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Abstract Under the condition of delayed sowing date, the effects of sowing density on different agronomic traits (such as plant height, diam-
eter and so on) and yield traits of two cultivars of leaf mustard were analyzed. The results showed that different sowing densities had little effect
on plant height, degree of development and individual plant quality of compact cultivar ( A2), besides had little effect on yield and plant
height of expanded cultivar (A1), the degree of development, individual plant quality of expanded cultivar (A1) decreased significantly. The
yield of different cultivars increased with the increase of planting density. Compact cultivar (A2) showed lower yield increase in low density

(1. Horticultural Institute, Sichuan Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Vegetable

area than expanded cultivar, and higher yield increase in high density area than developing cultivar. Compact cultivar ( A2) was more suitable

for high yield in high density planting with delayed sowing date.
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Table 1 Effects of cultivation density on agronomic traits of leaf mustard cm
b3 B Piniidia LIRS 5E
Treatment Plant height Degree of development Leaf length Leaf width
A1DI 52.03+2.46 83.70+3.28 bB 57.90+3. 00 bB 40. 60+2. 28 bB
A1D2 52.53+1.05 81.10+4.71 bB 57.64+1.35 bB 39.88+1.46 bB
A1D3 51.87+2.36 78.83+4. 10 bB 57.48+2.42 bB 38.30+4.81 bB
A2D1 50.30+2. 65 67.87+2.57 aA 50.40+2.48 aA 30.50+1.71 aA
A2D2 50.73+2. 86 67.57+2.35 aA 50.30+3. 34 aA 30.30+1. 86 aA
A2D3 50.47+1.59 67.27+1. 10 aA 50.28+2.05 aA 30.08+1. 10 aA
SEH4MH Average 51.32 74.39 54.02 34.95
FHrifE2E Standard deviation 2.09 7.67 4.18 5.24
75 5 Z K0 Coefficient of variation//% 4.07 10. 31 7.74 14.99

1 BN R KNG B3R AN R A 3R] 22 54 b 35 (P<0. 01) 1 i 3 (P<0. 05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column mean significant differences between different treatments ( P<0. 05) ;different capital letters mean signifi-
cant differences between different treatments( P<0.01)
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Table 2 Effect of planting density on yield of leaf mustard

e BT I s s
Treatment Mass per plant//kg Cell production//kg Increase production rate//% Increase production rate//%
AlID1 2.10+0. 17 bB 122.95+10.76 aAB — —
A1D2 1. 80+0. 26 abB 167.27+10.94 bBC 36. 04 —
A1D3 1. 60£0. 26 aA 225.13+37.40 ¢D 83.10 34.59
A2D1 1.57£0.12 aA 100. 57+5. 88 aA — —
A2D2 1.70+0. 10 aAB 126.45+9.37 aAB 25.73 —
A2D3 1.57+0.06 aA 181.65+13. 17 bCD 80. 62 43.65
SEYI{E Average 1.72 154.01

FrifE2= Standard deviation 0.25 45.76

75 5 Z K0 Coefficient of variation//% 14.30 29.71

TE : RIS R RN TR A [RI AR B E] 22 54 2. 25 (P<0. 01) FLZ 2 (P<0. 05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column mean significant differences between different treatments ( P<0. 05) ;different capital letters mean signifi-

cant differences between different treatments( P<0.01)
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Table 3 Ecosystem service value change in the Wanjiang City Belt 12t
HiIX Region 1990 4F 1995 4¢ 2000 4E 2005 4 2010 4F 2015 4E /}UJCE
Variation
A E Hefei 35.93 36.05 35.75 35.47 35.08 34.70 -1.22
H75) Chaohu 63. 14 63.53 64.02 64.03 64. 00 63.74 0.61
FEIH Wuhu 23.07 23.60 23.42 23.42 23.07 22.88 -0.19
Ih#zl] Ma’ anshan 13.19 13.21 12.89 13.28 13.47 13.30 0.11
il Tongling 8.11 8.36 8.36 8.35 8.26 8.01 -0.10
2Pk Anging 150. 52 152.29 152. 06 151.92 151.70 151.31 0.79
JtH Chizhou 85.85 85.45 84. 86 84.97 84.78 84.49 -1.35
M Chuzhou 80. 09 79.45 78.95 79. 11 79.16 79.08 -1.01
H 3§ Xuancheng 129. 10 127.57 127.30 127.27 127.03 126.93 -2.17
44 &K Jin” an, Shucheng 30.07 29.85 29.55 29.53 29.47 29.32 -0.76
41t Total 619.07 619. 36 617.17 617.34 616.01 613.77 -5.31
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