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Analysis of High Yield Characteristics and Yield Components of Xinmai 36
FAN Yong-sheng, ZHU Hong-cai, QU Tao et al
453003 )

Abstract [ Objective] To understand the high and stable yield of Xinmai 36 and the correlation between yield and yield components. [ Meth-
od] Statistical analysis was made on the data of the regional test of Huanghuainan in the National Winter Wheat Region in 2015-2016, 2016
—2017 and the production test of Huanghuainan in the National Winter Wheat Region in 2016—2017. [ Result]| Xinmai 36 had excellent high
and stable yield in regional experiment and variation analysis. The results of correlation analysis and path analysis were consistent; effective

( Xinxiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Henan Province, Xinxiang, Henan

panicle number > grains per ear > 1 000-grain weight. The direct and total effects of effective panicle number on yield were the greatest. In-
creasing effective panicle number was the key to increase yield. [ Conclusion ] This study can provide theoretical basis for the high-yield culti-

vation and further application of Xinmai 36.

Key words Wheat; Xinmai 36; Yield component
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Table 1 Main agronomic characters and yield performance of Xinmai 36
S g R T T T
RO MR RERE RGSEE RE Ea MR | AE Ly JOUM SR
- - . . . X S 1 000- FrED Compared Sites with Percentage
ZH 5 AR Ml Growth  Plant Basic Top  Effective bearing  Grains . Yiel . . R
. . . S T ) . grain ield  with the  yield of yield
Group Year  Variety period height seedlings tillers ear tiller  per ear o 2 1 i .
d om F/hm? F/hm? 5/l percentage I~ weight  kg/hm control  increase  increase
% . g % sites //%
Xk 2015— #HrF 36 233.5 79.0 258.0 1272.0 550.5 46.0 36. 1 44.8 8028.0 5.84 21 91.3
Regional 2016  JEZ# 18 234.3 78.2 256.5 1308.0 535.5 44.0 35.3 47.5 7585.0
test 2016— Hr# 36 228.3  81.7 255.0 1350.0 577.5 44.0 35.4 44.1 8610.0 3.60 19 86.4
2017 JE#E 18 229.6  80.6 255.0 1380.0 558.0 41.0 35.4 45.1  83l11.5
He e e 2016— Hi# 36 224.7 79.0 274.5 1432.5 619.5 45.2 35.0 45.4 8671.5 6.01 22 100
Prouduction 2017  J§# 18 225.5 79.0 271.5 1434.0 582.0 44.6 35.8 46. 1 8 181.0
test
x2 HEIFERZFRLTREH FrP,

Table 2 Yield and coefficient of variation of three factors of Xinmai 36

A EL T brifE 22 A S A AR B
o FEIE Standard Coefficient of Fluctuation
Variable Average - -
deviation variation // % range
X 580. 84 68. 41 11. 78 388.5~727.5
X, 35. 47 4. 00 11. 28 26.2~46.5
X3 44.78 4.31 9.62 35.2~53.9
y 8 440. 30 901. 45 10. 60 6 103.5~10 665.0

E vy A ROHE oy, SRR 2y TR,y ™
Note:x, is the effective ear,x, is the grains per ear,x; is the 1 000-grain
weight,y is the yield
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Table 3 Correlation analysis of three factors for yield of Xinmai 36

HHRZREL

Correlation Xy X X3 y
coefficient

X, 1

Xy -0.091 9 1

X3 -0.1556 -0.0757 1

y 0.567 7 0.256 1 0.079 9 1
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Table 4 Path coefficient analysis of three factors for yield of Xinmai 36

AR R R JUkesiiers e
<H Direct path Indirect path coefficient
Variable .

coefficient —, —x, —y
X 0.629 5 -0.030 3 -0.0316
X, 0.3293 -0.057 9 -0.015 4
X3 0.202 7 -0. 098 -0.024 9
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Table 6 Effects of different treatments on the economic characters of flue-cured tobaccos
LA LAY i i e
Treatment Proportion of upper and Average price Yield Output value
name medium tobacco//% Ju/kg kg/ hm? 55/hm?
R0 9 5/ =4 87 Guiyan 9/ Yunyan 87 36.57 17. 65 1 698.90 29 985. 60
SHH 9 5/K326 Guiyan 9/K326 33.42 17.36 1 624.95 28 209. 15
Coker176/ 24| 87 Coker176/ Yunyan 87 38.89 18.29 1626.75 29 753.27
Coker176/K326 32.98 16. 85 1499. 10 25 259. 85
/0 87 Yunyan 87 31.56 15. 88 1 459.95 23 184.00
K326 30.74 15.61 1 487.40 23 218.35
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Al (3R ) Cokerl76 L2504 9 5O Rb A, LI M 87 FiI K326
N HRER RGO AR A B 20 , 20 I 1 4%
AR AR R PRAR T B R A2 o) S SR
SR . MAKEHARGE KT A B i R B B 0 T4
TS R BBl A B 1 2 B AT SR R B 5
DAFE SCHRARGE sh AT A — St ™ A 1 e St g hadE—
ATRASZHRHALEE ; WA AR BOHL BB AR R AR A
RIFE BB IE AL 5 i LIS A 3l 1K T F2 R )
W TR i 30 O e T R B, B o TR TR RS
G A AIE LBl Y R, B RE R IS A i B A KR
PR B P TR L, D5 T de e A AT B e Ao 1 B LR
TR AR R T s B S I 5 455, 1R 4 A B 11
SOD ., POD FJLT = JLAf i 1 .2 o T e Rour 1, 1
DIERBFFEH G T SOD, POD il BT B2 541
W TR o ZOPERI, JLT T AT BEXT 8 AR
it FMa A — @R N TR A2 o R R R
B4 T 2 R AR A 10 7 AR (L, e B RS R DN 5%
AU EA TR AT LLE GRS im0 i 4
PLE/RUEE SRR G e

(1] 22, LRI, E0. SR BV A R R A T [T . 228
Lol R#,2008,36(21) :9322-9324.
[2] ZX. BHINER RIS ). SNl R, 2012,
40(8) :231-233.
(3] i, WIS, 55508, 5. MR IR S Ph o 87 L Aoy
MEDHTL]. 22l fRlF,2015,43(20) :288-290,339.
[4] LEE J M,KUBOTA C,TSAO S J et al. Current status of vegetable grafting;
Diffusion , grafting techniques ,automation[ J ]. Scientia horticulturae 2010,
127(2) :93-105.
(5] ZRUHF, EAK, B2 AR, &5 IRt IR L AL b 1 B ™ I & 1 sl
[J]. PR, 2016,22(5) :63-69.
[6] =21 iR, 52500, 5. B RS Te AR IR ARG N ( PRAR [T
HHERHY ,2010,43(11) :55-60.
(7] EE 5, 8, TR, 5. TR T g s e RS e e
TS S R SRR s ) ] SRR, 2016,49(8) :14-20.
(8] Tk, BaHh, UK. G RE B R M AR A R PR AR
([ T]. ferpeill K417, 2012,31(4) :414-418.
(9] 2= TRkaTie, B 7, 5. IRbrailma AN ARG A S G e AR
I S AT IR SEE L ] PP ELR 18R, 2018,34( 1) :61-67.
[10] ZHU J K. Salt and drought stress signal transduction in plants[ J]. Annual
review of plant biology,2002,53(1) :247-273.

[11] o], 2R, FRPR A= T Sl S b Ut o st e [ ). 78
JEARMRR A2 R ( EERRIERR) ,2001,29(6) :124-129.

[ 12] SAKER, 7ttt AN AR TSt AN ) B R AL IR A SRR M ) 52
mi[J]. =Eafll R, 2018(1) :7-9.

[13] BARIE, 7284, ST, + R iax SRt [ 1]. HNecsE
KRB ,2008,22(2) :68-72.

[14] R GRRL (e, JU T mls e s i n oL L) 1. B
J54117,2017,11(1) :41-43.

[15] XUSUE, ORI, D5, . iGN R B M R R DT 52
Mi[ 3. AR, 2018,51(7) -8~ 16.

G G G G G S S S S S M M P G G G G G G S G G G S O S S S G v G G GG S G G G S G S S SO SO W ORI WO Wy

(L35 28 W)
AR R P DR B o A SRR P B AT 5 FLUOR:
FERIEC, TRIEAE IR N R = R FRARSC R AR ]
FRARBE N A, X U] = R Z A BRI 2GR

L5 LT A AR RO 2 S 0l e AR B A L SO ) e
HERP R [ X ™ A i R R . e, 7/ A
e R R I, e B ARIE— R A REAS T, O RIS LA
HE 7K PR Tt s 0 B PSR AS PRI A7 T AR L AL R 9 A 2%
e, IR RORCR, B e TR, R HT 42 36 ™ Y B
(e s SHE BT F A o, — PR 3R 2 [ M b i o, LA SE 23 R 4%
IR BN
27 Sk
[ 1] JXZL, 5Bk 2016~ 2017 SRS Nt MU it i P 7K HZH A=

FAREEREE M. bt R El RO g, 2017 7-76.
(2] B3E . DPS b Age [ M. Jbat Bl i, 2013,
(3] Bl HEs St opr [ M. duat Bl 2005.
(4] B, FA57, PNEAL. AKEE A TR 518 iy etk o3BT M HAk R
BRG] Fh 1R, 2013(7) :48-49.
[5] SA, s, g, 5. /N AR EE 6010 Rk il
DS Kt ] IHER R, 2017,56(4) <608-610.
[6] XU B{RF , B5iki R, 5. WG T S5 BRI M HAR A 2
ST ] AR, 2017(10) :47-49.
[7] WIAE IEZ 1 S RARRE R DT ], SN LR, 2015,43
(12) :12-14.
[8] fXf, 238, BEbRAE, 4. 2006—2012 4| | AR B 5 ™/ N o™
EAUBRAFFEATBEDHTLI . 1 LZARAVAR,2013,45(11) :21-24.
[9] Ak, PRz, LT, . iR X EHIDGR N it 5= i =
REFEEHTLT ). FERe 218, 2005,21 (1) ; 142-143,162.
[10] ke, FRIAAR, SKEET, 5. /N i — R S P A R R (4 Bk
ST ] IR, 2016,45(10) :19-23.
[11] &, 2B, 70552, 4. LRI i N i 5 7 A R R AR
SRS ] E e, 2011,27(7) :42-45.



