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Table 1  Effects of different suppression treatments
on seedling emergence time d
Tréftffent Al A2 A3 A4
TO 10.33+£0.50a 11.67+0.58a 11.33+0.58b 12.33+0.58b
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T4 8.33£0.56b  7.00+1.00b 9.67+0.58c 12.67+0.58ab
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Effects of Post-Sowing Compaction on Emergence
Rate and Soil Physical Properties of Foxtail Millet

Si Zhuoyue, Wang Yuan, Wang Zeshan, Li Xiaorui, Yuan Xiangyang

(College of Agronomy, Shanxi Agricultural University, Taigu 030801, Shanxi, China)
Abstract

for foxtail millet, an indoor pot experiment was conducted to investigate the effects of four compaction times [0 d
(A1), 1d(A2),2d (A3), and 3 d (A4) after sowing] and five compaction intensities [0 (T0), 0.25 (T1), 0.50 (T2),
0.75 (T3), and 1.00 kg/cm? (T4)] on the emergence rate of dryland foxtail millet and soil physical properties. The

To provide a scientific basis for screening the optimal time and intensity of post-sowing compaction

results showed that the emergence rate of foxtail millet was the highest in the A1T3 treatment, reaching 80.77%,
an increase of 28.57% compared to the A1TO treatment. The emergence time was the shortest in the A1T3
treatment, lasting around five days. As the compaction intensity increased, the total soil porosity of all treatments
gradually decreased, the soil bulk density gradually increased, and the deviation value of the soil three-phase
ratio gradually decreased. Compared to the A1TO combination, the total soil porosity in the A1T3 combination
decreased by 17.67%, the bulk density increased by 62.96%, and the deviation value of the three-phase ratio
decreased by 17.48%. In conclusion, immediate post-sowing compaction with an intensity of 0.75 kg/cm?
(A1T3) resulted in the best emergence quality of foxtail millet.

Key words Foxtail millet; Compaction; Emergence rate; Germination time; Soil physical properties
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