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Effects of Different Planting Densities on Yield and Physiological Characteristics of Xinmai 35
FU Liang, JIANG Zhi-kai, XIA Yan-li et al
Abstract
ing densities were set to study its effects on wheat yield and physiological characteristics. The results showed that under different planting densi-

(Xinxiang Institute of Agricultural Sciences, Xinxiang, Henan 453000 )
Under the field conditions, the new large-grain wheat variety Xinmai 35 was used as experimental material, and five different plant-

ties, the yield of wheat increased first and then decreased with the increase of density. When the planting density reached 220 plants/m’, the
yield of wheat was the highest. When the planting density exceeded 220 plants/m’, the yield of wheat decreased sharply. It can be seen that
220 plants/m’ treatment was the optimal planting density of wheat. Under 220 plants/m’ treatment, the wheat population was in a reasonable
state, the total amount of roots was more, and the growth of aboveground parts was also good, so that the wheat yield was the highest. Under
different planting densities, wheat chlorophyll a, chlorophyll b, soluble sugar content, soluble protein content and other physiological charac-

teristics gradually increased with the growth process of wheat.
Key words Wheat; Xinmai 35 ;Planting density ; Yield
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Fig.1 Effects of different treatments on wheat yield
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Table 1 Effects of different treatments on the physiologic characters of

wheat
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Treatment Grm.,vth Chlorophyll ~ Chlorophyll sugar protein
code period  a content b content content content
mg/g mg/g % ne/e
A, A 0.68 0.44 0.07 70.32
W 0.98 0.63 0.38 95.41
Eiliga:t] 1.39 0.84 0.44 98.89
TR 1.71 0.88 0.52 104.67
S 1.19 ¢ 0.70 ¢ 0.35b 9232 b
A, A 0.81 0.52 0.13 84.12
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Y 2.78 1.27 0.64 119.72
SR 2.09a 0.97 a 0.46 a 103.42 a
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W 1.50 0.86 0.34 91.50
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Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level
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Fig.10 The water gradient distribution of rain garden
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Fig.11 The iris of A Pu Bei Si rain garden in Beijing
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