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Abstract
rified and bred, and local farm varieties were used as breeding materials for the experiment. The main breeding goals were high yield, late rip-

( Guizhou Institute of Prataculture , Guizhou Academy of Agriculture Sciences, Guiyang,
In order to meet the demand for new varieties of high quality Lactuca indica L., local varieties of Lactuca indica L.Jinping were pu-

ening, wide leaves and good solidity by using the method of mixed selection system. The plant plants of Lactuca indica L.Jinping are erect, late
bolting, 2.5 m high at flowering period, and 282 d growth period (54 to 64 d longer than the control). The comprehensive traits performed
well , with 75 861.30 kg/hm” total plant biological yield, 23.0 kg/hm® seed yield, 35.8 leaves per plant, 1.00:1.32 stem to leaf ratio, 18.85%
crude protein content, and 4.65% crude fat content, which were all higher than the control Lactuca indica L. Longmu and the Lactuca indica
L. Mengzao. Lactuca indica L. Jinping was suitable to be planted in hilly and mountainous areas, middle and low mountain areas in Guizhou,

South of Yangtze River and subtropical middle and low altitude similar climate areas in China.
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Fig.1 Breeding process of Lactuca indica L. Jinping
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Table 1 Comparison of the fresh grass and seed yield of different varieties of L. indica

3 Fresh grass Fh1 Seed
P R i R et S
Year n ame' Yield Increase or Yield Increase or
kg/hm’ decrease // % kg/hm’ decrease // %
2016—2017 R 73 677.45"" 15.1~32.6 114.0 40.8~53.9
TR e 62 518.50" 675
SR 49 657.50" 52.5
2017—2018 RS 78 045.15" " 18.2~32.9 132.0 34.1~54.5
TS 63 808.50" 87.0
L T 52 344.00" " 60.0

T e FORAE 0.05 KFZE B + + FIRAE 0.01 /KF22 500 3%

Note: #* indicated significant differences at 0.05 level; * * indicated extremely significant differences at 0.01 level
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Table 2 Comparison of the main agronomic characters of different varieties of L. indica in 2017

A K LIRS 5 3] ZEM % EL g
Variety Leaf length Leaf width Plant height Stem width Leaf number Stem-leaf
name cm mm cm cm Fr/#k ratio
RS 3E3E L. Indica Jinping 55.60 12.23 252.00 2.14 35.80 1.00:1.32
WHAEHESE L. indica Longmu 32.70 6.41 100.42 1.29 22.70 1.00:0.72
SARTEIESE L. indica Mengzao 26.90 6.32 98.30 1.25 20.30 1.00:0.59
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Table 3 Comparison of the nutrient contents of different varieties of L. indica %
S PHEVE R
i K y . ’ A4 VR “F4 .
Vot f A L RN N oo o S S
- . Crude fat Nitrogen— o ’ ) Crude ash Ca
name protein free—extracts fiber detergent detergent
reeTex fiber fiber
BRI YE3E L Indica Jinping 18.85 4.65 34.05 16.26 18.30 16.50 14.26 0.73
FGEHESE L. indica Longmu 16.10 4.02 33.50 17.20 18.26 16.40 15.00 0.75
ST Y3E L indica Mengzao 15.80 3.26 36.02 17.75 19.30 17.0 15.56 0.72
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