 3 Effects of different densities of transplants
on appearance quality of rice

2.4 AEBMBREBEEMNKEEGENSENZN

HT 4 Al ELEE R R A AR 18 A e A
21 PR il ol 8] 14 48 A 34— 2, 24 Bt 2 4 B 5
4 I 5 5T T S B RS B FEAR AR B 9 em X
4 e I EBE TE B & R BRAKL 2000 D 17, 4700 FN
15,6026, A% 6014 Fifl 3 4 B 4% &2 1% 1 222 56 14
IJE T RS AR E 9 em X3 em I HBEGE

204 @

18 a a a
16 =B
14
12
10 W EFE18
8 0 6014
6 - 0O JefE21
4 -
24
0+ T T 1
9cm x4 cm

HEERER i Amylose content/%

9cmx3cm 9cmx5cm

P BE Transplanting densities

B4 K[ 4T e 2 B ) 7K e L 3% D o 4 2k 1) 5
Fig. 4 Effects of different densities of transplants

on amylase content of rice

20

By A B 16.50% 3 > 5 Al i B VE R A &
PR E M 2Z 5 A D,
2.5 AEEMZEMNKBEARSENE N
RSN | P A S W ild o o I T TR
o A — B0, 3 B 25 470 2 B 1 38 i 2 e 8 n I
TR RS AEIRTE 9 cm X4 cm BB T
Bk 7,46 % .8. 07 Y F1 8. 13 % , 4% b Al i
FEAR S RAES A 25 885,

9

a a a a a
é38' a . _I— a _I_
2 7
g
§ 61 i+
£ 51 }
g4_ W JpFE18
623 O Jz6014
gﬁ O g2l
& 2
ool
L

T T 1

9cmx4cm 9cmXx5cm

1B B Transplanting densities

9cmx3cm

A5 R IR0 AR 1 B
Fig.5 Effects of different densities of transplants

on protein content of rice

2.6 FEEMREEXNKEBRIKZNE

A& 6 AT, B BRI 40 7E 3 A b ) 1 A8 4k
B, B BE G A TR R 0 3 58T RS
s, Horb g fF 18 MR RS 6014 7F 4% B % B
9 cm X3 cm B} & B PE 4> B R, 4 Fl A 83. 79 A
79. 13 Je i 21 fEARRREE 9 cm X5 em I WRIT
OB 79.57,3FFE 9 em X4 cm AT 9 cm X5 em

86 -
84 4
82 -
80 2 ab
78
76 ap
74

a

Q

a W 718
O Jz6014

O Jefg21
72

70

68 T T 1
9cmx3em 9cemx4cm 9cmx5cm

BIRPESY Palatability score

1B BE Transplanting densities

[l 6 AN 7] 4 A 28 3 % 2K e £ R 119 5% i)
Fig. 6 Effects of different densities of transplants

on palatability of rice



12 #

FN R AT A KA F B WR

£z A2 -8 %

A FR A A B 2 R
3 il

TR BEAE R KRR AR 77 1 R R BOR XK
04 7 A D MR ) o R T A L BB A AU
FIH DGR 7850 R FH M T 62 3 v 7 A A 1 2
S AR TN R 18,
JeFE 6014 FUEFRG 21 = A5 i 0 K A5 14 7 & Bl
TP S R 3 0 R S Y S A RS A X e AR R
B9 em X4 em B L K F B e .

() BsF A e 28 A, 2 52 ) K R o JB ) I
A G B G K R b T T A R AR
BT KA BFFEST AR T AR 2 B R ) Lt
0 Kb B 7 15 B B B DX B AN ] F T A R A
A AR, e RE 18 B H 21 AYRE KR
R AR BB AR R TEIH PR E 9 em X4 em I f
Ko 3 A dh B I (R R T B T I B
9 em X4 cm B B A% e AE 18 FRAR 21 1Y BBk UE
WA BEHREE 9 ecm X4 cm B &A% . 1 & F5
6014 TEHRBLAE 9 cm X 3 cm Bf K. 3 &b

(2 oS AR AR AR 9 em X4 em I EE R

PO ===

o f s B AR 18 R AE 6014 A B BRI 43 #E 4
P 9 em X3 em B PP 53 5 » Je A8 21 78 4 B
B9 cm X5 em BFERIE &5, IF7E 9 em X
4 emM 9 em X5 cm A H R fA7E B EME2E R
Sk

[1] Z#W, TERA, % 85 BIRITE KR ™ &k R B

[T, P E R & .2009(7) :52-53.

(2] FEB3K/NBE 5P, A5, A R B2 B X PR O VLA 5
L AR 7 i B Bk R S [T . YO8 Ak B2, 2013,
41(5):60-61.

[3]  #0Mg £0. 7K [a] 4% Bt 25 3 %o /K A 7= i A7 s b B 3R Y 5
M L. 42424, 2015.5(4) s 1-4.

L4 HEMS. it 20 2 AR A 2 B % A # F JRAE A D46 7 & R J
5% (D, k22 - DU 1 Ak K2, 2014,

[5] Z=@se. I B 5 00 I 5 %o 98 M K F6 7= 5 st 5% i 19 BF
FE[D]. W IR AR A lk K2, 2010.

[6] FWeE, £) I, 2 {5 . . A )it g0 & Ak 4l 2% 12 % 3 A
8 Sy R MR [T ], tf EAE K, 2011(4) 45-47.

[7] BRSO AR, Bk, 55 . il e i 55 B 97 285 8 X e R K
BT sZme L], 2438 KA, 2011(5) : 77-80.

Effects of Transplanting Densitiy on the Yield and Quality of Rice

SUN Xing-rong, BIAN Jing-yang, LIU Lin-shuai, QI Guo-chao,ZHANG Jun-jie,LI Jie,JIN Ling
(Daqing Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Daqing 163316, China)

Abstract:In order to increase yield and improve rice quality of rice, Longdao 18, Longdao 6014, Longdao 21
were taken as experimental material in this test,we studied the effects of different nitrogen levels on the yield
and quality of rice. The results showed that the the yield of Longdao 18.Longdao 6014, .ongdao 21 was re-
duced fist and then increased with the increasing of densities of transplants,the treatment 9 ecm X4 c¢cm produced
the maximum yield. The brown rice rate, milled rice rate and head milled rice rate had same trends in Longdao
18 and Longdao 21,the treatment 9 em X4 cm produced the maximum yield. The chalky rice rate and chalkiness
degree was reduced fist and then increased with the increasing of densities of transplants in the three varieties,
and have no significant difference under three densities treatments. Amylose content had same trends in Longd-
ao 18 and Longdao 21, which was reduced fist and then increased with the increasing of densities of trans-
plants,and have no significant difference under three densities treatments. Protein content was increased fist
and then reduced with the increasing of densities of transplants,and have no significant difference under three
densities treatments. Taste score was reduced fist and increased then with the increasing of densities of trans-
plants Longdao 21 have significant difference between 9 cmX4 cm 1 9 cm X5 cm.

Keywords: rice; densities of transplants; yield; quality
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