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The Regional Test for New Varieties of Yam during 2017-2018
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Abstract
areas of Fujian were bred out.Cunjinyam was used as the control. The two-year regional test of yam varieties was conducted in Dehua, Liancheng
and Jianyang of Fujian during 2017-2018.The field test and laboratory test data of the new varieties were statistically analyzed.lIdentification of
fertility and adaptability was the key.The main agronomic characters, biological characteristics, stress resistance and tuber quality were ana-
lyzed and evaluated.V10 ( Quanhuai red skin white meat) was the best variety with high quality, high yield and stable yield.V1 ( Tai huai No.
6) showed medium maturity , high quality and stable yield.V6 ( Quanhuai 1547) showed medium and late maturity, relatively high and stable
yield and high commodity rate.V8 ( Quanhuai 1515) showed medium maturity, high yield and stable yield. They have application value in the
suitable planting area.V4 (Quanhuai 1517) showed medium maturity, high yield, unstable yield and poor commodity performance.V5 ( Quan-
huai 1542), V9 (Daming potato) and V3 ( Quanhuai 1513) showed medium and late maturity, unstable yield and poor commodity perform-
ance. They could be used as parents to select new combinations of hybrid materials.V7 ( Xiayong potato) showed medium maturity , moderate

(Quanzhou Agricultural Research Institute , Jinjiang, Fujian 362212)
In order to meet the needs of production and market, new yam varieties which could be suitable for cultivating in main producing

yield, poor commodity and low application value.
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Table 1 Evaluation criteria of cooked food taste of fresh potato in Rhizoma Dioscorea

L4

Sy % I it 1 b s il 1 i WAL
Score Fragrance Sweetness Fineness Planeness censation Numbness
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Note : Final score = (aroma + sweetness + powder + surface + fiber sensation + numbness) /6
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Table 2 Botanical characteristics of the tested varieties
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Table 3 The main agronomic traits of the tested varieties

o2 Y& Tubers e
B AEM ] el LIRS -5 e AR bk e i EYN
Q]u et Growth Plant Stem Leaf Leaf eI Petiole Pulse ”I%MI' A Quality of
aneties period height diameter length width Leaf shape length number Lon.glludmal Trfinsverse tuber per
d m mm cm cm index cm of leaf diameter  diameter plant
base cm cm ke
V1 203.0 5.30 6.3 18.18 10.91 1.69 8.66 7 63.70 5.66 0.867
V2(CK) 204.5 4.45 22 12.70 6.34 2.01 5.00 7 51.28 4.44 0.636
V3 235.5 4.71 2.4 14.37 6.47 2.30 5.48 7 61.35 5.49 0.593
V4 215.0 5.44 6.0 19.93 10.32 1.94 9.00 7 34.57 10.97 1.182
V5 2335 5.37 2.2 15.03 6.83 2.21 5.64 5 60.10 6.31 0.753
V6 234.0 4.59 3.2 14.88 6.87 2.18 5.57 5 60.78 7.10 0.800
V7 203.0 4.81 5.0 16.74 8.91 1.89 9.72 7 43.08 5.90 0.737
V8 2135 5.04 6.2 19.19 10.09 1.91 9.32 7 51.37 8.53 1.237
V9 235.0 5.21 2.4 14.47 6.70 2.17 5.66 7 56.12 5.08 0.634
V10 204.0 3.64 59 19.14 10.23 1.90 7.81 7 44.72 6.99 0.996
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Table 4 Average disease index of anthrax infection delayed of the tested

varieties during 2017-2018

‘Al Varieties 7 H Jul. 8 H Aug. 9 H Sept.
V1 7.11 17.22 23.87
V2(CK) 5.47 12.93 23.93
V3 0.49 4.67 6.02
\Z 3.69 9.12 15.05
V5 1.04 1.40 4.99
' 0.00 1.98 4.13
\%i 12.01 25.20 56.19
V8 13.37 37.59 56.77
\ 0.93 5.95 7.92
V10 9.81 19.05 34.67
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Table 5 Main effect and interaction effect values of the tested varieties
in testde sites during 2017-2018

- R
Varieties El E2 E3 Yanety

main effect
V1 6.334  -2.542  -3.792 0.830
V2(CK) 1.460 3276  -4.736 -11.816
V3 -1.748 4349 -2.601 -13.306
V4 7.621  -3.927 -3.694 19.749
V5 -4.756 2.978 1.778 -5.281
V6 -4.271  -2.746 7.017 -4.054
\%i -0.331 -0.364 0.696 =5.177
V8 -4.994 2.091 2.903 21.545
\ -1.266 1.817 -0.551 -11.216
V10 1.951 -4.931 2.980 8.725
RC U [Ajf ) 2816  -3.534 0.718

Test site main effect

CRUELTZ AR >V3CRTE 1513) > V6 (i 1547) > V8( i
YE 1515) > V2(~F4 2 CK) > VSR TE 1542)> VI( 816 2)
> VA(IRE 1517) > VO(CREGRE) > VICTFIHE) (£ 7).

F6 BiEPEF IZESN
Table 6 Fertility and stability analysis of the tested varieties

FE =S Fertility parameters

FaE 1S4 Stability parameter

NI B8 (13.34 m?)

iy Plot fresh potato e I 3T HL X ZEETEM
Varieties yield / kg Conversion fiiyk [t CK+ FR(Ai) J2(6) iﬁ( CV) Zone (_’f Comprehe-nswe
yield Rank % Main effect Variance  Coefficient of ~adaptation evaluation
e T kg/hm’ variation
Amplitude Average
V8 57.29~76.34 67.216 50 412 1 98.54 aA 21.545 18.870 6.463 E1~E3 AR
V4 29.43~88.39 65.419 49 064 2 93.23 aA 19.749 43.572 10.090 E1~E3 Rir
V10 35.09~69.52 54.396 40 797 3 60.67 bB 8.725 18.497 7.906 E1~E3 WUt
V1 33.55~69.19 46.501 34 876 4 37.35 ¢BC 0.830 30.483 11.873 E1~E3 — %
Vo6 29.43~55.80 41.617 31213 5 22.93 ¢CD —4.054 37.514 14.717 E1~E3 — B
V7 31.68~49.23 40.493 30 370 6 19.61 ¢dCDE -5.177 0.363 1.488 E1~E3 — B
V5 29.04~61.12 40.389 30292 7 19.30 ¢dCDE -5.281 17.323 10.305 E1~E3 — B
\E 26.40~42.13 34.455 25 841 8 1.77 deDE  -11.216 2.603 4.683 E1~E3 Wi
V2(CK) 23.65~46.60 33.855 25 391 9 — deDE -11.816 17.646 12.408 E1~E3 &
V3 23.65~39.55 32.365 24 274 10 —1.15 eE —-13.306 14.367 11.711 E1~E3 Wi

T : RPN TR R OR R ] 22 5 B35 (P<0.05) s ARG F-RERR 22 70 .35 (P<0.01)

Note : Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differences between different varieties at 0.05 level ; Different capital letters stand for signifi-

cant differences at 0.01 level
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Table 7 Evaluation results of tuber cooked food quality of the varieties tested during 2017-2018

v R AT ki T 3 B JRRIE AR BE LTS
Varieties Fragrance Sweetness Fineness Planeness Fiber sense Numbness Final score
V1 2.825 3.320 2.205 2.620 4.280 4.315 3.260
V2(CK) 2.535 2.810 4.290 2.725 4.490 4.415 3.545
V3 4.510 3.240 2.950 3.725 4.590 4.485 3.915
V4 1.235 3.290 3.050 2.900 3.735 4.480 3.115
V5 2.650 3.550 3.600 2.150 4.250 4.550 3.455
V6 3.450 1.840 3.750 4.150 4.500 4.700 3.730
V7 2.340 2.750 2.650 2.460 4.350 2.880 2.900
V8 3.110 3.240 4.180 2.280 4.460 4.680 3.660
Vo 2.485 2.265 4.280 2.305 4.120 2.190 2.940
V10 3.410 3.485 4.395 3.590 4.515 4.290 3.950
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Table 8 Yield and quality analysis of the tested varieties tuber

B UNES S e B2 i} TERD M TH
Q” et (13.34 m*) Plot Crude polysa Fat Starch Total amino Dry matter
arenes average yield // kg ccharide // % g/kg g/kg acid // ¢/ kg rate // %
Vi 45.20 0.19 3 888 34.0 24.47
V2(CK) 33.06 0.24 2 875 53.4 33.00
V3 32.68 0.16 3 827 30.9 33.47
V4 68.96 0.13 2 819 329 28.01
Vs 34.80 0.15 4 824 38.1 23.60
A 41.50 0.33 3 809 34.2 23.10
V7 39.73 0.22 2 803 60.0 28.22
V8 66.72 0.16 2 786 46.7 23.75
V9 35.49 0.12 4 784 38.9 25.18
V10 54.34 0.23 2 865 39.1 25.08
Vi FIRF B A 25 RIS . VOCIRIE 1547) iZah A H
Wy 191234 d(rhigzt) PR EEE i 31 213 ke/hm”, & S A
V6 N R - ~
V3 FERE S A7, LEXT BRI ™ 22.93%, 22 5% B35, 77 e TR
¥ U L5 8 L5 A LR T 5 B o s
V9 A\ [ . N
Vi VA PR B B it A . VA CORTE 1517) 3%
V8 FhZEFI 215 d(rhd) PRt 7= it 49 064 kg/hm”, 73 5
e BRI 1AL, WX BRI 93.23% 22 530 5, 7 HE AT
(ERE 7 I 22 5 ML 20 W5 it 0 B o o — P, B P 2 s v

094 189 283 377 4T
FAEIEE Genetic distance

Bl SaMEREFERRRHAGZRELER
Fig.1 Systematic clustering results on yield and quality of the

tested varieties tuber
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MRS TR o A TR TR A s R ;
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11213.3 d(PEh) | FHEEE L 50 412 ke/hm, J& 25
FREE 147, LX) IR 7 98.54% , 2% Tt i 3%, & 7 N A ™
FHZ2WE S5 5 S 2 — 5 T R 5 HAE e e 1 Il

PUSIE 5 AT AR 8 77 S AR 2 e bR T 4 0 VS (I
1542) ¢ 3% & b A2 B 400 233 d (P ), - B e
30 292 kg/hm® , JESAR IS 7 7, Ho Xt BEHE 7 19.30% , 2%
SR 5 R A S TS A A B AELR 5 T A
PR AR LA RO . VO(KESE) %A &
1235 d( ) |, -3 e 2 P 0S5 841 kg/hm’, B b
FHEE 8 {37, Lok HR 8 7 1.77% 5 L 20 458 i S B 2 4% 4
A% s PUSIRG 5 7T FHVE DU S AR 245 MR B IE BT 4L 45, V3
(RUE 1513) %S R T 235.5 d (PPt |, S 2 fep o
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R 245 O 5 A% 2 B ARG s USRNG5 1T AL e AR 2
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Table 2 Thermodynamic parameters of malachite green adsorption by phosphoric acid modified corncob
C,//mg/L R " nﬁ K kJA/Zl | — ;{‘8 é/k]/mol _
100 0.995 53.849 8.987 -8.140 -8.657 -9.219
200 0.931 51.629 11.115 -5.269 -5.804 -6.297
300 0.871 28.068 4.955 -3.943 ~4.291 ~4.502
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