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Abstract

agronomic traits data of foxtail millet varieties Jigu 34 and Jigu 19 in North China summer-sowing region from 2011 to 2012 was used to reveal

('National Foxtail Millet Improvement Center/ Institute of
[ Objective ] The objective of this study was to evaluate high-yield and yield-stability of millet variety Jigu 34. [ Method ] The main

the changing rule of foxtail millet breeding, and their high-yield and yield-stability was evaluated by using stability parameter. [ Result] The
yield of Jigu 34 was higher than the control Jigu 19 because of their greater panicle length, 1000-grain weight and panicle numbers per hec-
tare. The regression coefficient results showed that the yield stability of Jigu 34 was better than Jigu 19, indicating that the stability of the Jigu
34 was also better. [ Conclusion] Jigu 34 was a good millet variety with high-yield and yield-stability. Tt was suitable to be planted in North
China Summer-sowing Region of Henan, Hebei and Shandong Province.
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Table 1 Yield of Jigu 34 and Jigu 19 and their regression coefficient kg/hm’
. 2011 2012 Az PR ES Production test
Toor site WA B mAM WAL RAM BADD
Jigu 34 Jigu 19 Jigu 34 Jigu 19 Jigu 34 Jigu 19
NI 4 BF B Cangzhou Academy of Agriculture and Forestry Sci- 4 458.0 4200.0 5632.5 4 881.0
ences
PE T A FLBE Baoding Academy of Agricultural Sciences 6424.5 6247.5 4612.5 4462.5
W[ALE AT T Institute of Millet Crops, Hebei Academy of Agricul- 6 379.5 6 052.5 5370.0 4995.0 4 687.5 4 488.0
ture and Forestry Sciences
2 PHTT AR BB Anyang Academy of Agricultural Sciences 4 680.0 4084.5 5527.5 5685.0 5715.0 5955.0
b2 2AE BT Dryland Farming Institute, Hebei Academy of Agri- 4 572.0 4 503.0 4618.5 4497.0
cultural and Forestry Science
7 ELR 56 %Y Luan county test station 5292.0 3813.0 4570.5 4278.0 4438.5 4225.5
W BHTT A B E Luoyang Academy of Agriculture and Forestry Sciences 4 653.0 4 672.5 4891.5 4815.0 5062.5 4 672.5
TR MRAERT Food crops of henan academy of agricultural sciences 4 257.0 4545.0 4155.0 4452.0
INZRVEIIT Crop Research Institute, Shandong Academy of Agricul- 4 432.5 3798.0 5233.5 5382.0 5299.5 5368.5
tural Sciences
J[dt TR K% Hebei University of Engineering 3927.0 3597.0 5830.5 5067.0 4924.5 4440.0
B E AR The agriculture bureau of junan county 3169.5 4020.0
HR M ARLBE Jinzhou Academy of Agricultural Sciences 4012.5 4062.0
A [ AR BEVE Y BT Institute of Crop Science, Chinese Academy of 0 0 3667.5 3 885.0
Agricultural Sciences
180 T 40l J5) Dezhou Agricultural Bureau 0 0 3292.5 2 896.5 3310.5 3079.5
SP-14) Mean 4687.5 4.470.0 4707.0 4584.0 4884.0 4638.0
# CK + Compared with CK = /% 4 458.0 4200.0 5632.5 4881.0
177 15 % Percentage of sites with production increase //% 66.70 63.60 87.50
[5])9 Z2 54 Regression coefficient 1.206 9 1.210 4 0.974 7 0.9952
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Table 2 Comparison of main agronomic traits between Jigu 34 and control variety Jigu 19
Ay B g 4] P (53 LERE T ) TR THLEE T
v, Vun_ ! Growth period  Plant height ~ Panicle length  Panicle weight ~ Panicle grain 1000-grain Panicle numbers
ear anety d cm cm g weight /g weight // g x10*/hm’
2011 A 34 90 126.37 20.13 13.72 11.22 3.00 54.45
A 19 90 123.52 19.45 14.42 11.80 2.67 53.10
2012 TN 34 87 122.30 19.96 15.06 12.57 2.79 50.70
A 19 86 124.55 19.13 14.73 12.38 2.71 45.90
2 4ESF-14) Mean A 34 83 124.34 20.04 14.39 11.90 2.90 52.50
of the two years A 19 83 124.03 19.29 14.57 12.09 2.69 49.50
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