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Abstract

and to meet the needs of farmers for new varieties of rice, to provide scientific basis for enriching local varieties of rice, improve rice yield and

( Guangdong Enping Institute of Agricultural Science and Technology, Enping,
Objective | To screen new varieties of rice with high quality, high yield, disease resistance and suitable for cultivation in Enping,
) gh q y ghy ping

quality, popularization and application. [ Method ] A total of 10 rice varieties were used for variety comparison experiment to determine yielding
ability, stress resistance and adaptability of different varieties. [ Result]The whole growth period of tested cultivars ranged from 109 to 118 d.
The earliest variety was Huahang 56, with a whole growth period of 109 d. E14, Yuehangxinzhan and Huahang 51 also showed a relatively
short growth period of 111 d. All three varieties of Yuehangxinzhan, Huahang 51 and Huahang 56 had the highest yield, which was
5 836. 20 kg/hm”®, and increased by 834.00 kg/hm® compared with that of control with the inreasing rate being 16.67%. The yield of other
varieties decreased by 3.33%~-20.00% compared with that of control. The tested cultivars had strong disease resistance and lodging resist-

s

ance. [ Conclusion ] Huahang 56 had a better overall performance, followed by Yuehangxinzhan, which could be further promoted in Enping

City.
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Table 1 Growing stages of tested cultivars

o ; R TR Y Y LHEEWY
EHT?.J%% S *ﬁﬁ%ﬁt Transplanting First-earing Full heading Full ripe Whole growth
uihvar name owing date date date date date period //d
E14 07-27 08-13 10-21 10-23 11-15 111
E19 07-27 08-13 10-22 10-24 11-19 115
G9 07-27 08-13 10-23 10-25 11-19 115
2271 2 5 Yuejingsimiao 2 07-27 08-13 10-22 10-24 11-18 114
E IS Yujingyouzhan 07-27 08-13 10-23 10-25 11-20 116
[# ) 5 Guguangyouzhan 07-27 08-13 10-23 10-26 11-19 115
AR Yueyingruanzhan 07-27 08-13 10-24 10-26 11-22 118
B85 Yuehangxinzhan 07-27 08-13 10-19 10-22 11-15 111
AEfji 56 5 Huahang 56 07-27 08-13 10-20 10-22 11-13 109
4Efji 51 5 Huahang 51 07-27 08-13 10-21 10-23 11-15 111
2.2 REKERHGHEMLE 420 Fi % 2 %2 FESHAMTHINILE
iR HIZ2 2 AJ, 10 A5 Fie H 1] 25 o BE] Rz, & Table 2  Stress resistance of tested cultivars
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Table 3 Main agronomic characters of tested cultivars

HAH e AR R - SIS PP S T S ,

T Per - yin] T er A == AN
b4 B Basic Maximum  Effective  Ear-bearing & = Panicle *" B Grain Seed T *iﬁ.
R . . Plant height Grain number . 1 000-grain
Cultivar names seedlings tillers ears Percentage length i number setting reight //s

75 /hm? 73 /hm? 75 /hm? % o cm pet spixe per ear rate//% weignt/’s

El4 213.0 688.5 424.5 61.6 91.5 21.7 148 107 72.59 19.81
E19 192.0 567.0 361.5 63.8 80.7 20.0 118 89 75. 64 21.79
G9 243.0 853.5 411.0 48.1 81.8 20.4 105 68 64.78 19.99
WA 2 5 232.5 897.0 532.5 59.3 87.0 20.1 126 100 79.01 21.69
Yuejingsimiao 2
BT EiI 165.0 591.0 324.0 54.8 83.1 19.9 126 81 64. 68 19.57
Yujingyouzhan
[ 730 208.5 507.0 334.5 66.0 83.8 20.4 121 95 78.37 24.03
Guguangyouzhan
AR Y 286.5 742.5 429.0 57.8 84.5 20.6 147 108 73.21 21. 66
Yueyingruanzhan
B 262.5 823.5 456.0 55.4 87.9 20.7 119 86 72.19 22.03
Yuehangxinzhan
AEf)i 56 5 Huahang 56 195.0 772.5 459.0 59.4 97.7 22.0 172 138 79.93 20. 89

4Efji 51 5 Huahang 51 172.5 850. 5 465.0 54.6 81.5 19.5 133 96 72.19 20.45
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Table 4 Comparison of the yields of tested cultivars

g o
R R

- /NX e PPH Increase or Increase and

EHTTZ% Plot yield  Yield reduction reduction

tHvar names kg kg/hm®  compared rates

with CK compared
kg/hm?  with CK//%

E14 53.36. 4002.00 -1 000.50 -20.00

E19 57.81 4335.45 -677.50 -13.33

G9 57.81 4335.45 -677.50 -13.33

L 25 66.70 5 002.50 0 0

Yuejingsimiao 2

BT 60.03 4502.25 -501.00 -10. 00

Yujingyouzhan

[& 70 60.03 4502.25 -501.00 -10.00

Guguangyouzhan

BAREK b 64.48 4835.70  -166.50 -3.33

Yueyingruanzhan

LT 77.82  5836.20 834. 00 16. 67

Yuehangxinzhan

1Eflfi 56 5 Huahang 56 77.82  5836.20 834.00 16. 67

AEfiii 51 5 Huahang 51 77.82  5836.20 834. 00 16. 67
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