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Study on Summer Corn Planting Density and Harvesting Period in Northern Anhui Region
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Abstract
imental material to study the optimal planting density and appropriate harvest time. Results showed that with the increase of planting density,

(Anhui Province Agricultural Technology Extension Station, Hefei, Anhui
In order to provide technical basis for guiding summer maize production in northern Anhui region,Zhengdan 958 was used as exper-

the yield of maize in northern Anhui region increased ,and the density reached the highest at 75 000 plants /hm” , but the yield began to decline
after increasing to 82 500 plants /hm”. The optimal planting density was 75 000 plants /hm*. The 100-grain weight and the yield of maize in
northern Anhui region increased gradually with the delay of harvest time. After September 30th, the yield of maize tended to be stable and did
not increase any more. Moreover,the increase range of maize yield harvested after September 30th was significantly different from that before
September 20th, late harvest properly might increase the yield of maize.
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Table 1 Effects of different planting density treatments on yield and

its component factors of summer maize

Hi 2 1 AT, 4% 4b B P B B 7 B 9 312. 0 kg/hm
(8 185.5~10 146.0 kg/hm®) , H4hFH A 7 8 185.5 kg/hm” b
FH B 2k 8 826. 0 kg/hm® 43 C 5 9 381. 0 kg/hm’ L3 D Ky
10 146. 0 kg/hm® 4b3 E Yy 10 020. 0 keg/hm®, X FEIFE—E
TP, BEE P 2 B 3G I, r . (S % A B —
SETRIE 2 )5, B P s, 7= R R
2.3 FEMEZFELENBEEAIWmEMHE HE2
AL, 45 b BB S U T A R B SE 3 R 8 233, 5 kg/hm
(7294.5~8919.0 kg/hm®) , HA LB A 2y 7 294. 5 kg/hm® |
AbFE B Jy 8 032.5 kg/hm® LLFE C Jy 8 224. 5 kg/hm® AL D
7 8 919.0 ke/hm’ AbFE E 3y 8 698. 5 ke/hm’, 52t/ 5
R A — 3,
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Table 2 Effects of different planting density treatments on actual yield

of summer maize

b AR SR -
Treatment Plot yield Actual yield Renk
code kg/[X. kg/ hm?

A 29.2 7294.5 dC 5
B 32.1 8 032.5 cdBC 4
C 32.9 8 224.5 becABC 3
D 35.7 8919.0 aA 1
E 34.8 8 698.5 abAB 2
SE4 Average 32.9 8233.5

T : BRI NG AR TE 0. 05 KP4 5 B35 MR K S 7/F
FORTE 0. 01 AT 2 40 .3
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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. ok e FRREC TORIE R M R 4 AT A AL BT A 64 914 FH/hm’ (64 575~
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Trgatment ;;;Y;be; per spike weight yield Rank 65 955 F/hm*) ,H.Ar b 31 1 2k 65 955 FE/hm®, b3 2 R
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Table 3 Effects of different harvesting period treatments on the growth period of summer maize
(A =
a5 T L N X (e e FHEW e I ol
Treatment code Sowing date J 1 Bell-opening date Tasseling date Flowering date Harvesting date ° 8t
gency date period //d

1 06-15 06-21 07-26 07-31 08-05 09-15 92
2 06-15 06-21 07-26 07-31 08-05 09-20 97
3 06-15 06-21 07-26 07-31 08-05 09-25 102
4 06-15 06-21 07-26 07-31 08-05 09-30 107
5 06-15 06-21 07-26 07-31 08-05 10-05 112
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Table 4 Effects of different harvesting period treatments on the yield

and its component factors of summer maize

o W MRk ERE TR
ARG BRSL Far Grains 100-grain  Theoretical {3 ¥k
Treatment number . ; .

»  per spike weight yield Rank

code F4/hm h

A g kg/hm?
1 65 955 453.5 26.5 7 839.0 5
2 64 785 443.1 29.2 8323.5 4
3 64 620 459.4 30.1 8 893.5 3
4 64 635 459.7 31.2 9 190.5 2
5 64 575 460. 6 31.2 9228.0 1
SE4 Average 64 914 455.2 29.6 8695.5
2.6 FREMYHRAMEMEERIW~EHIHM diks Al

A AL A R SR P42 8 356, 5 kg/hm” (7 101, 0~
9021.0 kg/hm®) , Hrf b8 1 3% 7 101. 0 kg/hm®, ZbFH 2
8 116.5 kg/hm’, 4t ¥ 3 Jy 8 628. 0 kg/hm’, &b 3 4 N
8 916.0 kg/hm” AL 5 7 9 021. 0 kg/hm” , SZU 7t 58
A
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Table 5 Effects of different harvesting period treatments on the actual

yield of summer maize

LR N SR ok
Treatment code Plot yield//kg Actual yield//kg/hm®  Rank
1 28.4 7 101.0 cC 5

2 32.5 8 116.5 bB 4
3 34.5 8 628.0 aAB 3
4 35.7 8916.0 aA 2

5 36.1 9 021.0 aA 1
5 Average 33.4 8 356.5

7 : PR R/NG FRERORTE 0. 05 K225 5.3 [MPUR R K5 7
FRAE 0. 01 JRG22 740 35
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 6 Sensory quality evaluation results of raw tobacco of different sun-cured tobacco varieties

o ; . = ik P ; SRR Bk
s S e B TR o Sl gk SR
. . . Quality of Volume of Offensive . Sensory quality
Location Variety Richness Strength Irritancy Aftertaste
aroma aroma taste score
c3 81-26 6.00 6.00 6.50 6.50 6.50 6.00 6.00 70. 55
K- A 5.94 5.69 6.50 6.38 6.38 6.06 6.25 70. 58
N A 6.05 5.84 6.13 6.17 5.98 5.82 5.97 67.25
B2 81-26 6.43 6.21 6.29 6.43 6.14 5.86 5.86 68. 64
KA 6.36 6.21 6.43 6.64 6.21 5.71 5.93 69.75
JINH- A 6.21 6.14 6.29 6.29 6.07 5.93 5.93 68. 41
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