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Effects of Fertilizer and Planting Density on Yield Related Traits of Nongdadou 2 under Different Soil Conditions
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Abstract
“Nongdadou 2”.[ Method ] The effects of three fertilizer levels and three plant densities on yield related traits of “Nongdadou 2” were investiga-
ted by split plot design in three locations with different soil conditions. [ Result] The results showed that yield traits of “Nongdadou 2” affected
by fertilizer, planting density and their interactions varies depending on soil fertilizer levels.Under low soil fertilizer,seed number per plant and
seed weight per plant were significantly different between treatments,and the yield was highest using the density of 25.5%10* plants/hm* and
the compound fertilizers of 375 kg/hm’ ; Under middle soil fertilizer levels, significant differences in pod number per plant and seed number per
plant were identified , and yield was highest using the density of 18.0x 10" plants/hm* and compound fertilizers of 225 kg/hm® ; Under high fer-
tile soil,seed weight per plant showed significant variation between treatments, and highest yield was achieved using the density of 18.0x 10
plants/hm” and compound fertilizers of 375 kg/hm”.[ Conclusion ] The research results provided practical guidance for the large scale extension
of “Nongdadou 2” under different soil conditions.
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Table 1 Comparison of the soil fertility of three test sites
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TR0 Hb 5 Organic Alkali- Available Rapldly
Test site matter hysirsl(fg:r?le phosphate ;:{;1::1};1;
g'kg mg/kg mg/kg mg“/“kg
HiBH Quyang 10.5 3.1 8.4 18.5
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Table 2 Comparison of the yields of Nongdadou 2 in different treat-

ments under middle soil fertility condition

5iH e ol
Item Treatment code Yield // kg/hm’
Tt ALK A, 27135 b
Fertilizing level A, 29350 a
Ay 28419 ab
K B, 27095 ¢
Density level B, 29242 a
B, 2 856.7 b
HaE AB, 2589.8d
Combination AB, 27554 ¢
A B, 27954 ¢
A,B, 27393 ¢
A,B, 3088.5 a
A,B, 29772 b
A,B, 27995 ¢
A,B, 2928.7b
A,B, 2797.6 ¢

T [FISAR NG TR TE 0.05 KF-28 5 B 3%
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level
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Table 3 Comparison of the yields of Nongdadou 2 in different treat-

ments under high soil fertility condition

WiH QPG5 i
Ttem Treatment code Yield // kg/hm’
ALK A 2733.7b
Fertilizing level A, 2 878.6 a
A, 29137 a
2 E K B, 2 696.9 b
Density level B, 29269 a
B, 29022 a
HE A B, 2599.1f
Combination A B, 2 768.7 de
AB, 2 833.1 ed
A,B, 2799.5d
AB, 29295 be
A,B, 2 906.9 be
A,B, 2692.2 ef
A;B, 3082.5 a
A,B, 2 966.5 b

T WIS RN F 1R TE 0.05 /K- 22 53 1 3%
Note ;: Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level
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Table 4 Comparison of the yields of Nongdadou 2 in different treat-

ments under low soil fertility condition

YE| JSE RS FohE
Ttem Treatment code Yield // kg/hm®
Tt K- A, 23844b
Fertilizing level A, 2704.0 a
A, 27674 a
R B, 24958 ¢
Density level B, 2593.0b
B, 2767.1 a
iR A,B, 2278.6 ¢
Combination A B, 2 383.1 de
A B, 2491.5d
A,B, 2602.2 ¢
A,B, 2639.6 ¢
A,B, 2870.1 a
A,B, 2 606.5 ¢
A,B, 27563 b
A 2939.6 a

3D;

T : [RSNGB FRIRTE 0.05 K22 53 . 2%

Note : Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level
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Fig.1 Mushroom bud density
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Fig.2 Comparison of straw mushroom yield under different sterilization conditions
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