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Table 1 Layout of comparison tests for different rice planting methods

RIS HeAr 772 TR 18] R R 1 A /hm? IKFE ity Fi
1 B BT 2006 4 VLRV AR T 1.15 A9 5
2 DRI G 2006 F IR BT 3.82 o
3 BB E AR 2006 4 LI 221 oS
4 B T4 2004 4 LR A tsli 0.95 2105 I
5 IR/ RSN 2004 4 VLI &inTi 3.12 2105 1A%
6 IR A 2004 4 VLI &inTi 1.88 2105 1A%
7 B BT 2005 4F Wik il 0.96 K {818
8 LilN &S 2005 4F Mwix77L il 3.06 K {818
9 HUR B 2005 4E NS 7L 224 K {I 818
10 W BT 2006 4F YLV ARl 1.22 R4k 463
11 iR RIS 2006 4 TLPE SR T 2.14 a4l 463
12 B T4 2005 4 TLVE SR 1l 1.18 et 1122
13 IR/ RSN 2005 4 YLPE SR 3.26 Mt 1122
14 L E BT 2006 4 IR AN A, 2.25 FH 131
15 PRHAT AR 2006 4F BT AN AR 4.86 7H 131
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Table 2 Average yields for different rice planting methods

W FORREC  PEMMEEC  RARSORNC 4R PRTRE miRSR SR BPUHR
) /- m? ki ki /% /g /g chn’ kg o’ /%
1 312.89 127.58 11451 89.75 26.71 9570.24 8928.15 /
2 306.74** 131.15%* 118.67** 90.48 26.87 9781.22 9604.80 7.58
3 327.44** 115.24** 103.66** 89.95 26.01** 8828.69 8282.55 -7.23
4 315.14 129.46 115.15 88.94 27.19 9867.12 9417.00 /
5 309.29** 135.21** 120.66** 89.23 27.17 10139.88 10030.50 6.51
6 325.19** 114.26** 103.65** 90.71** 26.78 9026.72 8632.50 -8.33
7 267.14 143.87 122.48 85.13 29.11 9524.94 9151.80 /
8 262.79** 149.51** 128.31** 85.82* 29.80* 10048.52 9753.45 6.57
9 273.74** 135.38** 115.21** 85.09 29.14 9189.59 8836.65 -3.44
10 328.34 98.29 81.35 82.76 24.37 6509.53 6258.02 /
11 338.54** 103.54** 85.12** 82.21* 24.52 7066.02 6808.50 8.80
12 302.54 103.30 87.08 84.29 24.97 6578.61 6219.04 /
13 307.34** 107.21** 90.12** 84.06 25.18 6974.45 6727.50 8.18
14 601.79 69.23 59.55 86.01 25.26 9052.47 8862.00 /
15 617.39** 72.21** 62.63** 86.73* 25.48 9852.54 9654.75 8.95
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Table 3 Cost components and net profit for different rice planting methods
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/JG * hm /JG + hm /JG * hm” /76« hm* /JG * kg /76 + hm” /JG * hm” /%
1 3597.00 2100.00 1800.00 7497.00 1.72 15356.42 7859.42 /
2 3538.80 2700.00 135.00 6373.80 1.72 16520.26 10146.46 29.10
3 3732.00 2775.00 0 6507.00 1.72 14245.99 7738.99 -1.53
4 3472.50 2175.00 1800.00 7447.50 1.86 17515.62 10068.12 /
5 3429.00 2775.00 135.00 6339.00 1.86 18656.73 12317.73 22.34
6 3607.50 2850.00 0 6457.50 1.86 16056.45 9598.95 -4.66
7 3669.00 2175.00 1800.00 7644.00 1.50 13727.7 6083.7 /
8 3607.50 2775.00 135.00 6517.50 1.50 14630.18 8112.675 33.35
9 3804.00 2850.00 0.00 6654.00 1.50 13254.98 6600.975 8.50
10 2887.50 2175.00 1350.00 6412.50 1.40 8761.20 2348.7 /
11 2739.00 2775.00 163.50 5677.50 1.40 9531.90 3854.4 64.11
12 3405.00 2175.00 1500.00 7080.00 1.40 8706.60 1626.6 /
13 3471.00 2775.00 163.50 6409.50 1.40 9418.50 3009 84.99
14 6330.00 1800.00 1500.00 9630.00 1.80 15951.60 6321.6 /
15 6870.00 2475.00 285.00 9630.00 1.80 17378.55 7748.55 22.57

* 4 TREMEAXNAIEHIN LS
Table 4 Comparison of labor hours for different rice planting methods
WA #H/h-hm? /- hm JKAEFL/h-hm Hif/h-hm? v TR/hhm2 WY T R%
1 120.00 120.00 180.00 180.00 600.00 /
2 15.60 150.00 10.80 180.00 356.40 40.60
3 0 150.00 24.00 240.00 414.00 31.00
4 114.00 120.00 180.00 150.00 564.00 /
5 14.40 150.00 10.80 150.00 325.20 42.34
6 0 150.00 24.00 210.00 384.00 31901
7 120.00 120.00 180.00 180.00 600.00 /
8 18.00 150.00 10.80 180.00 358.80 40.20
9 0 150.00 24.00 240.00 414.00 31.00
10 96.00 90.00 180.00 60.00 426.00 /
11 29.40 120.00 10.80 60.00 220.20 48.31
12 96.00 120.00 180.00 180.00 576.00 /
13 29.40 150.00 10.80 180.00 370.20 35.73
14 120.00 120.00 180.00 0 420.00 /
15 19.20 120.00 10.80 0 150.00 64.29
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Comparison and analysis of different rice planting methods in China

He Ruiyin®, Luo Hanya®, Li Yutong®, Hang Xiaohan', Zhang Lu?

(1. College of Engineering, Nanjing Agricultural University, Nanjing, 210031, China;
2. Jiangsu Agricultural Machinery Technology Extension Station, Nanjing, 210024, China;
3. Jiangsu Jiangdu Bureau of Agricultural Machinery, Jiangsu Jiangdu, 225200, China)

Abstract: There are several rice planting methods in China, which includes traditional manual transplanting(TMT),
rice mechanized transplanting(MT), rice mechanized direct seeding(MDS) and rice mechanized potted-seedling
transplanting(MPST). In order to evaluate these different rice planting methods, comparison tests between three mechanized
planting methods and TMT were carried out in three main rice plant regions named as one-season rice production region in
South China(OSSC), two-season rice production region in South China(TSSC) and rice production region in North China(NC),
data related to rice yields, production costs, labor hours were collected and analyzed. The results showed that MT was
recommended in both OSSC and TSSC, and MPST was recommended in NC. By MT, rough rice yields and net profit
increased by 7.53% and 46.78%, and labor hours reduced by 41.44% in average. By MDS, rough rice yields decreased by
6.34%, while net profit varied with different rice varieties, and labor hours reduced by 31.30% in average. By MPST, rough
rice yields and net profit increased by 8.95% and 22.57% respectively, and labor hours reduced by 64.29%. These results can
providing a good guideline to select rice planting methods for different rice planting regions in China.

Key words: rice; planting method; cost analysis; yield



