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Effects of Different Fertilization Methods on Agronomic Characters and Quality of Maoliangnuo 1

HONG Ding-li, WANG Huai-yu,LI Lu-hua ( College of Agriculture,Guizhou University , Guiyang , Guizhou 550025)

Abstract We analyzed the agronomic characters and wine quality traits of Maoliangnuo 1 with four different treatment of no fertilizer , farmyard
manure alone ,farmyard manure + soybean sorghum intercropping and chemical fertilizer alone ,respectively. Our results demonstrated farmyard
manure + soybean sorghum intercropping treatment possessed higher yield,single panicle quality and thousand grain weight than that of farm-
yard manure alone treatment. The tannin content reached to 2. 26% in sorghum seeds by chemical fertilizer treatment. However the tannin con-
tent was 1. 66% and 1. 63% , which was in a suitable range for wine-making in sorghum seeds by farmyard manure alone and farmyard
manure + soybean sorghum intercropping treatment, respectively. Farmyard manure alone and farmyard manure + soybean sorghum intercrop-
ping treatment could significantly reduce the starch contents compared with chemical fertilizer treatment. There was a significant positive corre-
lation among tannin content, starch content and amylopectin content in Maoliangnuo 1. Therefore, effectively combined with farmyard manure,
farmyard manure + soybean sorghum intercropping and chemical fertilizer could maintain good wine quality of Maoliangnuo 1. This study pro-

vides a theoretical basis for the scientific fertilization and wine quality traits improvement of glutinous sorghum for wine.
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Table 1 Effects of different fertilization methods on agronomic characters of Maoliangnuo No. 1

TN J5 = Fr S HARRT L Tk i
Fertilization Yield Spike length Single panicle Branch number 1 000-grain Plant height
method kg/hm* cm quality/g A~ weight /g cm

A 4116.26 ¢ 28.57 b 46.18 ¢ 33.33b 19.15d 268.24 a
B 5190.40 b 27.37b 57.33 b 28.00 ¢ 21.57 ¢ 302.13 a
C 5309.86 b 34.00 a 59.92 b 32.67 b 22.39b 265.07 a
D 6707.84 a 34.30 a 80.08 a 37.67 a 23.28 a 276.71 a

T [RIFUA NG FRER RN RIMEAE 77 2] 2% 57 .2 (P<0. 05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different fertilziation methods (P<0.05)
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Table 2 Effects of different fertilization methods on the quality of Ma-

oliangnuo No. 1 %

JAEE EARTEE BTERE SRR SR EneR
Fertilization Protein Tannin Amylopectin Starch

method content content content content

A 8.07 b 1.80 b 37.99 b 51.48 b
B 13.54 a 1.66 ¢ 37.56 b 50.53 b
C 12.76 a 1.63 ¢ 34.95 b 47.60 b
D 9.64 b 2.23 a 62.06 a 70.54 a

LE : RIS ING BRI AL I7 28] 22 5+ 2. 25 (P<0. 05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant
difference between different fertilization methods( P<0. 05)
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Table 3 Correlation analysis between agronomic characters and quality of Maoliangnuo 1
o e RHER SRR TRE WK RASER wvar SUL wpan
Character Yield Single pfimclc Branch 1 OOQ—gram Spike Protein Tannin Amylopectin Starch
quality number weight length content content content content
FAfd i Single panicle quality 0.841" "
K% Branch number 0.399 0.572
TRiE 1 000-grain weight 0.818" " 0.727° " 0.341
FH K Spike length 0.576" 0.461 0.703" 0.696 "
A 5 & H Protein content 0. 084 -0.13 0.623" 0. 424 -0.047
PB4 Tannin content 0.536 0.829" " 0.807° " 0.392 0.476 -0. 546
SHETERY & i Amylopectin content (. 637 * 0.903" " 0.726"* 0.528 0. 455 -0.384 0.940" "
TEN & & Starch content 0.647" 0.901" " 0.718* " 0.492 0.411 -0.419 0.939" " 0.995" "
Bk Plant height -0.207 0. 075 -0.426 0.043 -0.342 0.401 0.001 -0.009 -0.041

e o# Flx o+ ARSIFEIRAE 0.05 F10. 01 7K i ZAH G

Note: * and # = indicated significant correlation at 0. 05 and 0. 01 levels, respectively
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