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Abstract; Effect of sowing time and seedling density on yield of the rice, Teyoul0O3, in early and late seasons was

studied. The result showed that sowing time and seedling density affected mainly the spike number and grains per

spike. Thus, with moderate fertilization, Teyou 103 could be sowed in mid-February for the early crop and in mid-

July for the late crop at a seedling density of 650, 000 per hm” in southern Fujian for the highest possible yield.
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Table 2 Averaged yield and contributing factors of treatments in early and late seasons in 2009

(kg « hm %) C +hm?) (%) (g)

A1B 7147. 5 8 261. 30 134, 7 83. 06 26. 50
Ar By 7975. 0 3 288 81 141, 4 88 17 26. 18
A1 By 7750. 0 6 301, 31 138 4 84, 90 26, 00
Ay By 7802 5 4 282. 56 143. 0 84. 98 25. 92
Ay By 8100. 0 1 271. 30 147. 3 86. 30 26, 43
A, B; 8025. 0 2 291. 31 128, 4 88 42 26. 48
As B, 7050. 0 9 262. 55 151. 3 83 13 27. 03
As B, 7777. 5 5 288, 81 143. 7 82 41 26, 70
A3 By 7675. 0 7 303, 81 129. 5 85. 55 26, 91
7700. 3 283. 53 139, 7 85. 21 26. 46

%) 4,79 5 48 5. 55 2.53 1. 44

aib 8337. 5 4 217. 54 157. 0 93. 27 27.7
arby 8475. 0 2 230. 05 152. 8 93 15 27. 0
ai by 7937. 5 9 237. 55 147. 5 90. 17 27. 2
asby 8212, 5 6 227. 55 158 5 92. 38 27. 4
asby 8900. 0 1 247. 55 149. 7 92. 37 27. 6
asbs 8250. 0 5 225. 05 147. 8 92. 02 27. 4
asby 8150. 0 7 222. 55 142 4 92. 98 27. 1
asby 8475. 0 2 237. 55 146, 1 93. 15 27. 2
asbs 8037. 5 8 240, 05 137. 1 92. 05 26. 8
8303. 8 231 72 148 8 92. 39 27,3
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Table 3 Variance analysis on data for early and late seasons in 2009

F
A 2 0. 9563 0. 4782 48, 727 0. 0016
B 2 5. 123 2. 5615 261. 036 0. 0001
AXB 4 0. 0393 0. 0098 0. 061 0. 9924
18 2. 88 0. 16
26 8 9985
a 2 0. 3757 0. 1879 1. 566 0. 3145
b 2 1. 7874 0. 8937 7. 45 0. 0448
axXb 4 0. 4798 0. 12 1 075 0. 3978
18 2. 0083 0. 1116
26 4. 6513
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Table 4 Differences on yield of treatments with varied sowing , ,
time in early and late season in 2009 . X .
(kg » hm™?) ’ ’ ’
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Table 6 Effect of sowing time on yield for early and late season in 2009
¢ +hm?) ) (2) (kg * hm ?)
A 272.70 127.0 90. 32 26.8 7625.0
A, 276. 45 141.6 86. 27 26.3 7841.7
As 282.45 136. 4 88. 05 27.7 7500. 0
aj 271. 20 140. 3 88.55 25.2 8350.0
az 268. 20 145. 3 83. 40 24.8 8454. 2
az 248. 85 139.5 86.76 25.8 8237.5
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Table 7 Effect of seedling density on yield factors for early and late season in 2009
( +hm™?) Y% () (kg « hm~?%)
By 299.55 138.9 86. 87 25.7 7200.0
By 265. 95 138.1 87.33 26.7 7950. 0
B; 265.65 128.0 90. 45 26.5 7816.7
b, 268.8 145.2 84.70 25.4 8250.0
B, 267.6 145. 4 85.99 25.1 8616.7
bs 251. 85 136. 5 88.01 26.6 8175.0
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