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Abstract

introduced in Hanjiang District in 2015. The agronomic characters, yield and components of 10 varieties were compared. [ Result | The comprehen-

(1. The Agricultural Integrated Service Center of Fangxiang Town, Hanjiang District, Yangzhou Cit-

[ Objective | To further raise the level of wheat production. [ Method ] We demonstrated the cultivation of 10 high-quality wheat varieties

sive traits of Yangmai 20, Yangfumai 4 were better, the yields were higher. [ Conclusion ] We will continue to increase the promotion of Yangmai

20 and Yangfumai 4.
Key words High quality ; Variety ; Comparison

VEAER , it MILAR RS I T RO T R R 2 2 I R
ANZZ IR LA R RRATR, 55 A, — S /IN22 i 1 2
WK M TR IXOK RS AR R T A 0. 86 77 hm®, Ny
AR R TRVL I /NAZ A 7K T HH 3 E A DX R A
JoT R ZPL/INAE B AR 2015 AFERKIE TR T /INAZ HT A
BOA, BAEFEAR A W F/INZ I A B R G M PO A
FEARAE , AR i — 2D A A XA e e () S M S P ARt
2%,

1 #Mr57H%

1.1 EhioR 74 M T FOTT XA T B A A R T
BRI A+ O RS 4 AR KRS, 0 ~20 em + )2 44
ISk

L2 fmem®h Al fAhdt 10 4>, 050244 22 7% 13
S W& 135, B 16 HEZ S 1E 20 R4 5 e
#2101 R 1 5| %737 23,

1.3 RWigit R SR ERENLX 4130, 2210 44k
AR ALY 013 hm”

1.4 BWEWHE T 11 A 14 HHL &%, &M
225.0 kg/hm® i3 H e 1 2 295. 5 kg/hm’ , U IE A BLHE: 45
BEAD: SRAIE =3.0: 2. 3:4. 7, HENTitE 45% 24 600. 0 kg/hm”
11 A 25 HIti/BEL IR % 150. 0 keg/hm® 3 H 12 H jtidk 158
35% F AR 225. 0 kg/hm” FIRZE 150.0 kg/hm’,

L5 REZEME X580 HRE RG-S H R A B2
FARl, R RRSEEORCREE - RN ,3 0 11 HAH6.9%
RO R B R 1500 mL/hm® I 20% 48RRI AL 2 TR
750 mL/hm’® BiAARARF AR S AR, %3 H 15 H

E&UH
EEEN

2015—2016 &% % &35 F S0 £ A
HIE (1976—) , 4 L FHMA, R EIT , NFRIED R I3EH
Ry T4,

KiSHE 2017 -08 -09

FHIKIE 675 mL/hm® BiiALckeG . 4 A i F ] 42% bk bt
R AR A 71 900 ¢/hm® +25% ZFFFLIH 600 mL/hm® 2 ¥k
Bi7 T 20 205 B TR o

2 BRS5HH

2.1 AEFHBLE hR AL A SFYEL H 14 H
FEFP AN S FE RS 7E O d S5 H T, HA T B 1] — 0 M
TN , 25 bR e A B e 22 5 s A 4 1 13—17 |
W2 13 SRR (4 H 13 H) 4747 22 i HEGR (4
A 17 H) s 472 13 S (6 A2 H) 90k 1 5.
Wfad 4 SR (6 A5 H) . A FWEREN %
13 AEF WA 202 d, AE TR AEHE | 5554 4
B Wk 205 d,

2.2 EEEZHALEE R 2 AT, &SR OR R 25 BE
BAERE A AR 2 N T TR EME RN ES,
2 AR 23 BERE ) RIS BE IR A 22 IR, TR A R AR
FASAGEI EMR] , 25 i P 25 BE R 0 N L, BRI A 45 it o
Hoh 389 x 10° ~450 x 10* A4~/hm® | Horr 43 BERE 7 45058 (14 1
NEAZ 95 20 R 4 5, W T 1200 x
10* A~/hm® DL, 45 P 2R BE R RER Ol 31. 8% ~ 54.4% , 1
FRiE 9 SRR BRI G 31. 8% , 4742 23 ZEBERUEER
Bl 54.4%

2.3 MRS B3R 3 AT, SR 0/NE SRR N
68.7 ~77.8 cm, [E ARk AN LEGE B . Hh, 572 22 5
E2BHREBECKETO em), ¥4 20 bk & & (R
77.8 cm) s NIERIZERRE 57 20 K ERK (35 9. 11 cm)
P 2 101 KB (R 7.28 em)

2.4 PUSETELEER  did 4 RTAL, TR LR R R
A SRR EURT S AR R B R A BRI . B 22 R RREE 1
5 A 23 FipE A 101 B G KA TSR i 4 16,
B 9 5 27 20 Al dé 4 S H0butEses, kAR 4



30 B HOR e A 2017 £
22 15 23 MiA 95 & 20 AR 4 SHopiEitERr,  WOREUR, E A 101 Mg 16 BT B,
#1 RENEEFHEFHE
Table 1 Growing process of different wheat varieties
B &P HE FEHI s B EEHEM
n\:[u . Sowing Seedling emer- Homogeneous Heading Mature Whole growth
ariety . .
date gence stage seedling stage stage stage period //d
74 22 Yangmai 22 11-14 11-23 11-18 04 -17 06 - 04 204
FEHEE 1 5 Sukemai 1 11-14 11-23 11-18 04 -16 06 -05 205
%7 23 Yangmai 23 11-14 11-23 11-18 04 -17 06 -03 203
#7 16 Yangmai 16 11-14 11-23 11-18 04 -16 06 -03 203
A 9 5 Zhenmai 9 11-14 11-23 11 -18 04 -15 06 -03 203
7% 20 Yangmai 20 11-14 11-23 11-18 04 -15 06 —04 204
P Z 4 5 Yangfumai 4 11-14 11-23 11-18 04 -16 06 -05 205
%7 101 Yangfumai 101 11-14 11-23 11-18 04 -14 06 -03 203
#7 13 5 Yangmai 13 11-14 11-23 11-18 04 -13 06 -02 202
T 7% 13 Ningmai 13 11 -14 11 -23 11 -18 04 - 14 06 — 04 204
%2 FANERMEEDS
Table 2 Tiller dynamics of different wheat varieties
o ZEBEHL Tiller number // x 10* 4~/hm® ZEBE N R
%fltt 12-16 01 - 14 02-18 03 -21 ) The spike rate
Y B B B B Mature stage of tiller// %
7% 22 Yangmai 22 378 459 594 1116 393 35.2
B 15 Sukemai 1 504 468 801 927 450 48.5
7% 23 Yangmai 23 369 405 603 783 426 54.4
#7416 Yangmai 16 522 639 729 828 390 47.1
{7 9 5 Zhenmai 9 387 576 981 1314 419 31.8
#7 20 Yangmai 20 432 549 1 008 1215 437 35.9
PR 4 5 Yangfumai 4 378 387 738 1206 435 36.0
5 2% 101 Yangfumai 101 459 891 882 1 089 444 40.7
#7413 5 Yangmai 13 414 486 927 918 389 42.3
T 27 13 Ningmai 13 486 621 987 1134 449 39.5
*3 FRRE/MEZERFEKRER
Table 3 Plant traits of different wheat varieties cm
A58 Internode length
. Hefs ik — — oo et —
i Plant Spike MR 4 4] {813 457l fE2 5 BRI
Variety height length Basal Inverse fourth Inverse third Inverse second Internode
internode internode internode internode below spike
#1722 Yangmai 22 69.5 8.21 4.1 10.0 15.6 19.0 22.5
B 1 5 Sukemai 1 76.1 7.68 3.1 8.5 13.8 20.0 25.9
7% 23 Yangmai 23 68.7 8.27 4.1 8.5 15.4 16.3 28.1
7% 16 Yangmai 16 77.6 7.59 3.9 8.6 16.1 21.2 29.9
{3 9 5 Zhenmai 9 71.5 8.34 4.5 9.1 16.4 19.3 25.6
7% 20 Yangmai 20 77.8 9.11 4.9 9.1 16.7 21.0 28.2
PR 4 5 Yangfumai 4 73.0 8.03 3.5 7.9 14.6 19.2 29.0
%7 101 Yangfumai 101 71.9 7.28 3.2 8.4 15.8 19.7 26.3
#7 13 5 Yangmai 13 75.8 8.56 3.5 7.5 14.0 21.1 26.4
T 13 Ningmai 13 74.9 7.86 4.4 9.6 16. 1 20.8 27.7
R4 AEMERFTUEELRR 2.5 FERESMILER RRS oM, 5LUTEML, K8

Table 4 Resistance comparison of different wheat varieties

b
o S e e kR
Variety sclerotial Gibberellic ~ Powdery  Lodging
’ blight disease mildew  rate /%
7% 22 Yangmai 22 L7} L2 B -
IBFEE 1 5 Sukemai 1 5% B BH 15
7% 23 Yangmai 23 7% % iy -
#7416 Yangmai 16 =] B Bz 30
HF 9 5 Zhenmai 9 % L2 Bt -
77 20 Yangmai 20 7 ® B —
PiE# 4 5 Yangfumai 4 =] B iz -
5 2% 101 Yangfumai 101 7 % B 40
77 13 5 Yangmai 13 7% % g 10
T 13 Ningmai 13 7 i T 25
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Table 5 Yield and components comparison of different wheat varieties

R T FERIRIEL TR b Nt Sy
\uﬁ o Spike number Kernel number 1 000-grain Theoretical Actual yield

anety x 10" F#/hm’ per spike weight // ¢ yield //kg/hm® kg/hm’
7 22 Yangmai 22 393.0 43.9 39.75 6857.9 6726.0
HEF# 1 45 Sukemai 1 450.0 37.6 39.77 6729.1 6 688.5
7% 23 Yangmai 23 426.0 37.4 37.22 5930.0 5880.0
74 16 Yangmai 16 390.0 43.1 44.48 7 476.6 7171.5
A 9 5 Zhenmai 9 418.5 37.4 45.51 7123.2 6390.0
7 20 Yangmai 20 436.5 43.9 39.16 7504.0 7 303.5
iR 4 5 Yangfumai 4 435.0 42.1 40.13 7 349.2 7 170.0
& A 101 Yangfumai 101 444.0 40.1 41.78 7 438.7 6 888.0
%7 13 5 Yangmai 13 388.5 43.6 40.19 6 806. 1 6 762.0
T4z 13 Ningmai 13 448.5 39.9 38.91 6 963.0 6 813.0
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Fig.5 Leaf age dynamic of different seedling raising matrix
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