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ments on plant height
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Fig. 2 Comparison of different drought stress treat-

Table 1 The effect of different drought stress treatments on yield and yield components
PR BT TR AL
Ak B Yield components Lower than comparison
Treatments  FURL%L /b« f HARE /g BBk /g bR RRLE/ %o HRLE /% Bk R/ %
Grains per ear  100-grain-weight  Yield of single plant Grains per ear  100-grain-weight  Yield of single plant
CK 562. 5aA 36. 32aA 227.51aA - - -
v 530. 8¢cC 34.420bB 221.43aA —5.63 —5.24 —2.70
Il 550. 8bB 17.43eE 190. 40 bB —2.08 —52.02 —16.30
il 227.5dD 20. 64dD 94. 00cC —59.56 —43.17 —58.69
1 153. 4¢E 28.65cC 55.71dD —72.73 —21.13 —75.52

T 3R BRI T M E L RV ECE S R R/NG F8ERIR 0,05 KF 22 5 3% AR KRS FREERIR 0,01 K28 5 835 MR 0k 208
ZRARFE T,
Note: The data in the table are average figures. Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences at the level of 0. 05,and different cap-

ital letters indicate significant differences at the level of 0. 01,the same letters indicate no significant difference, the same below.
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Table 2 The comparison of different drought

stress treatments on the content of sucrose
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Treatments  Crude fat Crude protein Lys Starch
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CK 4. 93bAB 9.46dC 0.30aA  74.21aA
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Study on the Yield and Quality of Spring Maize under

Drought Stress at the Stage of Flowering and Seeding

LIU Hai-yan
(Qigihar Branch Institute of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Qiqgihar, Hei-

longjiang 161041)

Abstract: The maize hybrid species of Nendanl4 was used as experiment materials, the spring maize plant

traits,yield and quality traits were measured to analyze the yield and quality of spring maize under drought

stress at the stage of flowering and seeding to ensure the high yield and stable of Heilongjiang maize. The re-

sults showed that the height,dry matter weight of single plant,leaf areas of single plant, yield and yield compo-

nents were reduced in different extent; The grate decrease of grain number per ear was under the drought stress

at stasseling stage; The grate decrease of 100-grain weight was under the drought stress at filling stage; The

grate decrease of 1 grain yield per plant was under the drought stress at tasseling stage. The drought stress at

tasseling, silking and filling stages could decrease the content of seed crude fat and increase crude protein
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