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Table 1 Factor and levels of the experiment
& # Factor
K
Level A FBERhEEF Seceding density B#FEE Sowing quality
_evels
JCRE D /(g k1)
1 15 0.5
2 25 1.5
3 35 2.5
=2 AR
Table 2 Test scheme
Kb3g & # Factor
AXB
Treatment A B
1 Al B1 AlB1
2 Al B2 AlB2
3 Al B3 AlB3
4 A2 Bl A2B1
5 A2 B2 A2B2
6 A2 B3 A2B3
7 A3 B1 A3B1
8 A3 B2 A3B2
9 A3 B3 A3B3
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Fig. 1

Effects of different treatments on seedling emergence rate of shallot
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Table 3 Effects of different treatments on the growth of shallot

A A R (e R4 SYEEEL

Treatment Combination Plant height/cm Stem diameter/mm Number of leaves//> Number of tillers//4>

1 AlBL 31. 80£0. 05f 17.51£0. 17¢ 3.16%0.04d 2. 34710, 12¢
2 AlB2 38. 50£0. 23b 18. 11£0. 44bc 3.27%0.04d 2. 5110, 14c
3 AlB3 40, 0110. 11a 18. 71£0. 21bc 3. 90£0. 0lc 2. 6010, 0dc
4 A2B1 32.5140.01e 17.27+£0. 07¢ 3.8240.0lc 3.0530.01b
5 A2B2 36, 6210. 0lc 19. 30£0. 14b 4, 2710, 07ab 4,1240.0la
6 A2B3 38.1240.01b 21.53%0. 79a 4, 46710, 0da 4, 22740.0la
7 A3B1 35.7240.01d 18. 424£0. 18bc 4.1640. 01b 4.1340.01a
8 A3B2 38.3140.01b 18. 59£0. 14be 4.1940. 08b 4.1440.01a
9 A3B3 38.1140. 52b 19. 67£0. 10ab 4.2540.01b 4.1540. 15a
A * % * * % * %
B % % % % % % * %

AXB * % * * ® * %

% P<<0. 05, * # P<{0.01,
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Fig. 2 Effects of different treatments on yield of shallot
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Effects of Different Sowing Densities and Qualities on
Growth and Yield of Shallot

YE Lin,ZHANG Guangdi, ZHAO Xia, LI Jianshe, YU Xiaoyan, FANG Haitian
(School of Agriculture, Ningxia Uniersity/Facility Horticulture Engineering Technique Center of Ningxia/Research
Center for Technological Innovation of Facility Horticulture Ningxia(Ningxia Uniersity) , Yinchuan, Ningxia 750021)

Abstract: Shallot was used as material, the experiment was conducted with 2 factors and 3 levels
orthogonal design. The seedling emergence rate, plant height, stem diameter, leaf number and tiller
number were analyzed under different sowing densities Cevery hole of 15, 25, 35 grain) and sowing
qualities(every grain of 0.5,1.5,2.5 g). The effects of sowing density and quality on the growth and
yield of shallot were studied. The results showed that the sowing rate, plant height, stem diameter, leaf
number, tiller number and yield were significantly affected by different densities and qualities. When
sowing density was every hole of 25 grain, when sowing quality was 2.5 g per grain, shallots growed
better, shallot yield per unit area was the highest and suitable for planting in the local of Ningxia.
Keywords: shallot; growth; yield



