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Effects of Different Planting Densities on Early Mature Sweet Potato Variety Longshu No. 9
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Abstract

(Linyi Agricultural Technology Extension Service Center, Linyi, Shandong 276000 )
A total of 4 horizontal density tests on Longshu No. 9 were carried out in Yinan County, which were 39 000, 46 500, 55 500 and

63 000 plants/hm’. We researched the proper planting densities in hilly and mountainous area of Linyi County. Results showed that under the

test condition, treatment of 63 000 plants/hm” density had the highest yield and economic potato rate.
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Effects of different treatments on the aboveground part of
Longshu No. 9

Table 1
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plant//cm plant// per plant/kg ke/hm’
D1 68. 87 7.37 0.187 5 7312
D2 77.83 6.37 0.167 2 7774
D3 74. 40 5.10 0.1358 7 538
D4 72.33 5.83 0.151 6 9 550
2.2 AEMEZTEMNHEM TG H%2 0%, M

R BEIEIN, AR S S AR R
NS R R AT TY A8 S e g )1 e I L R A -
WRESERAE 3. 37 ~4. 11 /4> Hirp D1 ARRHR 5, O 4. 11 4>, 4%
AP R BIARYR S D1.,D2 D4 D3 gh3lil; S22 e D1 4k
Fi=D2 4b > D3 4b B> D4 4b B, Hob D4 4b B AR, K
0. 149 kg; PR RS TAE 0. 517~0. 657 kg, 5L 25 5%
Yk k DI>D2>D3>D4, ot D1 A 25, K 662.7 g, D4 4ib
FREAR , o 536 g B AR Tt B ka3, L D1 Ak
PRIAR, K 25 606 kg/hm® , D4 4b ¥ 55, 4y 34 239 kg/hm’
iR 2 BEAL B DA BEARE FE AL D1 KGN 61. 54% , 735 5.
PR TR R 17. 20% , 32 % B RGN B4 52 i, fe 28 B4R T L



38 B A

2019 £

Ho NP EE T L D4 AR

F2 AEALKEXNEZE9 S TERRM
Table 2 Effects of different treatments on the underground part of
Longshu No. 9

ik bR At
WS SEEL qj%i ks Fresh weight
Single Potato
Treatment  Potatoes . of underg-
code per plant potato weight per round part
e weight//kg ~ plant//kg ke/hm?
D1 4.11 0.163 0. 657 25 606
D2 3.97 0. 163 0. 641 29 806
D3 3.37 0. 154 0.517 28 704
D4 3.70 0. 149 0.544 34 239
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Table 3 Effects of different treatments on the yield and its component
factors of Longshu No. 9

wmEs WM pEeR R .
Treatment Plant number Yield per Yield lei
code A~/hm? plant/kg kg/hm? an
D1 39 000 0.669 9 25 606 bA 4
D2 46 500 0.647 1 29 806 abA 3
D3 55 500 0.5190 28 704 abA 2
D4 63 000 0.5513 34 239 aA 1

T : BN ING F-BEFIRAE 0. 05 7KF-25 50 355 [R5 AR W) K5 7
BEFORTE 0.01 KOF-22 74 B3
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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