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Comparison of Regional Test of New Varieties of Rhizoma Dioscorea
LING Yong-sheng, HUANG Zhi-ying, LIN Jin-xiu et al
Abstract
acters, tuber quality components, and cooked food quality of different varieties. [ Result] Yield of different varieties showed extremely significant

(Quanzhou Agricultural Research Institute, Jinjiang, Fujian 362212)
[ Objective ] To compare the regional test results of new varieties of Rhizoma Dioscorea. [ Method] We comapred the agronomic char-

differences, their yield increasing or decreasing degree had extremely significant differences in different sites. Quanhuai 1547 and Quanhuai Red
Skin White Meat showed relatively great potential of high yield, good food quality and appearance quality, which could be used as the main varie-
ty for extension. Quanhuai 1515 had the highest yield and Taihuai 6 had higher production rate. Their quality was better and their growth period
was shorte, so that they could be used as early maturity varieties for extension. Production of Quanhuai 1515 was in general and its food quality
was good, which could be used for demonstration planting in Quanzhou. [ Conlcusion ] This research provided theoretical foundation for high-yield

Huaishan in Quanzhou Area.
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Table 1 Evaluation criteria of cooked food taste of fresh potato in Rhizoma Dioscorea
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Point value Fragrance Sweetness Powder degree Surface degree Fiber sensation Numbness
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Table2 Comparison of fertility and stability of tested varieties

e ﬁ‘i l‘ﬁé& /J\EP:E reiEfaE M Yield stability

Varieties btall§ tical Plot yield CV//% bi 1-r* Y=a+biX AR[K Variate
points kg -

JRYfE 1515 Quanhuai 1515 3 67.71 aA 9.26 1.98 0.25 Y=57. 81+1. 98X X4

SRUE 1517 Quahuai 1517 3 61.88 bB 10. 13 1.86 0.34 Y=52.58+1. 86X Ho s,

SRYELT 2 AN Quanhuai Red Skin White Meat 3 54.46 cC 7.44 1.40 0.11 Y=47. 46+1. 40X A

£ 6 5 Taihuai No. 6 3 47.80 dD 12.72 1.87 0.39 Y=38.47+1. 87X b5 x5 A

JRYE 1542 Quanhuai 1542 3 45.98 dDE 14.55 1.97 0.35 Y=36. 15+1. 97X R

JRIE 1547 Quanhuai 1547 3 41.73 eEF 13. 80 1.98 0.12 Y=31.86+1. 98X AR S

TiiE% Xiayong yam 3 41.26 eF 11.37 1.53 0.21 Y=33. 62+1. 53X

142 (CK) Cunjin yam 3 34.65 {G 15.21 1.82 0.07 Y=25.50+1. 82X

K552 Daming yam 3 33.42 G 12. 06 1.43 0.06 Y=26.29+1. 43X

JRUE 1513 Quanhuai 1513 3 32.05 fG 13.67 1.58 0.02 Y=24. 15+1. 58X

TE A EVNG FREIRTE 0. 05 /K225 35 s ARIRE FHRERIRTE 0. 01 /K-F 22 Al B 3%

Note : Different lowercases indicated significant differences at 0. 05 level ; different capital letters indicated extremely significant differences at 0. 01 level
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Table 3 Comparison of the yields of tested varieties

TR INX INKER R PR FlXT AR 8 Increase or
=8 (SI;:;;&;W I RE Average Converted {7k decrease compared with control
Varieties points Yleli range ylkeld kylf;}dz Rank PR R Yield AV

& g g/hm differences //kg/hm? Percentage//%

5 6 5 Taihuai 6 3 38.61~55.31 47.80 35 850 4 9 862.5 37.95
51422 (CK) Cunjin yam 3 28.14~41.26 34. 65 25 909 8 —

JRIE 1513 Quanhuai 1513 3 25.41~38.03 32.05 24 040 10 -1950.0 -7.50
JRIE 1517 Quanhuai 1517 3 54.23~72.00 61.88 46 410 2 20 422.5 78.59
JRIfE 1542 Quanhuai 1542 3 37.50~61. 12 45.98 34 490 5 8 497.5 32.70
JRIE 1547 Quanhuai 1547 3 33.76~50. 67 41.73 31 300 6 5310.0 20.43
TiH% Xiayong yam 3 34.54~49.23 41.26 30 950 7 4957.5 19.08
JRIfE 1515 Quanhuai 1515 3 59.29~75.35 67.71 50 780 1 24.795.0 95.41
K442 Daming yam 3 26.40~37. 14 33.42 25 290 9 -697.5 -2.68
R AR 3 47.09~60. 07 54. 46 40 850 3 14 857.5 57.17

Quanhuai Red Skin White Meat
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-5 SRfE 1542 FURHE 1515 AP Ekon 5 0 3 i BOHAMAE it i, 7T TR R E SRR 5 i e, 35 6. 00 mg/ g LA T 7
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PR R IV ETR AT AR s 2T b R HE R 45 T 2R RS PR, IWESERR A LR, S 9 8 0 ol B i e, e
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Table 4 Comparison of growth periods of different varieties

A

Varieties

el

Transplanting date

I

Emergence date

k=2l

Withering date

Excavation date

L

Growth period//d

A 6 5 Taihuai 6
142 (CK) Cunjin yam
SRk 1513 Quanhuai 1513
SR UE 1517 Quanhuai 1517
JRYfE 1542 Quanhuai 1542
SR 1547 Quanhuai 1547
T il % Xiayong yam
JRYfE 1515 Quanhuai 1515
K 4 % Daming yam

SEUELT B2 U Quanhuai Red Skin White Meat

03-30
03-30
03-30
03-30
03-30
03-30
03-30
03-30
03-30
03-30

05-06
05-26
06—-06
05-06
05-31
06-08
05-31
06-01
06-06
05-24

10-18
10-19
11-20
10-30
11-20
11-20
10-18
10-30
11-20
10—18

11-30
11-30
11-30
11-30
11-30
11-30
11-30
11-30
11-30
11-30

202
203
235
214
235
235
202
214
235
202
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Table 5 Comparison of agronomic traits of aboveground parts of different varieties

ZX& Stems and vines

E4F Bubil

g P ‘ " e - F2£ Main stem .
‘\]/Zrieties KB T Ko R &E e ) iz Vg I
Length Rot. Growth B i Ridge Color of Bifa, - Quantit F
cm otary vigor ranchung wing young stem Color Diameter uantity orm
cm
31 6 %5 Taihuai 6 4.40 i HE LA 7S e it 1.05 -
4% (CK) Cunjin yam 2.8 A oA 55 ] REk e 0.25 - -
Sk 1513 Quanhuai 1513 3.05 yal i o e R 0.33 % W[5
SR 1517 Quanhuai 1517 3.87 e i 5 PuE R4k Rk 0.70 - -
JRE 1542 Quanhuai 1542 3.60 i H Hh i oS 0.32 B4 KGR
SR 1547 Quanhuai 1547 2.75 bl el 5 ] s R 0.25 % KA 5
TR Xiayong yam 3.10 el el th Put% 3 i 0. 46 - -
SRE 1515 Quanhuai 1515 3.50 ) i3 Gi DU E e S 0.49 - -
K Daming yam 3.2 ) 15 i I geag g 0.35 LIEA e
SRIELLE A 3.05 pa) HE w DU e i3 0.62 - -
Quanhuai Red Skin White Meat
I H Leaf /% Phyllotaxy
i . FEZK Shape ., I
. A = SR S S T T
Varieties oot B wbE o FUB Lel  Lel  #EEC Peole (DRSO FES b L
Color of  [eaf R Al Leaf length width Leaf length L Lower  Middle Upper
YOUNE 014 leaves h Top Base  oiture em em index om of veins in
leaves ~  shape . ’ ’ leaf base
fE6 = W S OB gk O JE4UR 205 1.7 175 10.1 7 DO VAEHD G 2 D G ¥
Taihuai 6
45 (CK) wee W& K= 2k R OMgUR o 125 6.1  2.05 5.3 7 o mAE HAg
Cunjin yam A
SRIE 1513 3 wex RKEI= Ak R WEE 175 6.8  2.57 6.6 7 HA XA XE
Quanhuai 1513 bi:hiA
SRIE 1517 wae wmm K= B W Egm 2200 115 1,91 105 7 HA XA A
Quanhuai 1517 bichiA
SRifE 1542 wE ke RIS sk R R 157 7.4 2.12 5.7 5 A HA Ak
Quanhuai 1542 A
SR 1547 £ sk K= s R R 13.6 6.6 2.06 5.6 5 HAE HE X4
Quanhuai 1547 bicj
T % g kKoJBE R WH O BE4E 19.0 8.7 2.18 9.3 7 " %E %k
Xiayong yam =y}
S 1515 % W KEI= 24 W E4UR 2100 105 2.00 9.7 7 HA xR S
Quanhuai 1515 I
pNE % Wk KEI= Widk B W 1507 7.1 2.21 6.0 7 A mAE S
Daming yam Y
SRMELT 2 WE R k= R W R 212 12.2 1.74 8.2 7 HA HA S OAE
Quanhuai Red bichA

Skin White Meat
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Table 6 Comparison of main components of different varieties
HE b N 5 o OMea4 . TR

IV BN *Efdi% %Ee}?\j HEE? Sﬁfﬁh q:g?}z *Erjdf éﬁg’iﬂi ((:: P Fe M Cu H#EZn Cu/7n ?f'jl@zmirf
Varieties polysacc- matter fiber mg/kg  mg/kg  mg/kg acid content

haride//% ke kg kg rate//%  g/kg kg o/kg
£ 6 5 Taihuai 6 0.19 46.8 3.0 888.0  24.47 18.0 46.0 11.40 4.81 12.30 0.39 34.0
~}4: % (CK) Cunjin yam 0.24 76.7 2.0 875.0  33.00 12.0 82.0 31. 10 3.86 14.10 0.27 53.4
JRIfE 1513 Quanhuai 1513 0.16 39.9 3.0 827.0 33.47 16.0 72.0 33.10 3.37 16. 10 0.21 30.9
53k 1517 Quanhuai 1517 0.13 41.0 2.0 819.0  28.01 16.0 79.0 28.00 6.35 16. 60 0.38 32.9
JRIE 1542 Quanhuai 1542 0.15 54.2 4.0 824.0 23.60 16.0 78.0 47.50 6.02 43.10 0.14 38.1
JRIE 1547 Quanhuai 1547 0.33 47.6 3.0 809.0 23.10 15.0 93.0 23.70 5.87 17.00 0.35 34.2
T2 Xiayong yam 0.22 81.7 2.0 803.0 28.22 12.0 92.0 21.30 3.11 15.00 0.21 60.0
JR¥E 1515 Quanhuai 1515 0.16 68.8 2.0 786.0  23.75 15.0 39.0 43.80 3.34 19. 80 0.17 46.7
K 4 % Daming yam 0.12 53.9 4.0 784.0 25.18 13.0 111.0  26.90 5.62 17.10 0.33 38.9
LT R A 0.23 61.7 2.0 865.0 25.08 15.0 81.0 34. 60 5.01 15.50 0.32 39.1
Quanhuai Red Skin
White Meat
AR 32.96 25.5 30.49 4.4 14.22  13.06 27.65 35.03 25.98 47.24  32.43 23.47
Variation coefficient//%
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Table 7 Comparison of amino acid contents in dried samples of different tested varieties mg/g
fi KI1& TR = 22H IR BER HEmR AR Do WER . EER
Varieties R Asp Thr Ser Glu Gly Ala Cys Val Met
7 6 5 Taihuai 6 0.42 0.16 0.26 0.57 0.16 0.20 0.02 0.18 0.03
~}4: % (CK) Cunjin yam 0.73 0.22 0.36 0.94 0.20 0.27 0.03 0.22 0.05
JRIE 1513 Quanhuai 1513 0.37 0.15 0.25 0.49 0.15 0.18 0.02 0.16 0.03
JRE 1517 Quanhuai 1517 0.40 0.15 0.23 0.60 0.15 0.19 0.03 0.17 0.02
JRIfE 1542 Quanhuai 1542 0.44 0.18 0.34 0.65 0.18 0.27 0.01 0.18 0.03
SRIfE 1547 Quanhuai 1547 0.40 0.16 0.29 0.54 0.16 0.21 0.02 0.17 0.04
N2 Xiayong yam 0.76 0.25 0.43 0.98 0.25 0.34 0.04 0.30 0.04
JRIE 1515 Quanhuai 1515 0.58 0.20 0.36 0.78 0.20 0.27 0.02 0.23 0.04
K4, % Daming yam 0. 46 0.19 0.31 0.60 0.18 0.23 0.03 0.20 0.04
SRIELT R A
Quanhuai Red 0.18 0.17 0.37 0.64 0.16 0.23 0.02 0.18 0.03
Skin White Meat
;%Zii?cocfﬁcicm//% 36.61 17.86 19.71 24.58 17.36 20. 45 35.14 21.11 24.28
v SR SERMR * BR AR HNE AR * HER KA IR
Varieties fig = He Leu Tyr fig *« Phe Lys His Arg Pro
£ 6 5 Taihuai 6 0.14 0.26 0.09 0.21 0.18 0.08 0.28 0.16
S}4x2(CK) Cunjin yam 0.19 0.37 0.12 0.29 0.28 0.12 0.75 0.20
JRIE 1513 Quanhuai 1513 0.13 0.23 0.07 0.18 0.18 0.08 0.28 0.14
JRIE 1517 Quanhuai 1517 0.14 0.25 0.09 0.19 0.18 0.08 0.27 0.15
JRIfE 1542 Quanhuai 1542 0.15 0.27 0.09 0.20 0.21 0.09 0.36 0.16
SRIE 1547 Quanhuai 1547 0.14 0.25 0.10 0.19 0.19 0.08 0.33 0.15
T 1§ % Xiayong yam 0.25 0.45 0.19 0.37 0.31 0.16 0.61 0.27
JRIE 1515 Quanhuai 1515 0.19 0.35 0.13 0.27 0.24 0.12 0.48 0.21
K 4 % Daming yam 0.16 0.29 0.13 0.23 0.21 0.10 0.35 0.18
SRIELT R A
Quanhuai Red 0.15 0.28 0.12 0.22 0.20 0.09 0.40 0.17
Skin White Meat
SRR 22.3 22.99 29.81 25.23 20.72 26.25 38. 60 21.79

Variation coefficient//%

Note: * was essential amino acid
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Table 8 Comparison of quality evaluation of tuber cooked food of different tested varieties

A I THEZ BrEE [1jE3 LYK JPRIE AR B LPFREIY
Varieties Fragrance Sweetness Powder Surface degree  Fiber sensation Numbness Score
5 6 5 Taihuai 6 2.8 3.3 2.2 2.6 4.3 4.3 3.25
~}4: % (CK) Cunjin yam 2.5 2.8 4.3 2.7 4.5 4.4 3.53
JRIfE 1513 Quanhuai 1513 4.5 3.2 2.9 3.7 4.6 4.5 3.90
JRIE 1517 Quanhuai 1517 1.2 3.3 3.1 2.9 3.7 4.5 3.12
JRIE 1542 Quanhuai 1542 2.6 3.5 3.6 2.1 4.2 4.6 3.43
SRIfE 1547 Quanhuai 1547 3.4 1.8 3.8 4.1 4.5 4.7 3.72
T ¥ % Xiayong yam 2.3 2.7 2.7 2.5 4.4 2.9 2.89
JRIE 1515 Quanhuai 1515 3.1 3.2 4.2 2.3 4.5 4.7 3.67
K 4% % Daming yam 2.5 2.3 4.3 2.3 4.1 2.2 2.94
=R é >

RIELLEZ A 3.4 3.5 4.4 3.6 4.5 4.3 3.95

Quanhuai Red Skin White Meat

2.4.5 BeEEpghnthe i3k 9 A SRE 1547 PR KA,
SR, B AL, R EOEHT R A 5 5 B e
S, A s W 0, e 2 U PR B R R A . RTE
1515 BREEMEREIE SR EC S4B (0, N B 50 (8, R BOMLES , TR 4%
A SRR, A A A v W T 56 €, TS SR B A
Ao IRUELLEE N BEEMERIE  SNECS AR 10, N A 1, R IR
G s AR A2, AN B 2% B s e Sk S ML, A0 3R s 5 T T 14
O EETPAGEME L. G 6 SHEMREIL, Sk
WO, N BCR O, R BOEHT s AR L — B R R TSk
R, AR B s W R 0, fE s U A S Al s . RTE
1513 BEERARMEIE SR SAE (0, 3R BOEHT s TR b E 30—
Jie R HRANAE 5y 25 B T Sk A R A s Wi 4, A

AP AL . IRE 1542 B2 RIE ; AP e T 55 48
&, WA @, R BOEHT AR LR — e R R AR R 5 &
B e Sk A R AR e 5 T 1 40, 723 0P B AR L
REGEHERIEIE ; S BB BB (0, BB (6, R BOHL R ;
TSR AR R R AR — B TR AR AE B 2 B MR B 5
Wi S (1, e A S A A A . JRIE 1517 S22 Bufk, Sk
B e, N BB, 3 BORURE ; Je Sk, AUR 3
WA A I (5 AR 2SR B AR A s BRI
Sy INTIFEZS , ARizk, T IHERZEFAEIE , S B 546
@, RS, 3R BOHUE , Je Sk pL, R b R A R
A R . Wi 58 (8, 128 0P B S B A s TR i
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Table 9 Comparison of the tuber main agronomic characters of different varieties

He2% Tuber Tk e Fibrous root
; Pz 7 oS il Jesk -3
\niiftipcties JEAR }éi% zégrfgﬁ{g &ﬁﬁi‘i IZ?]E‘ Lon;;}i);fldinal 'l‘rj;lﬁsiferse Aver-age tuber FEIE Mit(fi:dll;zﬁnd SZ i
Shape colour othness color diameter  diameter weight per Features higher Zvrfr
cm cm plant//g parts P
i1 6 5 Taihuai 6 7225/ 7 & X5 e 5% 86. 1 7.3 906. 0 itk —fi b
4% (CK) Cunjin yam AL W i &} 52.7 6.0 649.3 Litkaz] W i
JRIE 1513 Quanhuai 1513 KRR e Pintice H 52.2 7.5 594.8 A — >
SE 1517 Quan huai 1517 Huk R Btk H 37.8 12.0 1209.3 ikl i b
SRHE 1542 Quanhuai 1542 REEE R S & 88.3 5.8 883. 5 4K — >
JRIE 1547 Quanhuai 1547 KiE R e H 71.6 9.1 806. 4 A b >
N3 Xiayong yam B E35 HlkE % 40.9 7.5 795.4 AL i o
JRYfE 1515 Quanhuai 1515 TR gl HUkE 4 53.1 9.0 1278.6 s B w
KE% Daming yam BEE s itk = 67.7 5.0 657.1 IS —f& A
LTI AT 837 2R e & 51.8 6.5 1025.8 ikl A LS
Quanhuai Red Skin
White Meat
2.5 HERERREBRL EFPEHTATH9AT  HEISIS,
) FIKZ MR, )2 SRR, I 4 R AR 80 3 NG

(K 10) o Zalah b URiE 1513 JRfE 1517 JRifE 1542 R
e 1547 55 CBRIE 1) doe et o 15 5 B B0 BRAER, 3R B S A0
At TSR BE 150 T B8 o 5 i Bl 8 2 S IR A= %
50 ZE 55 AP A R THE 1547> 583 15 13> KBRS IR TE 1542> 2%
HE 1517>51 5 (CK) > B 6 5> RIELL B H A > FIlE> IR

SRR T BRSNS (R ) b
6 TS e (| O
3.1 RE1547 P RESIG RN S AL AR IR
B3, R AT 5 £ P TS A BT 32 A
PRS0, 2R IR O AT e, B BB s it Wit . R
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Table 10  Comparison of the disease index of the anthrax of different

varieties

B THFa 8HTH 9ATH
Q]“ deti Late Late Late

aneties July August  September
£1E 6 5 Taihuai No. 6 5.60 15.00 24. 40
<142 (CK) Cunjin yam 6.25 8.30 18. 06
JRIE 1513 Quanhuai 1513 — 2.78 3.70
SR UE 1517 Quanhuai 1517 2.35 4.43 8.79
JRYfE 1542 Quanhuai 1542 2.08 2.80 6.25
SRUE 1547 Quanhuai 1547 — 2.42 3.62
T ¥ % Xiayong yam 11.67 15.50 58.33
JRE 1515 Quanhuai 1515 16.70 46.30 68.25
K552 Daming yam — 4.17 8.30
SRUELT R I 9.72 22.92 35.56
Quanhuai Red Skin
White Meat
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Table 1 Comprehensive evaluation of membership function values and drought resistance of 6 sweet potato varieties

R BR A [t IHERN ¥ Hoy
Variety name POD MDA Proline Mean value Rank
#8222 5 Xushu 22 0 0 0 0 6
4% 067715Xu 067715 0. 266 0. 841 0.332 0.480 4
i [E] 422 Korea Zishu 0.79% 0. 621 1 0. 805 2
#4525 Guifen 2 0.414 0.467 0. 166 0.349 5
8% 6 5 Shangshu 6 0.715 0.739 0.249 0. 568 3
2 HE Honey Pot 1 1 0. 566 0.855 1
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