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Comparative Study on New Lines of Millets in Yulin City

JING Miao, QIANG Yu-zhu, WANG Cai-lan et al ( Yulin Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Yulin, Shaanxi 719000)

Abstract In order to screen the high quality, high yield, herbicide resistant millet varieties suitable to cultivated in Yunlin Area, a compara-
tive experiment was carried out on 10 grain varieties (lines). Through field experiments, the indicators of plant yield and growth period traits
were observed and investigated, and the data were summarized. Results showed that K864-3, An 5162, S757 were selected, which had the
characters of high yield, high quality, disease resistance and herbicide resistance suitable for local cultivation. This research provided reliable

basis for the large-scale demonstration and promotion in Yulin City.
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Table 1 Comparison of agronomic characters of different millet varieties ( lines)

Hi's Al (R ) AR H I A A E =g Rz B

Code Variety(line) name  Seeding stage Heading stage Maturity Growth period//d  Plant height //cm Maturing phase

1 % 5162 05-25 07-25 09-17 115 135.8 &

2 S748 05-25 07-27 09-17 115 130.9 pas

3 S744 05-25 07-28 09-17 115 129.3 it

4 S757 05-25 07-30 09-18 116 125.1 a8

5 % 5150 05-25 07-28 09-18 116 126.0 jiae

6 2 5415 05-25 07-27 09-21 119 125.7 pag

7 S780 05-25 07-31 09-22 120 120.6 pas

8 K2091-2 05-25 07-30 09-25 123 133.5 it

9 K864-3 05-25 07-31 09-25 123 132.3 a8

10 ik 3 5 (CK) 05-25 07-26 09-25 123 155.4 It
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Table 2 Comparison of the economic and quality characters of different millet varieties ( lines)
R 2R Economic characters JEH2R Quality characters
R) AR ESS i N i kL N A P
ength diameter . weight  weight per grain weight of mlllet

name om em spikelet type . spike /g percentage color color color
1 % 5162 19.8 2.55 LA Ytk 25.67 22.18 86.4 2.99 £ # —3
2 S748 223 2.65 i i3 19.03 15.97 83.9 3.07 # zﬁ.s —%
3 S744 20.0 2.40 i 2k 15.04 12.57 83.6 2.95 i o —F
4 S757 22.9 2.80 g 25k 27.64 22.92 82.9 2.88 i o —5
5 2 5150 21.7 2.70 3 Fil 24.27 19.93 82.1 3.00 # # —F
6 & 5415 23.1 2.95 th ikl 24.92 19.88 79.8 2.60 H H —F
7 S780 22.8 2.95 g i 29.27 25.30 86.4 3.00 4 o —F
8 K2091-2 24.6 3.20 a5 2k 30.92 25.18 81.4 3.11 i H —F
9 K864-3 21.0 2.60 | ik 25.42 21.09 83.0 3.01 L T —F
10 #riE3 5(CK) 229 2.75 % s 28.37 22.66 79.9 3.24 i TH —F
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Table 3 Comparison of the stress resistance of different millet varieties (lines)

- SECR) G gl Sl g UORRIEE O SDibRR ik
. Variety (line) Millet blast Sheath blight Brown streak o PO U
Code name lovel level level downy mildew of red-leaf Lodging score
% disease // %
1 45162 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 S748 0 0 0 0 0.67 0
3 S744 0 0 0 0 3.30 0
4 $757 0 0 0 0 3 0
5 4 5150 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 4 5415 0 0 0 0 12.00 0
7 S780 0 0 0 0 15.00 0
8 K2091-2 0 0 0 0 45.00 0
9 K864-3 0 0 0 0 0 0
10 Bt 3 B (CK) 0 0 0 0 0 1
24 FELER ARATUEH,10MSEF(R)PLL K864-3 kiR, Jy 6 847.5 kg/hm”  Fext B Uik 3 517
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Table 4 Yield results of different varieties (lines) of millet

Al (FR)

g Praa B CKs
i Vﬁi*fi lilr,i old Equivalent Compared IR
Code (lin(;)y kz yield with control  Rank
' ° kg/hm’ %
name
9 K864-3 10.95 6 847.5 17.5 aA 1
1 47 5162 10.93 6 837.0 17.4 aA 2
4 S757 10.60 6 628.5 13.8 aA 3
5 5150 10.42 6 513.0 11.8 aAB 4
8 K2091-2 10.25 6 409.5 10.0 aAB 5
3 S744 10.20 6 378.0 9.5 aAB 6
6 2 5415 9.65 6 034.5 3.6 abAB 7
2 S748 9.40 5 878.5 0.9 abAB 8
10 ik 3 5 (CK) 9.32 5 826.0 0 abAB 9
7 S780 8.00 5 002.5 —-14.1 bB 10

T : FUANR NG FREFORFE 0.05 /K28 5 25 RIS R 'S = bF
FIRTE 0.01 K2 54 il 25
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level ;different capital letters in the same column indi-
cated extremely significant differences at 0.01 level
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