LZHRM RIS, J. Anhui Agric.Sci. 2018,46(32) :40-42

AELMARESREEZEERERSH

FigEm - LERD MRESBE® - £AR KA

(LB R R 2258 KR OB S M o SR 8, AR JK 8433005 2.3 HUR K2 S R4 2 Bt , BT S BTH /R 843300)

HE [ HLESdEalE LEFEOENMES RS, [ FE ]2 8 AN R b X I AR 833 @ 8] $R35 X 00 2 8 A sn At
B R ELARIAT T BT, [ER]MZEM AN = F G EHREE S S EF 8 ER rH R P E RS, L AR
An 8 15 LAMBAS F AS142 434 £ R AN T W An & 8 | 5 ZATHBAR R %, 5 A A 2] T 23%Fw 21% , 3R E MBI A1 2 5 44k
JEH 19%Fe 18% ;38R T~14 d MR T AW BR S S ROBE T, [ 4] 56F 8 8 MbRaZH R Hfbed 2 2H kA I, M8, F4 1
5 o TR BRIE BT, T OAAE A ) 5849 R B R e AP AT A AL

KEIR HHRAD S R B
hE SRS S54 XERFRIRES A NXEHS 0517-6611(2018)32-0040-03

Comparative Analysis of Major Characteristics of Several Feeding Sweet Sorghum Cultivars in Southern Xinjiang
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Abstract
major characters of eight sweet sorghum cultivars were compared through field cultivation experiments.[ Result ] M81 sweet sorghum was the lar-

[ Objective ]To select cultivars of forage sweet sorghum suitable for climate and soil characteristics in southern Xinjiang.[ Method ] The

gest in biological yield, plant height,fresh weight per plant,tiller number,stem node,stem diameter and leaf length,followed by Lio and Jitian 1.
Lambas and As142 were relatively low.The sugar content of sweet sorghum could be improved significantly by delaying harvest for 7—14 d.[ Con-
clusion ] The cultivars M81, Jitian 1 and Lio could be used as the forage sweet sorghum cultivars in southern Xinjiang because of good comprehen-

sive performances of main characters compared with the other sweet sorghum cultivars.
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Table 1 Comparison of plant height,fresh weight,leaf weight,stem weight and biological yield of different sweet sorghum varieties

- it b b AT e
Variety name Plant height Fresh weight Leaf weight Stem weight Biological Zfleld
cm per plant //kg per plant // kg per plant //kg kg/hm
AS142 138.60+6.11 e 0.27+0.07 ¢ 0.06+0.02 d 0.19+0.04 ¢ 51 874.80+1 023.15 e
M81 371.00+14.56 a 1.11£0.34 a 0.15+0.06 a 0.78+0.43 a 113 738.70+1 335.30 a
LAMBAS 184.60+7.37 d 0.26+0.06 ¢ 0.04+0.01 d 0.21+0.05 ¢ 63 802.80+738.75 ¢
P 145 Jitian 1 344.80+13.12 b 0.83+0.05 b 0.11+0.01 b 0.69+0.05 a 96 795.45+1 530.15 b
X096 307.60+11.50 ¢ 0.69+0.19 b 0.09+0.02 be 0.58+0.16 b 84 387.45+1 186.80 ¢
il 2 5 Xintian 2 296.40+53.47 ¢ 0.65+0.21 ¢ 0.08+0.03 ¢ 0.55+0.17 b 86 481.60+1 118.10 ¢
THEK Lio 340.00+17.49 b 0.68+0.10 b 0.11+0.01 b 0.54+0.09 b 96 845.40+858.75 b
=7 EE PaceSetter 307.80+19.02 ¢ 0.67+0.18 b 0.13+0.07 ab 0.53+0.18 b 73 413.75+1 131.6 d

PRV NG FREFIRTE 0.05 K 1255 53 (P<0.05)

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level (P<0.05)
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Table 2 Comparison of tiller number,stem node number,stem diameter, leaf length and width of different sweet sorghum varieties
A B Sy BEAR RES el LI LIRS
Variety Tillers Section Stem diameter Leaf width Leaf length
name A~ number // ¥ cm cm cm
AS142 2.40+0.55 b 9.20+1.79 ¢ 7.32+£0.92 ab 8.72+0.83 ab 79.40+7.77 b
M81 3.40+0.71 a 14.20+1.30 a 8.34x1.15 a 9.02+1.12 a 96.00+3.39 a
LAMBAS 2.20+1.30 be 8.80+0.84 ¢ 5.18+0.54 ¢ 6.40+0.82 ¢ 64.40+5.46 ¢
HHE 15 Jitian 1 3.20x1.64 a 13.20+0.84 ab 7.30+0.45 ab 8.20+0.45 ab 83.80+7.53 ab
X096 2.00£0.71 ¢ 12.80+0.45 ab 7.42+0.43 ab 7.20£1.30 b 79.40+5.59 b
B 2 5 Xintian 2 2.40+1.52 b 12.00+1.00 b 6.40+1.14 b 8.00£1.87 b 80.20+4.71 b
MHRK Lio 3.20+1.30 a 13.60+1.95 ab 6.20+0.45 b 7.00+0.71 b 80.80+9.23 b
7 PaceSetter 1.80+0.45 ¢ 10.60+0.55 ¢ 6.30+0.45 b 8.20+0.84 ab 91.00+12.21 ab

7 PR R/NG 7R TE 0.05 /KF F 2257 8 3% (P<0.05)

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level (P<0.05)
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Table 3 Changes of sugar brix of different varieties after delaying harvest %

P4 R A HER 7 d FER 14 d FER 21 d
Variety name Mature period Delaying for 7 d Delaying for 14 d Delaying for 21 d
AS142 12.82+1.95 ¢ 14.57+2.12 d 13.98+2.58 ¢ 13.49+4.11 b
M81 19.15£0.71 b 22.26+1.06 b 23.87+1.86 a 22.11+1.69 ab
LAMBAS 11.97£2.49 ¢ 12.52+3.99 d 14.94+£1.72 ¢ 13.73+3.27 ab
15 Jitian 1 21.01+£1.36 a 22.77+2.41 b 22.27+2.21 a 23.15+2.63 a
X096 11.45+4.55 ¢ 13.89+1.51 d 14.19+1.87 ¢ 14.83+2.42 a
il 2 5 Xintian 2 18.76+1.54 b 20.87+2.19 be 20.43+1.92 b 21.32+2.57 a
HH IR Lio 23.53+0.88 a 24.86+1.76 a 24.00+2.08 a 24.51+2.73 a
=L PaceSetter 16.60+1.64 18.08+5.12 ¢ 18.77+4.92 be 17.39+3.36 ¢

T : FFUARIR/ING AR ORTE 0.05 /K- L2257 83 (P<0.05)

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level ( P<0.05)
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