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Abstract

[ Objective ]| The aim was to explore effects of different pinching time on the yield of Manshui River lily, to find the optimal pinc-

hing time and provide basis for field production. [ Method] Effects of 20 days before flower bud stage, 10 days before flower bud stage, flower
bud stage and not pinching treatment on yield, bulb weight and Manshui River lily were compared. [ Result] Lily yield by pinching in flower
bud stage was significantly higher than that pinching 20 days before flower bud stage and not pinching. [ Conclusion] Pinching in flower bud

stage is most conductive to improve lily yield.
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Table 1 Pinching time of different treatments H-H
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Table 2 The general situation of experiment
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Year Site Basic situation of test field FoH-H
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Table 3 Effects of different treatments on lily bulbs weight and yield

gy OUE S0NBER  NOUR B
Year Pln.chlng 250 bulbs weight Plot yield Yield increasing
time kg kg rate // %

2013 05 -20 19.34 abA 49.50 abA 5.66
05 -31 22.15 aA 56.69 aA 21.00
06 - 12 22.42 aA 57.40 aA 22.52
S 18.30 bA 46.85 bA —

2014 05-18 20.48 bB 52.42 bB 15.39
05 -30 22.26 bAB 56.97 bAB 25.40
06 -11 24.38 aA 62.40 aA 37.35
AT 17.75 ¢C 45.43 cC

2015 05-19 20.11 ¢B 51.48 ¢B 14.35
05 -30 22.10 bAB 56.58 bAB 25.68
06 -11 23.85 aA 61.04 aA 35.58
AT 17.59 dC 45.02 dC

SR RSB R /NS FRER R FOR 253 8.3 (P <0.05) , &4
By RIFVE G RS FREA IR 3R 22 574 3% (P <0.01) .
Note : Different lowercases in the same column in the same year stand for
significant difference( P <0.05) ,different capital letters in the same
column in the same year stands for extremely significant difference( P
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Table 4 Lily dead time in different treatments
2013 4 Year of 2013 2014 4F Year of 2014 2015 4F Year of 2015
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