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Abstract

In order to combine modern seed industry project, the planting contrast of 16 spring maize varie-
ties was demonstrated. From the growth character, yield edible, taste economic and benefit analy-
sis and comparison, meitian 18, meitian 19 and meitian 108 were selected to have good growth
performance in this region. The fresh corn yield is over 800 kg/667 mZ. Moreover, they have good
taste and remarkable economic benefits.
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MGy BBt et Em i Bk A, 2019 552, 45a KREEIUCHILIIH, BL “IEH 8 57 X
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2. M5 A%
2.1, RIEHH

SEit FOK B R i AL 16 A, Hd st b i Ar 1A, BoRImBUN AN SR 1.0 I, A1 16.0 B, BoRh
k. EMI 5. EHM5 S5, ERMT7TS, EM8S. EMOS. EH 105, £ 125, E# 135, =
it 18 5. &R 19 5. &R 101, 58 103, K 106, FEfH 108, FEFH 208, IEFH 8 5(CK).

22 ﬁtgAiml\\
KRB AREOMN, WSy, L3RR, EhaE, ArEENERs.
2.3. MwAE

2.3.1. FiERTE)
HAWMFFELAR 1.0/, T1 A 15 g —XRAEELMETEE 2 A 11 H KHFEH#.

2.3.2. RZ5EE

TERE N R 1200 kg PRI SKIE. 50 kg = o & NEMERRAL, £ AL R IE IR it od & i d . B
M. 3 A 6 HEitik3 10 kgs 3 A 19 H i L Fa R R FOREFE R 1 4; 3 H 20 HE &
PR 25 kg HAER R 20 9. 5% XI5 % 200 L #4700 L FE 6 3 H 28 H it 16:16:16 E & JIE 25 kg;
4 F 12 HEilti 16:16:16 A AE 25 kg A HATRKE HHR) 380000, EACHEMERHE, 7)Ao H A ARK

2.3.3. MERAR
It 16 4bFE, 3 EHE, FENLHES. K% BT M, KATEE 80 cm, /MTEE 40 cm, FRFE 30 cm, fR
UEAERT 3500 Pk #8mE G R MR o5, T LA AR .

2.3.4. M=
5 H 18 HIF4s, MK, BEHUMI 3 AN, /X R 20 m*,
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2.35. BUBOHR

KH Excel #ATEE G K 5B o

3. ZRES
3.1. BERTEMEKBLLE

PEHEMEE, 25 BERBERBENIE 4  11~15 H, RREMAZE 5 7 18~20 H, Wik 5 A 18~21
H, &4 F %) 125~128 d. Z 5@/ P EFHMIH—BUIE0 T, S NMEEHMEE 2~3d, ZRAHE.

PR 172~209 cm, HAFR3EET 10 5. &6 18 SAIZEH 101 5 3 AN MM IR EE 2 m LLE, 5% A
Ef 8 5mt 7 15em UL E, ZRE. P K 54~75 cm, P A5 8.0~12.5 cm, “FH PARRAT &

# 0.375~0.805 kg, SXIH “IEfH 8 57 ZERFAEFFENE 1).

Table 1. Investigation of main agronomic characters in the field
1. HEFERZHERAE

F%? e B e R R éla(iﬁﬁ s om %Zigcﬂ:rn)#& %Ziﬂcﬂ:rn)#ﬁ %Zigﬁf:ﬁﬁi
1 %3S 1H15H4H15H5H18H5H518H 125 177 71 9.9 0.450
2 %ftsS 1H15H4H13HS5H18H5H18H 125 185 68 11.0 0.500
3 XE#M7S 1HA1H4A1BHSHI19HS5H19H 126 174 72 11.0 0.530
4 Ef8E 1A15SH4H11HS5H20H5H20H 127 173 75 11.0 0.575
5 %fes 1H15H4H11HS5H20H5H20H0 127 175 74 11.0 0.572
6 Eit105 1H15H4H12H5H2005H20H 127 209 72 10.0 0.805
7 EM125 1H1B5H4HA11H5A19H5H19H 126 173 71 10.5 0.375
8 E#13% 1A15H4A14HS5SA19H5H19H 126 176 72 1255 0.525
9 %#t18%5 1H15H4A1SHS5H20HS5H21H 128 203 58 105 0.505
10 %kifft19%5 1H15H4H 1205019058190 126 191 61 10.0 0.525
11 #1001 1ABH4A11IHS5A19H5H19H 126 203 54 9.0 0.525
12 %103 1H15SH4A1MHS5A18H5H18H 125 188 64 10.0 0.550
13 %106 1H15SH4A1MHS5A18HS5H18H 125 194 54 10.7 0.405
14 Fi#t108 1A15H4A12H5A19H5H19H 126 198 68 10.7 0.450
15 %208 1H1SH4H13HS5H19HS5H20H 127 172 67 10.3 0.450
16 IEf85(CK)1LH1SH4H12H5H20H5H20H 127 185 69 105 0.500

32. BRTRGMZEBILR

RAREEAS N X HHFREN=, %2 5 RoR A K 16~20.4 cm, FHZEH 15~17 om, #4773 12~17 cm,
ITRi% 34~42 cm, FRIE 29~42 cm, “FHYEEEE 207.7~314 g, PSRN 594.9~895 kg, 16 N
P (B 2 FRE.
IR AR 16 ADoK MM R ANH G SR, PP B R KT 18 5 R A &

895.0 kg. il 108 5 Ryt KA~ & 835.0 kg FEfH 19 SRR A# " & 804.5 kg Kl 106 Bl R Ad = &
7753 kg £ 13 SEEERAE 8 759.5 kg ERT 12 SR 754.3 kg, i 10 5 R EERAE B
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750.5 kg S 103 Ty fif R AE 5 718.5 kg LAl 5 T i RAE B 668.8 kg £l 7 5 T i KA B 665.4
kg. il 101 FEFRAE & 652.0 kg FEflt 208 F K AH™ & 626.8 kg. 1Ll 8 5 (CK)HFERAE & 613.0
kg FEEH 3 S I RAH " & 605.5 kg Ll 9 T HE BRI & 596.8 kg. il 8 5 H i KAH & 594.9 kg.
KA 18 . L7l 108 . KAl 19 5. Efi 106, £l 13 5. Eff 12 5. EFF 10 5. &7l 103, £Ff 5
5. SEHET 5. & 101, SEHT 208 A 12 AR R R LU I SRR 8 SR, o 8 AN SRR FIL 17%
PLE, 4 AP 7E 10% AN, 725 i B S PP LAl 18 5 LT I i~ 282.0 kg, M4/~ 46%, reE %
SR B KE(P < 0.01); 15 NS5 AR MR 3 /N SR Lo R PP OER 8 51K 3% A, FEE
ZEFARHE . SNSRI R KA = Sk, H ARt B (VW32 2).

Table 2. A comparison of the yield of each displayed variety
2. ERTEMTEHER

AT BOBR AR M| EK BAE BRAL BOE TR BRE THREE SMXEE FEE EREE
ms (AE) @  Cem (m) (m)  (m) (¢ k) @ () (Kg) (Kg) (%)

1 5/718H 125 177 18.0 15.0 2.0 13 36 31 211.3 24,515 605.5 -1.22
2 5H18H 125 185 17.8 16.0 / 12 41 31 2335 27.086 669.0 9.14
3 5H19H 126 174 204 155 1.2 15 41 30 2323 26.950  665.4 8.55
4 5f2H 127 173 188 150 / 13 40 36 207.7 24090 5949 295
5 5H20H 127 175 18.0 15.0 / 13 39 29 208.3 24.170 596.8 -2.64
6 5H20H 127 209 19.3 16.0 2.3 16 38 38 261.7 30.350 750.5 22.43
7 5H19H 126 173 18.1 17.0 / 16 41 30 263.3 30.547 754.3 23.05
8 5H19H 126 176 19.7 16.0 / 17 37 32 265.0 30.740 759.5 23.90
9 5H21H 128 203 20.0 16.0 2.4 14 40 42 314.0 36.250 895.0 46.00
10 59190 126 191 192 170 2 15 39 30 281.0 32577 8045 31.24
11 5H19F 126 203 162 156 / 13 37 37 228.0 26409  652.0 6.36
12 5H18H 125 188 18.0 16.0 1.0 14 39 32 250.8 29.097 718.5 17.21
13 5 H18H 125 194 20.0 16.5 2.6 16 42 36 270.6 31.397 775.3 26.48
14 5H19H 126 198 21.0 17.0 2.2 17 36 33 290.8 33.737 835.0 36.22
15 5 H20H 127 172 169 150 / 14 34 34 218.8 25385  627.0 2.28
16 59200 127 185 160 155 / 14 35 30 214.0 24824  613.0 /

4. INESITR

T 545 Ol b T A FOR X IR, I T I S PO X R AR E R U PR
ErE RS R IIOL R RS F3], (EE, KEREHFF RN SFmIE RS RAOE T, FHik, KER
A K PR B TR T AR BRI G P S WA I SEAR . S 5 RR I RO R EHER S 1 3 N SR
ROUNR BN, BAREH DL, (H-ER. K, =B Rm i Fsem 18 Sl
700~960 JC. FEAHFEIMIALKE BT, &6 18 5. &El 19 S AISEE 108 7fEAH X IR M A, wi~
0 KB AE 800 kg LA b, HE&H ML, S9rei R, EEAAREME MiE. ME TSRS
W35, il 8 BRI 9 51 3 N BIAEA BAHE PP

VR 7R AR K SRR = B AT LRAR, 1 L RO 82 K 32 B AR KPR AE — AN b S — = A
AT S J P R B0 A AR E MEREAT 2 ROWLEE, A SR EEUCGHET R 3 AN wh R AE A B P
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