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Effects of Transplanting Density on Seed Yield and Quality of Double-low Rape Suyou No.8
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Abstract
we studied the effects of different transplanting densities on Suyou No. 8 yield and main quality by field density test. The results showed that
with the increase of the density, production showed a tendency of firstly increase and then decrease, there were significant differences in yield

To find out the suitable transplanting density for double low rapeseed varieties Suyou No. 8 and to ensure the quality of double low,

between densities;low density levels could significantly increase the pod number,the whole pod numbers decreased as density increased , while
total population pod number showed a tendency of firstly increase and then decrease. Density had little impacts on grains per pod and 1 000-
grain weight. In order to achieve high yield, we should pay major attention to total population pod numbers. With the increase of density, prin-
cipal axis and effective pods of primary branches reduced, at the same time the secondary effective branch number per plant reduced and its ef-
fective pods reduced significantly. Density showed no significant impacts on erucic acid, thioglycoside, oil content and protein content of Suyou
No. 8. Under the test condition, the proper transplanting density of Suyou No.8 should be 165 thousand plants/hm” in order to achieve high

yield and to ensure the quality of double low.
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Table 1 Effects of density on the yield of Suyou No.8

JNX P Bre IR
L o ;Eeﬁ Comenly yield ok

kg/ /X kg/hm’
M, 4.99 249495 ¢ 6
M, 5.5 2 640.00 be 4
M, 5.73 2 865.00 abe 3
M, 5.93 2 965.05 ab 2
M, 6.41 3205.05 a 1
M, 5.4 2 620.05 be 5

LE : RIS/ NG TR TE 0.05 KF-28 5 B 3%
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level
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Fig.1 Relationship between transplanting density and the yield

and oil content of Suyou No.8
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Table 2 Effects of transplanting density on yield component factors of

Suyou No.8
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Treatment  Effective poI:;j)lt;gion Grair(l)sd pet grain Yield
code pods per pods *;/ P weight kg/hm’
plant // /> FiA/hm’ 5
M, 703.0 a 3163.5 24.8 4.51 2494.95 ¢
M, 512.6 ab 38445 23.9 4.52 2 640.00 be
M, 496.8 b 5216.4 23.0 4.71 2 865.00 abc
M, 480.4 b 6 485.4 24.3 4.58 2 965.05 ab
M, 4532'b 7 471.8 25.3 4.61 3205.05 a
M, 350.8 b 6 840.6 25.9 4.55 2 620.05 be

T FFUAR RN FRERRTE 0.05 /K22 57 35
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level
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Table 3 Effects of transplanting density on effective pods and effective branches of Suyou No.8

H U B Effective pods /4>

R0y ER Effective branches

AEFRG - — — wyTR—
Treatment ER AR RS ﬁ***y\ PR TR Ef{$*(A gfﬁi#{)\
code Princinal axis Primary branch  Secondary branch Primary brach Secondary branch Population primary Population secondary
cipat axis Ay brane Pecondary branc perplant // /4~ per plant /4~ branch// Ji/hm*>  branch // Ji/hm’

M, 64.6 a 343.2 a 2952 a 9.8 19.2 a 4.1 86.4

M, 66.4 a 271.4 ab 174.8 ab 8.6 15.8 ab 64.5 118.5

M, 60.2 ab 276.4 ab 160.2 b 8.0 13.2 ab 84.0 138.6

M, 63.2 a 260.4 ab 151.8 b 7.6 12.2 ab 102.6 164.7

M 69.0 ab 251.4 ab 133.0 b 8.2 10.2 ab 135.2 168.3

M, 51.2 b 2154 b 84.2 b 8.0 7.0b 156.0 136.5

T : ISR NG SRR TE 0.05 KF-28 57 B3

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level
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Table 4 Effects of transplanting density on quality characters of Suyou No.8

JUSLE e B H IFR ERlIES 5 FER R MR AR MR
Treatment Thioglycoside ~ Erucic acid Oil content Protein Palmitic acid  Stearic acid Oleic acid Linoleic acid  Linolenic
code wmol/g % % % % % % % acid /%
M, 18.77 1.19 44.73 36.89 3.77 0.14 73.62 12.88 7.35

M, 19.78 0.95 45.11 37.03 3.73 0.16 74.49 12.54 7.21

M, 20.36 1.05 44.38 35.43 3.78 0.16 75.4 12.17 7.33

M, 19.22 0.82 43.62 35.65 3.80 0.18 71.16 12.96 7.33

M, 19.69 0.73 43.92 35.43 3.66 0.15 74.81 12.59 7.24

M 18.49 0.91 43.55 35.89 3.71 0.17 74.80 12.73 7.01
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Table 3 Comparison of the agronomic characters and ear traits of different maize varieties
; - P ; ARk TRE
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o N aRawp SPPE OB mKk o o wE o mmomek TOEE [
SEA . Empty Ear Ear . Ear Kernels Seed- . .
Test Variety . Bare tip R weight per grain
Year stalk rate  diameter  length rows per row setting . .
group name % om om cm P i rate.// % panicle weight
g
2015 Wes CHlxit  AEE 14-11 0.5 5.8 19.1 0.4 15.7 38.7 86.2 243.6 426.1
ME 919(CK) 1.5 5.8 18.9 1.3 18.0 353 87.5 219.3 373.9
2016 #1448 D 4 XK 1EE 14-11 1.3 5.4 19.1 0.3 15.6 38.9 86.3 226.1 389.8
XE 919(CK) 1.2 5.6 19.1 2.3 17.9 34.0 86.4 199.1 358.1
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Table 4 Comparison of the stress resistance of different varieties
) Rk Disease grade
R f P A s EEES
AEA)y ZH 51 SR Plant Ear Lodging Bend KT KEBE JINBE B
Year Test Variety height height rate rate Lime Big Small Rust
group name cm cm %o % stains spot spot disease
2015 AL C 4K 1T 14-11 339.8 148.3 2.0 0.3 3 3 3 3
AE 919(CK) 322.7 138.8 1.4 0.3 3 3 3 3
2016 WL DAL AEE 14-11 342.2 153.2 0.6 0.8 3 1 1 3
XE 919(CK) 322.3 143.3 1.4 0.3 3 3 1 3
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