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Analysis of High-yield Stable-yield and Adaptability of the Millet Variety Yugu 18
XIE Hui-fang, WEI Meng-han, WANG Shu-jun et al
Abstract
National Millet Variety Regional Trials, the high yield, stable yield and adaptability of Yugu 18 were analyzed using the varieties stability param-

(Anyang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Anyang, Henan 455000)
[ Objective | To evaluate the high yield, stable yield and adaptability of millet variety Yugu 18. [ Method ] According to the results of

eters, high stability coefficient method and regression coefficient method. [ Result] Yugu 18 was an excellent millet variety with integrated charac-
teristics of high yield, stable yield and strong adaptability. [ Conclusion | This research provided theoretical foundation for the extension and appli-

cation of Yugu 18.
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Table 1 Comparison of the yield results of the regional tests and production tests

X 15145 Regional test H: 778 Production test
2 X4 B 18 7R X # CK= #2518 i X i # CKz
Code Block Yield of Yugu 18 Yield of CK Compared with Yield of Yugu 18 Yield of CK Compared with
kg/hm’ kg/hm’ CKz//% kg/hm’ kg/hm’ CK+//%
1 et AR XA 5397.75 4 699.50 14.86 5 090.70 4 338.75 17.32
2 RILERXA 5 453.70 5227.20 433 5 710.50 5 407.50 5.61
3 PHALES P4 2 698.95 2349.75 12.26 5 064.00 4 425.00 14.47
4 PHALEA R X A 2 726.85 2 613.60 -3.00 5 613.00 5 714.70 -1.78
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Table 2 Comparison of yield, variation coefficient and high stability coefficient in the National Millet Variety Regional Trials
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. . . Variation High stability ’ ; e . :
Variety Regional Yield - - Regression  Regression Coefficient of ~ Correlation
2 coefficient coefficient

name test kg/hm” ’ % ’ % intercept coefficient  determination coefficient r
#4518 Yugu 18 AL H A X 4 (2010 4F) 5 568.00 9.38 96.53 100.57 0.8210 0.730 2 0.854 5
A 19 Jigu 19(CK) AL E A X4 (2010 4F) 4.929.00 16.05 76.31 -103.13 1.278 3 0.830 0 0.911 0
%4 18 Yugu 18 AL E A X4 (2011 4F) 5 227.50 17.69 90.75 72.84 0.912 6 0.806 5 0.898 1
HE4% 19 Jigu 19(CK) AV E AR X4 (2011 4F) 4 469.85 25.44 67.78 -53.84 1.136 2 0.889 2 0.943 0
%4 18 Yugu 18 ZRALFEA X ZH (2012 4E) 4 947.30 17.96 77.20 51.578 0.856 8 0.867 8 0.931 6
JUA 11 Jiugu 11(CK)  FRILBFEA XL (2012 4F) 4779.00 18.12 74.44 47.158 0.835 8 0.870 1 0.932 8
4% 18 Yugu 18 TRALEA X4 (2013 4F) 5 960.25 14.22 81.89 -13.578 1.070 8 0.829 9 0.911 0
JUA 11 Jiugu 11(CK)  FRILEAIXH (2013 4F) 5 675.40 13.16 78.95 64011  0.969 2 0.876 4 0.936 2
B 18 iR sae 4938.75 29.51 72.42 70.134 0.861 6 0.972 9 0.986 4
Yugu 18 WX 2H (2012 4F)
K4 35 [iip| &y 4370.25 37.15 57.13 0.7476  0.966 3 0.985 7 0.992 8
Changnong 35( CK) MR IX 20 (2012 4F)
418 it | e Ll 4.995.45 16.16 85.00 55.806 0.869 5 0.452 7 0.672 8
Yugu 18 SAX A (2013 4F)
K4k 35 PILER g 4 479.00 13.34 78.78 15.308 0.888 5 0.86 37 0.929 4
Changnong 35( CK) X 4 (2013 4F)
B 18 FdLEA T 5 667.75 10.50 79.74 253.37 0.3122 0.135 2 0.367 7
Yugu 18 MR X 2H (2013 48)
K [A] 29 [liip| s ni) 5 782.95 13.49 78.65 -42.449 1.073 4 0.930 6 0.964 7
Datong 29( CK) BUIX (2013 4)
B 18 [ipl&=As 5 695.95 14.88 77.59 12.52 0.936 3 0.669 4 0.818 2
Yugu 18 I [X 20 (2014 4F)
KIF 29 PadLHEA 5932.65 12.97 82.63 71.312 0.831 4 0.695 6 0.834 0
Datong 29( CK) X 4H (2014 4F)
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Table 4 Comparison of cucumber leaf photosynthesis and yield in different treatments

HOL AR e A INX N E

yas A 7= C

%fi ment Chlijﬁ%liitent Net photosynthetic Transpiration rate Plot yield Single fruit
FAHHe pryT conte rate // wmol/ (m” +s) pmol/ (m” +s) kg weight //'g

th i 24 Chinese herb residues 979 b 18.83 a 7.58 a 14.47 a 132.7 a

PEGE R R Mushroom scrap 107.6 a 18.03 a 7.37 a 17.93 a 147.6 a

4% Soil 87.5¢ 16.57 a 7.34 a 11.30 b 132.6 a

T : [FFANF NG FREFRIRTE 0.05 /K128 57 ik 3

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level
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