LZHRM AR, J. Anhui Agric. Sci. 2019,47(11) :28-30

AFEERZUERSFENBEXSHMEBRSN

1 1% Zp — 1 2l Jp— )31 1 1 =1 et 2 qp 1 1
Ew L EPECHRIAE T EFE AWE L LA AR EEL RMAT RLE EAR
L AP AIL R 8 TIRFET 11T (i 046011 2. 137548 ACH 1 5 AT R FIUR) L7 I 047400)

HE 8T RMA KR ESMREEHREMKRE ZFHTTHEASHRBEIN, ZREN, FE KD REET REHTHF
AREXRELFZ AEEMXAMEEMXREZ R REEFZLAMAKFRESFEWABBREZR I RRLZBHRK,
HERRZ , BFHEAGFRERARAL T ZHRE BET HEE RGRBREE, L2 F, RAET HEER LR MK
ey % & ,E S ERERSOAER, AERRGHZE,
KR BT REWAR = F 48X 0T 84257
FESES S515 ERFRINED A

NEH/HS 0517-6611(2019)11-0028-03

doi; 10. 3969/]. issn. 0517-6611. 2019. 11. 009

Correlation and Path Analysis of the Yield and Major Agronomic Traits of Millet
WANG Rui, LI Zhong-qing, GUO Er-hu et al
046011)

Abstract Correlation analysis and path analysis of the yield and agronomic characters of Changnong 39 were carried out in five test sites. Re-

(Millet Reserch Institute, Shanxi Academy of Agricutural Sciences, Changzhi, Shanxi

sults showed that the variation coefficient of yield, plant height, grain weight per spike and spike weight were relatively great. Spike weight
showed significantly positive correlation with yield and grain weight per spike;plant height and yield showed negative correlation. The direct
path coefficient and decision coefficient of spike weight to yield were both the highest, followed with millet grain percentage. Millet field high-
yield cultivation technology should pay attention to spike weight, grain weight per spike, millet grain percentage and plant height, as well as
the correlation between grain weight per spike, millet grain percentage and other agronomic traits, so as to properly adjust the increase of plant

height and to obtain relatively hight yield.
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Table 1 Statistical analysis of yield and major agronomic traits of Changnong 39

i P K Tl TR TR AR s
L ‘t Plant height Length of spike Spike weight 1 000-grain Grain weight Millet grain Yield

ocation cm cm g weight//g per spike//g percentage//% kg/hm?
A% Huguan 146. 1 21.7 20.6 2.9 17.1 83.2 3863.0
£ Wuxiang 145.5 24.7 24.2 3.0 20.7 85.5 5829.8
Y Licheng 139.8 20. 1 19.4 3.1 16.7 85.8 4264. 1
B )1l Lingchuan 122.5 21.2 22.0 3.0 17.1 87.1 5593.8
K34 Changzhi 163.5 23.1 19.7 3.0 16.2 84.4 3715.4
SEH4{H Means 143.5 22.2 21.2 3.0 17.6 85.2 4 653.2
FrifE2% Standard deviation 14.7 1.8 2.0 0.1 1.8 1.5 990. 5
#%/MHE Min 122.5 20.1 19.4 2.9 16.2 83.2 3715.4
5 K AH Max 163.5 24.7 24.2 3.1 20.7 87.1 5829.8
A3 2R CV /% 10. 3 8.0 9.3 2.4 10.2 1.7 21.3
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Table 2 Correlation analysis between yield and major agronomic traits of Changnong 39

RN PRiE XS i 1 g)é%gim B Miﬁelﬁjriin
Traits Plant height Length of spike Spike mass Spike grain mass
mass percentage
FHK Length of spike 0.481
FHH Spike weight -0.308 0.672
F-kiH 1 000-grain weight -0. 151 -0.317 -0.216
FHRIEE Grain weight per spike -0. 088 0.713 0.915* -0.079
Hi4+ 3 Millet grain percentage -0.723 -0.203 0.322 0.623 0.147
7ei Yield -0.631 0. 335 0.880" 0. 143 0.737 0. 725

TE: # FIRTE 0.05 CE (U)W A0

Note; #* indicated significant correlation at 0. 05 level ( bilateral )
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Table 3 Path-coefficient between yield and major agronomic traits of Changnong 39

[A] 4238 42 22 %X Indirect path coefficient

- MIRHCRE PR RH ect path coefficient gy
Iﬁdlid ¢ variabl Simple correlation Direct path X, FlE X? Hjﬁ’$ ]ﬂfgﬁﬁ%%ﬁ%ﬁ Decision
ndependent variable coefficient coefficient Spike weight Millet grain Total 1nqlr§ct coefficient

pe weig percentage path coefficien
X, HHH Spike weight 0. 880 0.722 0. 159 0.159 0.750
X, 4% Millet grain percentage 0.725 0.493 0.233 0.233 0.472
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