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Effects of Different Cultivation Methods and Varieties on the Yield and Economic Benefit of Rapeseed
HU Xin-zhou, YANG Jin-cheng, LI Hong-yan et al
Abstract
varieties. [ Method] The randomized block design was used to compare and test six varieties of light-simplified and high-efficiency cultivation
techniques with traditional cultivation techniques. [ Result] The yield differences between light-simplified and high-efficiency cultivation tech-

(Yuxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences Yuxi, Yuxi, Yunnan 653100)
[ Objective ] To improve the efficiency of rapeseed planting,and to promote high-efficiency cultivation techniques and their supporting

niques and traditional cultivation techniques reached extremely significant level ,light-simplified and high-efficiency cultivation could save cost by
28. 52% ,increase production by 6. 15% ,enhance net income by 77. 17% ,increase input-output ratio by 48. 32% ,and reduce cost and increase ef-
ficiency by 5 152.05 yuan/hm? ,the effect of reduce cost was significant. The best performance of variety production were Yuyou No. 1 and Yuy-
ou No. 4,which showed significant differences with Yuhong Oil No. 4,Huayou No. 8 ,Yunyou Miscellaneous No. 2. [ Conclusion] Yuyou No. 1

Jo A AR, = kL 6532003, kIl B AR B ARAE 0, = RE k1L 6532005 4. 41

and Yuyou No. 4 should be the leading varieties for promoting light-simplified and high-efficiency cultivation techniques in Yuxi area.
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Table 1 Comparison of growth period and main agronomic traits of different treatments
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R *Yj\ﬁfﬁl{ 6;\}1\:@&5[ FAEJF Main inflorescence %1:*% ‘ ‘
ARG G;uwih Plant IR First GESS e Sk LS Seris TR
Treatment . . First effective N Effective ﬁ)‘ij{% HYCEE Effective  Grain number 1 000—grain
period  height . effective Effective Pod R
code branch height lensth : pods per per pod weight /g
d cm branch gt
2 em } 2 om pods density plant
number

A B, 171 169.2 48.5 6.8 76.3 55.6 0.73 300.2 26.5 3.27
A,B, 173 171.9 58.9 5.2 62.0 64.9 1.05 258.7 25.6 3.20
A, By 170 172.7 51.4 6.8 77.3 54.9 0.71 311.6 26. 1 2.85
AB, 171 177.7 55.2 5.7 61.1 59.2 0.97 303.6 17.8 4.35
A, Bs 173 170.9 50.1 6.8 76.9 54.9 0.71 311.1 26.3 3.68
A, Bg 171 164.6 68.3 4.8 64. 1 69.5 1.08 226.9 31.0 3.25
A,B(CK,) 169 172.5 45.2 7.0 81.5 55.5 0.68 353.2 26.0 3.13
ABy(CKy) 173 165. 4 53.6 6.2 71.3 70.8 0.99 367.4 27.4 3.10
AB3(CKy) 169 169.2 55.1 6.4 72.4 53.5 0.74 279.2 26.7 2.81
A,B,(CK,) 171 169. 4 42.1 5.5 60.8 60.0 0.99 318.2 21.2 4.20
A,Bs(CKs) 172 169. 8 48.9 6.8 73.8 52.9 0.72 305.6 25.7 3.58
A,Bg(CKg) 171 155.1 65.5 5.1 58.3 56.4 0.97 228.5 29.2 3.40
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Table 2 Comparison of the yields of different treatments
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Treatment Plot yield yield Increased Increased  Rank
code kg/hm?>  or decreased  or decreased
production percentage
kg %
A B, 28.70 4305.45 21.03 7.91 2
AB, 28.88 4 332.00 14. 47 5.44 1
A, By 27.41 4 111.50 12.93 4.95 4
AB, 24.78 3717.45 1.97 0.80 7
A, Bg 23.34 3 501. 00 38.17 19.55 11
A, Bg 23.98 3597.00 2.50 1.05 9
A,B(CK,)  26.60 3990. 00 0 0 5
A,B,(CK,)  27.43 4114.95 0 0 3
A)By(CK;)  26.12 3917.55 0 0 6
A,B,(CK,)  24.59 3 688.05 0 0 8
A;Bs(CKs)  19.52 2928.45 0 0 12
A,Bs(CKg)  23.73 3 559.50 0 0 10
2.3 FESH ME3IAHLALE A B, AB 5 A B, A,B,

Lo AB, I 52250, 5 ABy P fE R 2R,
/E\:'ﬂﬂﬁlﬂﬁﬁ*&ﬁ%%ﬁ,ﬁfﬂ Asz \A1B35 AzBl \A2B3 I‘Eﬂ
AMAEREZS 5 A B, ABACI e 225, 5 A B,
A,Bq A By K A,Bs b BRI £7 754 35 22 575 ALB, ALY

A,B; A\B, A,BAbPREIRAEAE B E 2R, 5 A By (A, B AL B
[ fFTE 35 22 5%, 5 A\ By S A, By &b B ) 77 76 A% 3 2%
S AB, MBS A\ B, A, B, AbFR L A, B Ab B A] R AEAE i 3
25,5 A,Bg A By AbFRAIAAAE B 25 5, 5 A, B AL ERL R £F
TEM R 25 55 A, B, A, B, A3 5 A B, (A, BAbFE K A B, 4k
PRRAAAE B 25 5% 5 A, B AL PR BIAAFE A I8 35 22 55 A By
WP A,Bg A By AbIBIAFAAE L E 25 5, 5 A, B AR H ]
FEOERR B 35 25 55 A, B LA B 55 A, B &b JH 0] £7 76 e i 3

%E‘O

x3 FEALEMEFFENTESH

Table 3 Variance analysis of yields of different factors and treatments

S A e 145 - 357
%:%ﬁﬁ e Avfr;? y?ld %jgﬁnjt Af;fgfﬂ sield
kg/hm code kg/hm?
A,B, 4305.45 aA A, 3927.45 aA
AB, 4332.00 aA A, 3699.75 bB
A,B, 4 111.50 abAB B, 4 145.70 aA
AB, 3 717.45 cdeBCD || B, 4221.75 aA
A,B 3501.00 eD B, 4011.75 aAB
A, B, 3/597.00 deCD B, 3 698. 40 bBC
A,B,(CK,) 3990. 00 abcABC || Bs 3208.05 D
A,By(CK,) 4 114.95 abAB B, 3571.35 bC
A,B,(CK;) 3 917. 55 bedABCD
A,B,(CKy) 3 688. 05 cdeBCD
A,Bs(CKy) 2928.45 {E
A,Bg(CK,) 3559.50 eCD

I : ISR NG “FRERRTE 0. 05 /KF25 5 835 AR R K5 -8F
FORTE 0. 01 P25 5l 25
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences at 0. 05 level ;different capital letters in the same column indi-

cated extremely significant differences at 0. 01 level
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Table 4 Comparison of economic benefits of different cultivation methods

y — 2 = 1h O i N
PR A Input//7t/hm 7= Output s A
Cultivation- A2y Ko Fh¥- e P RALE N JrEE I -~ Net e

hod Pesticide . Labor  Agricultural o Yield  Output value 1ncome Input/
methods Fertilizer . Sum 2 — 2 I 2

and seed force machinery kg/hm IC/hm J6/hm output

B2 TR B RO AR 577.5 2 145 6 000 1 050 9772.5 3927.45 21600.75 11 828.25 1.2.21
Easy and efficient planting

UM IE 1raditiona antin . . . . . . 1.
LG FAE Traditional planting( CK) 577.5 2 145 9 600 1350 13 672.5 3699.75 20348.70 6 676.20 1.1.49
HE X BE Compared with control 0 0 -3 600 =300 -3900.00 +227.70 +1252.05 +5152.05 +0.72
ZEAIEZY Saving cost 0.00 0.00 -37.50 -22.22 -28.52 +6. 15 +6. 15 +77.17 +48.32

and enhancing efficiency,//%

TSRS 5.5 J0/kg JRE 2.2 70/ /kg BRHN 3.5 70/ kg 455 0. 6 J0/ kg IS 6 JT/ kg i T 150 J0/hm® B ACAAUANG 225 J0/hm® Rl
67.5 J6/hm” WL HLBK 135 J0/hm? s (EGEFEALEE 1 350 J0/hm® AL AORHIHLARIER 1 050 J6/hm’ s N T4 40 5t/ T,
Note; The prices of rapeseed was 5.5 Yuan/kg,urea was 2. 2 yuan/kg, potassium sulfate was 3. 5 yuan/kg, superphosphate was 0. 6 yuan/kg, borax was

6 yuan/kg;Prices of seed was 150 yuan/hm?, high — effective cypermethrin was 225 yuan/hm?, Haress was 67. 5 yuan/hm? imidacloprid was

135 yuan/hm” | cost of traditional planting machines was 1 350 J&/hm® ,machinery harvesting of easy and efficient planting was 1 050 J5/hm” ;cost of

labor force was 40 yuan per labor force
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