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Table 1 Production comparison of different maize varieties
FRL =4/ (ge Bk 1) Seedyield per plant Y=/ (g Bk 1) Biologicalyield per plant

i fih & Bk ) N,

Name K MM Mg SUX K WM A 2B SI/ %
BH TH BH TH BH TH BH TH
K27 191.1948.74  169.26+10.85  90.25415.56  11.5 52.8 347.42415.65 331.06£19.08  226.37421.00 4.7  34.8
JEFE 508 197.39410.26 170.33£14.36  101.79413.32 13,7 48.4 374.26414.35 353.78416.34  239.03+18.63 5.5 36.1
e 335 215.46414.32  199.26+7.88  123.83415.12 7.5 42.5 398.77+12.15 387.72422.35  300.74+17.51 2.8 24.6
RESS  205.08+9.65 189.22415.25  115.26412.25 7.7 43.8 350.41£15.65 337.61419.00  249.36£19.48 3.7 28.8
P37 183.48413.15 164.21213.12  90.7949.65  10.5 50.5 366.21413.32 351.75418.05  240.49+21.11 3.9 34,3
B 15 194.86+12.46 189.26-14.86  159.554+8.75 2.9 18.1 359.1+12.15 353.54419.68  285.21+23.14 1.5 20.6
A 253 191.48418.32 182.26:£14.55  114.34414.32 4.8 40.3 333.29415.35 320.37417.34  240.83+15.43 3.9 27.7
13 176.17415.38 170.25416.28  110.244:19.24 3.4 37.4 322,48+12.14 310.25416.85  236.84+19.97 3.8  26.6
Jpif 48 182.65416.24 160.5418.75  87.2645.65  12.1 52.2 341.35415.25 330.48419.85  237.26+16.35 3.2 30.5
Jp¥ 38 174.83+13.45 170.15413.35  123.35411.77 2.7 29.4 320.89+15.35 311.97+17.65  247.67+16.89 2.8 22.8
BH10E  181.7949.89 175.4616.74  146.47410.86 3.5 19.4 348.76+15.24 339.65+14.56  269.89+19.74 2.6 22.6
FM 28 174.15412.15 170.48+12.15  128.56412.25 2.1 26.2 360.25420.14 350.39+18.88  272.34417.23 2.7  24.4

* 2 AEEEHETREEERFH x3 AEAEEHNHATEMETERSE

FFERESW MRS ELER

Table 2 The ANOVA of kernel production in
different growth stages under drought stress

Table 3 The Multiple comparison of production

in different growth stages under drought stress

) F-J7 fl A ¥107 F{i

Difference
SS DF MS F

source

i 7o [1] 4949, 585 11 449. 9623 2.62"

b 7 ] 36408. 65 2 18204.33  105.983*

R 3778.871 22 171.7669

Bt 45137. 11 35

Frpox URAE 0. 05 AKF B8, » x fLEFE 0. 01 JKF |k

ITE

* indicates a significant difference (P<C0. 05), % x indi-

cates a significant difference (P<Z0.01).

2.2 FERiE Xt FEER AR B9 2 0
FEL R 9 25 A~ 55 309 68 7K 70 5 SR & A AR TR A
(7 Hsf 391 14~ 5 Bl 3 0 E K AR A S i AR ] 3
B 45 R ] Aegh fE nk 22 ) B0 R FORBEK
IR R R R e ST Iz . il 22 39
38

-2 SR A
45 LR AT o
H/g
Hi i/ G R
Qb B LR /e Average 2
Average Economic
Treatments biological
seed yield ) coefficient
yield per
per plant
plant
1EH# Ak CK 189.04 aA  351.93 aA 0.54 aA
KA W E BH 175.89 bA  339.88 bA 0.52 aA
il ek 22 399 3 TH 115.97 B 253.83 ¢cB 0.46 bB

/NG FE N 0,05 KF2ERREFHH 0. 01 KF2
S, ZEIH R Duncan 3%, FH.

In the table,capital letters indicate significant difference( P<C
0.01),lowertases indicate significant difference (P<C0.05).
Duncan method was used to do multiple comparisons. The

same below.

SHATHA A T KRR 5 X A0 T
F&T 27.25%F1 12. 80% , K 3] T # b /K F 5 #
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Table 4 Theear length and diameter comparison of different maize varieties under drought stress

fH K /cm Ear length

UM /cm Eardiameter

it i1 44 FR
Name o BmbeG migdzmie SV o BmbG iz SUY
BH TH BH TH BH TH BH TH
P 37 20.24+1.3  16.840.3 13.7+1.1 16.8 32.2 5. 040 4.840.2 4.6+0.1 4.0 8.0
B 105  20.8+0.2 18.8+1.2 16.5+0.5 9.6 20.7 5. 140 5.040.0 4,940, 2 2.0 3.9
fif . 15 23.5+3.5 22.4+0.6 20.340.9 4.7 13.6 5.1%+0.1 5.0+0.0 5.0+0.0 2.0 2.0
A 13 20.0+1.6 18.7+£0.3 15.6+0.2 6.5 22 5.540.1 5.2+0.1 5.240.1 5.5 5.5
T 27 20.84+1.2 15.7+1.4 11.6+0.4 24.5 44.2 5.3+0 5.040.0 4.740.0 5.7 11.3
e E 335 22.241.7 19.94+0.1 16.740.4 10.4 24.8 5.440.1 5.240.0 5.140.1 3.7 5.6
T 28 18.6+0.5 17.3£0.3 15.14+0.1 7.0 18.8 4.8%£0.1 4,740.1 4.7+0.1 2.1 2.1
K 88 20.04+1.0 16.2+1.3 13.1+1.4 19.0 34.5 5.8%£0.1 5.640.0 5.440.1 3.4 6.9
Je o 38 24.44+0.6 22.5+1.2 19.5+1.1 7.8 20.1 5.240.1 4.8+0.1 5.040.0 7.7 3.8
JeE 508 20.440.2  17.440.5 13.8+0.3 14.7 32.4 5.4%+0.1 5.140.1 4.94+0.2 5.6 9.3
Je o 48 23.0+1.3 18.34+0.9 14.2+0.6 20.4 38.3 5.44+0.1 5.240.1 4.8+0.3 3.7 11.1
R4 253 22.0+0.5  19.140.9 16.0+0.7 13.2 27.3 5.6=+0.1 5.440.1 5.240.1 3.6 7.1
x5 AEAEERBTEHETEX B10 5 5B E 335 . R4k 253 R K 88 AN Fh T
HAHERNSERLR Jo AR 2R 14 3 BURR AR HORR BT B AR I

Table 5 The Multiple comparison of ear length
and diameter in different growth stages

under drought stress

b ¥ K /em HEHL/em

Treatments Ear length Eardiameter

IE Ak CK 21.32 aA 5.29 aA

BT WM E BH 18.59 bB 5.08 bB

i 22 W i TH 15.51 cC 4,95 cC
2.3 FEBEXMTFHRABMMHERZN

RS ERO N CINTE Uil s 7/05 w28 = L WA
RS2 DL 6 RIS 7. b U E 28 iR 15 B

DAL RS SE TV R S5 iR AR i Ry ) 1S I N A
L R AT WM0 T T8 R R R R
MR B SR A, FRAR T 13, 04 %, 365 3 T W i B K
Joly e vt 22 391 W 3 D) R B T 4. 35 %0, 5 0 A AR HE 22
SIRE T WE KT

55565 B LL o AS [) K Rl o 1w R A2 T
30 5% Wi 45 AN A TR . e, B 13 B8R 10 5
Je B 38 45 K 335 HEL 15 FI T EL 28 4F 6 > dh b
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Fo ok RS X B AR HE R R T 8. 24 %0, 1k BB
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Table 6 The dry matter accumulation and leaf area of different maize varieties under drought stress
T FFL R /g Dry matter accumulation & 1/ mm? Leaf area
|‘Il—l"|in] 0, 0,
UM 2 mEse  SU% WO M2 mn SV
Name CK CK
BH TH BH TH BH TH BH TH
ZRAC 253 0.3840.04 0.3440.04 0.36=£0.06 10.5 5.3 6778.2£5.6 6068.8+7.5  6634.2+3.5 10.5 2.1
B 28 0.56+0.10 0.52+0.16  0.5540.09 7.1 1.8 5888.947.6 5375.948.3  5777.2+7.6 8.7 1.9
JEB 48 0.534+0.04 0.34+0.10  0.49-+0.01 35.8 7.5 6499.3+4.7 5951.4+4.2  6275.6+5.8 8.4 3.4
JETE 508 0.36+0.02 0.3040.03  0.3340.07 16.7 8.3 6104.24+6.1 5059.8+2.4  6025.5+4.7 17.1 1.3
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£F R 6 Continuing Table 6
T 2 /g Dry matter accumulation -1 F1/mm?® Leal area
it b - 3
Name o Bommeg ik mbe SV K BB et e ST/
BH TH BH TH BH TH BH TH
JEB 38 0.534+0.01 0.44+0.03  0.48+0.08  17.0 9.4 5671.4+4.1 5559.5+4.6  5610.4+4.8 2.0 1.1
KE 88  0.3740.04 0.33+0.05  0.34+0.05 10.8 2.7 6098.744.5 5457.3+5.0  5942.3+4.8  10.5 2.6
S5 335 0.3540.10 0.3240.08  0.3370.03 8.6 5.7 5772.1+5.7 5643.54+8.3  5743.5+-7.7 2.2 0.5
B 105 0.4940.04 0.4420.02  0.4740.02 10.2 4.1 5822.442.4 5729.846.9  5777.34£1.9 1.6 0.8
PP 37 0.414:0.03 0.364:0.08  0.3974-0.04 12.2 4.9 5764.7+5.3 4703.1+4.5  5712.7+5.7  18.4 0.9
B 13 0.54750.02 0.4640.03  0.5120.02 14.8 5.6 5884.141.2 5801.0412.7 5879.8+4.4 1.4 0.1
P15 0.66+0.02  0.61£006 0.65+0.04 7.6 1.5 5924.4+7.7 5754.6+6.8 5872.4+6.2 2.9 0.9
FFEL 27 0.3870.06 0.32740.04  0.3570.02 15.8 7.9 6236.045.4 5373.6%5.3  5899.5+7.1 13.8 5.4
#7 FREEHBTEMHET 2.4 FEBBIRREKNEM

FTYRRERMHERHNZEILLR
Table 7 The multiple comparison of dry matter
accumulation and leaf area in different

growth stages under drought stress

THHRH R/ g

Dry matter

b3

Treatments

i1 # / mm?

) Leaf area
accumulation

IE# itk CK 0.46 aA 6037.03 aA
WA WhE BH 0.40 cB 5539. 86 bB
it 22 09 e TH 0.44 bA 5929. 20 aA

®S8 TEMEXMRREEKHD

) W K 4 e T L 2 R AR . AR AE
T K G B SR ) B A R A AF I Al OF L
WRARE G B EHRAER. BEHELT. Kk
RO R W U RE % . H & 8 mI UL, f# B 15,
BE 105 MR 13 50 51 28 58 £ 335 Al e H 38
A A FPEAR R AR K Ty T a8 R BRI
ARV B S E T AR R BCRAR AR £
FEHA WL 9, Hrp W+ 2 TR R
5 U EE R A MR BRI AR &R R R 4 i b T
22. 950 F0 37. 7% » ik B i 25 K 5 i A ok 22 309
T8 T 09 R A AR RS X BEAE Bk 3 3K
AR RN
i)

B8/
b2

Table 8 The root growth of different maize varieties under drought stress

W MR Secondary root numbers

HAKFH /ecm?® Rootvolume

y
Nf WM MEmme  SUY WM ML A S/ %
BH TH BH TH BH TH BH TH
Jo B 48 16+1 10+1 1440 37.5 12.5 77+3 3942 6842 49. 4 11.7
e E 508 1442 10£1 13£1 28.6 7.1 7244 3443 6443 52.8 11.1
v B 38 15+1 12+0 14=+1 20.0 6.7 80+4 5541 7242 31.3 10.0
Kk 253 1743 134+1 1542 23.5 11.8 66+3 3742 57+3 43.9 13.6
LR 28 164+0 14+1 15+1 12.5 6.3 7446 53+3 6842 28.4 8.1
e E 335 14+1 12+1 13£1 14.3 7.1 74+2 45+2 6942 39.2 6.8
T 27 1541 72 13+2 53.3 13.3 7944 41+1 7344 48. 1 7.6
PR 15 15+2 14+2 14=+1 6.7 6.7 7943 6242 7143 21.5 10.1
Prep 37 14£2 11£1 14=£1 21.4 0 76+£3 4542 73%2 40. 8 3.9
TP 13 18+3 15+2 18+2 16.7 0 85+2 5541 84+3 35.3 1.2
BH105 1442 1241 13+1 14.3 7.1 7343 5243 6143 28.8 16. 4
K% 88 1541 114+2 1541 26.7 0 80+4 52+3 74+2 35.0 7.5
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Table 9 The multiple comparison of root growth

in different growth stages under drought stress

WH AR E
o7 TR HRIAR em?

Secondary

Treatments Rootvolume

root numbers

IE %k CK 15. 25 aA 76.25 aA
1 W iE BH 11.75 cB 47.50 cC
et 22 W1 e TH 14.25 bA 69.50 bB
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Abstract; In order to breed maize varieties for drought resistance, taking 12 maize varieties as materials to study

the impact of drought stress on maize yield and growth at the jointing stage and tasseling-silking stage. The re-

sults showed that drought stress could lead to yield decreasing at these growing stages. The yield decreased

most at tasseling and silking stage under water stress,next at jointing stage. Drought stress at tasseling and sil-

king stage might lead to ear length and diameter lowering and the yield decreasing. Drought stress at jointing

stage might lead to dry matter accumulation decreasing, secondary root numbers and volume lowering, growth

of leaf area hindering and the yield decreasing. In all test materials, Nendan15,l.ongdan38,Kendan10 and Jing-

dan28 could get a higher yield whether encountered drought stress at the jointing stage or tasseling-silking

stage.
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