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Effects of Sowing Density on Agronomic Characters and Yield of Millet

LIU Xin, CHENG Kai, WANG Zhen-hua et al (Millet Research Institute, Shanxi Agricultural University, Changzhi, Shanxi 046011)

Abstract [ Objective ] To explore the changes in agronomic characteristics and yield of millet under different sowing densities. [ Method ] Using
Changsheng 13 as the material , six different sowing densities of 600 000, 570 000, 540 000, 510 000, 480 000, 450 000 plants/hm”* were set
to study the effects of planting density on the agronomic characters, dry matter quality per plant and yield of millet. [ Result ] As the sowing
density of Changsheng 13 gradually decreased from 600 000 plants/hm? to 450 000 plants/hm?*, the plant height did not change significantly,
and the ear length, ear diameter, and 1 000-grain weight all increased with the decrease of the sowing density ;the general trend of dry matter
quality per plant was that the lower the sowing density, the greater the dry matter mass per plant;with the decrease of sowing density, the yield
increased slightly at first, then decreased, and then increased greatly, reaching the highest when the sowing density was 450 000 plants/hm?.

[ Conclusion] The yield of Changsheng 13 reached the highest when the sowing density was 450 000 plants/hm”. This research can provide a

theoretical basis for further research on high-yield cultivation techniques of millet.
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Table 1 Differences of agronomic characters in different treatments

piee] Pid K TR TR
Treatment Plant height//cm Ear length//g Ear diameter//cm 1 000-grain weight//g
T, 131.0124. 14 a 23.90+5.32 ¢ 3.01+0.41 ¢ 2.77+0.21 d

T, 130.43+7.27 a 24.83+4.77 b 3. 11+0. 57 be 2.84+0.32 ¢

T, 129.30+9.71 a 24.92+4.86 b 3.16+0.63 b 2.96+0.28 b

T, 132.81+6.11 a 25.10+5.32 ab 3.27+0.39 ab 3.02+0. 21 ab
Ts 131.45+5.37 a 25.33+4.77 ab 3.28+0.48 ab 3.08+0.32 ab
T 133.30+7.25 a 26.10+4.86 a 3.32+0.54 a 3.16+0.28 a

T A TRNG 5 R R R R AL BITE 0. 05 KF-285 3%

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column stand for significant differences between different treatments at 0. 05 level
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Fig. 6 Millet yield of different sowing density
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