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Abstract

Under the ecological conditions of high sandy soil, mulching ridge cultivation test on Taihua 8 was carried out for two years under

the field condition. We studied the effects of single-seed sowing density on yield, growth period, leaf area, leaf area index and plant characteristics

of Taihua 8. The results showed that when the planting distance was 11-13 em, Taihua 8 showed the highest yield, the best plant traits and the most

reasonable population.
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Table 1 Effects of different treatments on the yield of Taihua 8

Lb IR &7 Converted frik
Treatment code yield//kg/hm* Rank
@ 4163.45 €D 6
(@) 4 452.80 dC 5
® 5279.06 aA 1
@ 5 037.94 bAB 2
® 4931.84 beB 3
©® 4 738.94 cBC 4
@ 4 044.50 eD 7

TR NG FE For A 0.05 K T22 55 B IR A s 76
FIRTE 0. 01 /K22 5 . 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 2  Effects of different treatments on the growth period of
Taihua 8

S ¥R FEFIY Hi TFAE e
Treatment Sowing Seeding Flowering Mature

code date stage stage stage

@ 04-17 04-28 05-24 08-26

(@) 04-17 04-28 05-24 08-26

® 04-17 04-28 05-23 08-26

@ 04-17 04-28 05-23 08-26

® 04-17 04-28 05-23 08-24

© 04-17 04-28 05-22 08-24

@ 04-17 04-28 05-22 08-24
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Table 3 Effects of different treatments on the leaf area and leaf index of Taihua 8 at different growth stages

21 Seeding stage FFAE F &M Flowering stage

25324 Pod bearing stage JEGY Mature stage

T

Treatment i T 48 R i T W48
code Leaf area Leaf index Leaf area Leaf index Leaf area Leaf index Leaf area Leaf index
@ 278.4 1.10 1326.5 5.26 2011.4 7.98 838.4 3.33
@ 314.3 0.97 1371.2 4.23 2241.3 6.92 1043.7 3.22
® 352.7 0.89 1389.5 3.51 2 489.4 6.29 1196.4 3.02
@ 401.5 0. 86 1422.7 3.04 2 510.5 5.36 1323.5 2.83
® 439.3 0.81 1531.6 2.84 2757.6 5.1 1431.3 2.65
© 472.5 0.77 1589.7 2.60 3011.2 4.92 1588.4 2.60
@ 502. 1 0.73 1625.8 2.38 3359.5 4.91 1707.6 2.50
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on the plant characters of Taihua 8 at mature stage

pUEE RS TR [3S SO AR BARREE AL (EE S JEARAL
Treatment Main stem Lateral branch Total branches Effective Fruits per Full fruits Flat fruits
code height//cm length//cm % branches /5% plant /> A~ A
@ 31.4 32.4 11.3 7.1 20.4 18.3 2.1
@ 35.5 33.7 10.8 6.9 19.5 17.4 2.1
® 37.6 36. 1 10.8 6.7 19.3 17.1 2.2
@ 36.4 39.3 10. 1 5.6 18.7 16.1 2.6
® 36.7 40.0 10.0 5.6 18.6 15.8 2.8
© 37.2 40.6 9.8 5.4 18.6 15.5 3.1
@ 38.6 41.4 9.5 4.9 17.7 14.4 3.3
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Table 5 Effects of different treatments on the pods traits of Taihua 8

1 kg J&3R 1 kg pods

e ) AR HE o JERALING L
Treatment SBE VL [~ 1% ior 100-fruit 100-kernel Kernel Pod plum-
code Fruit number  Full-fruit Kernel Kernel Full-kernel weight weight percentage pness rate
™ weight /g weight /g number//}> weight /g 8 8 %o /%
@ 464 978.4 783.6 858 760. 8 257.3 119.5 78.36 76.7
@) 468 974.8 783.0 868 756. 6 257.3 117.3 78.30 76.3
® 488 974.2 780.2 874 756. 6 257.2 115.4 78.02 76.0
@ 468 965.2 772.6 882 748.4 256.8 115.6 77.26 74.6
® 452 966. 2 769.4 884 746.6 256.3 114.8 76.94 74.3
©® 508 960. 6 768.2 912 740. 8 253.8 111.9 76. 82 73.8
@ 520 950. 4 762.2 934 740.2 242. 1 107.6 76.22 72.4
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