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Table 1 Comparison on the growth process

e o WEE/ Y/ il e 13/ 22 441/ B/ EF%K:
Treatment Variety Jik- hm'z A-H . H. -H . H -H A-H RH/d

Density Emergence period Tasseling stage  Silking stage Maturey Total days
A1 By TEEW 15 7.5 06-05 07-23 07-28 10-08 125
A, B, MW 2 5 7.5 06-05 07-19 07-21 09-28 115
A, B; B3 7.5 06-05 07-22 07-28 10-08 125
A1 B, T 14 7.5 06-05 07-25 07-31 10-10 126
A, Bs Fl4 16 7.5 06-05 07-22 07-25 10-05 122
A Bg B l6 7.5 06-05 07-25 07-29 10-08 125
A2 B, R 145 9.0 06-05 07-23 07-28 10-08 125
Ay By MR 25 9.0 06-05 07-19 07-22 09-28 115
Ay Bs 35 9.0 06-05 07-23 07-28 10-08 125
Ay By 14 9.0 06-05 07-26 07-31 10-10 126
Ay Bs F 4 16 9.0 06-05 07-23 07-26 10-06 123
Ay Bs B 16 9.0 06-05 07-25 07-30 10-08 125
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Table 2 Comparison on lodging rate, discount

rate and empty pole rate of different treatments

b @Mﬁ%/% ﬁﬂfﬁ’?ﬂ/% R/ %
Treatment Lodging Discount Empty
rates rate pole rate
A1 By 0.99 0.22 1.27
A By 0 0 1.81
A1 B; 4.78 1. 89 2.35
A1 B, 0.45 1.25 5.07
A1 Bs 15. 95 7.61 2.90
A Bg 20. 16 9.77 5. 80
Ay By 0.92 0.74 6.25
Ay B; 0 0 2.58
Ay Bs 8.74 2. 66 5.60
A, B, 1.21 0.41 6.03
A2 Bs 19. 29 5. 43 7.62
Ay Bs 25.69 9.4 6.10
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Table 3 Comparison on resistance to diseases

of different treatments

ok 3 ﬁtﬁfﬁ@i%‘] #’éﬁﬂi*ﬁfﬁﬁ‘&/% %Hﬂ%frﬁ/?)ﬁ
Treatment Turcicum ' Disease Silk head smut
level resitance of smut level
A1 By 1 0. 36 1
A B, 1 1.11 1
A B; 1 1.23 1
A By 1 1.33 1
A1 B; 1 2.36 1
A1 Bg 1 2.55 1
A, B, 1 0.68 1
Ay By 1 1. 28 1
ArB; 1 2.67 1
Ar By 1 1. 36 1
Ay B; 1 3.01 1
A, By 1 2.98 1
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Table 4 Comparison on yield and ear characters
4 B /em O/ em KK em AT R ‘ﬁ*ﬁé‘ﬂ( ] %*\ii{g TR /g fﬁ%”{?
Treatment Ear length  Ear diameter Barren ear tip Rows Seeds per Seeds weight 10()—lseed kg-lhm i
per ear row number per ear weight Yield
A By 18.5 4.5 0.3 14.0 37.3 147.5 30. 23 9105.0
A1 By 18.5 4.7 0.2 14.7 34.3 161.5* 32.49 10878.0* *
A1 B; 22.8" 4.6 0 14.7 40.7 148.0 31. 66 9078. 0
A B, 21.0 4.8 0.3 12.7 42.5 158.5 33.75 9195.0
A Bs 19.6 4.5 0.7" 14.0 36.0 150. 1 32.09 9600. 0
A, Bg 21.4 4.1 0.2 12.6 42.0 158. 8~ 30. 44 9366. 0
Az By 20.0 4.6 0.4 12.7 37.1 142.1 29. 54 10978. 5
Ay B, 19.3 4.6 0.3 14.0 33.7 147.7 33.35 11442.0
Ay B; 22.2" 4.8 0.7" 14.3 37.3 132.2 28.94 8754.0
Ay By 20.9 4.5 0.5 12.0 41.3 150. 5 31. 25 10684. 5
Ay B; 18.1 4.5 0.9 13.8 34.0 148. 6 28.08 10446.0
A, Bs 20.5 4.6 1.3 12.0 41.3 128.6 30. 56 8251.5
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Note: * indicates significant correlation; * * indicates extremely significant correlation.
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Identification Test of Maize Varieties Resistant to Density in High
Latitude Region of Heilongjiang Province

ZHANG Qi-feng, GONG Shuang-yin, LI Jin-liang, CHEN Hai-jun, CHEN Feng-zhi, ZHANG Zuo-feng,

CAI Xin-xin

(Heihe Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Heihe, Heilongjiang

164300)

Abstract ; Maize varieties cultivated in Heihe area was complex and chaos,in order to guide local maize production, va-
riety screening test was conducted in Heihe city for 3 consecutive years. 6 comprehensive characters were selected out
with the best early-maturing varieties to conduct the experiment of varieties resistant to density. The results showed
that Demeiya 1,Demeiya 2,Kedan 14 were suitable for planting under the density of 90 000 plantsshm? , Biandan 3,
Lihe 16 and Kendan 16 were suitable for planting under the density of 75 000 plantsehm®.
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