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BAI Xiang—li', SUN Shi—xian?, YANG Guo—hang®, LIU Ming', ZHANG Zhen—ping', QT Hua'
(1. College of A gronomy Shenyang A gricultural University, Shenyang 110161;

2. National A gricultural Technology Extension and Service Center, Beijing 100026;

3. Maize Research Centre, Beijing A cademy of A gricultural & Forestry Sciences, Beijing 100097, China)

Abstract: The result of maize experiment with water stress in different growing stages showed that soil drought

stress could lead to yield decreasing in any growing stages. The yield decreased most in tisseling and silking stage un—

der water stress, next in jointing stage, and the affect of seeding stage was faintish comparatively. Although water stress

could restrict the sink formation of maize seed, the later stage could maintain large leaf area. Re—watering could rapid-

ly compensate the growth increment in prophase stage with water stress. Water stress in booting stage may lead to plant

dwarfing, ear height lowering and the yield decreasing. Flowering was the water critical stage in maize. Drought might

lead to the increment of ASI, the great decrement of grain number. Accordingly, it affected the maize yield seriously.
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Table 1 ~ Comparison of yield and biology yield with different maize varieties of Bk
- IERMK CK HiE MW HAIAE BW it 225 sa. TW
Vi FRSE ERPE THSR AWER TRER WSRO TRSE ERER
Seed yield Biological yield Seed yield Biological yield Seed yield Biological yield Seed yield Biological yield
£k 108 172.55 357.68 155.75 316.57 155.22 327.96 115.85 283.93
Rk 308 174.82 335.87 168.85 312.52 174.89 345.04 151.56 299.46
L 261 187.64 342.55 172.54 329.52 132.64 270.61 89.04 228.66
1 808 198.67 366.88 177.39 337.00 187.98 353.63 119.25 275.46
F+E 39 212.61 409.54 191.16 379.73 176.72 350.06 114.30 273.79
R EA 958 222.67 367.11 175.07 287.92 178.20 292.85 104.27 204.97
T 194.83 363.27 173.46 327.21 167.61 323.36 115.71 261.04
F2 AREEBERHAKSMEEXRFH=EMNHTESH
Table 2 Variance analysis of water stress on maize seed yield during different growing stages
75 SR A -7 A A ¥ 5 FAH
Source of variation SS DF MS F value
ah FfE] 2905.84 5 581.17 2.18
Ab F ] 20277.92 3 6759.30 25.37%*
B 3997.251 15 266.48
SR 27 181.01 23
£ 3 AREFHRHEKSHMEERFTENSELLER
Table 3 Multiple comparison of water stress on maize yield during different growing stages
ib T SRR i (of BR) SR e (of BE) S REL
Treatment Average seed yield per plant Average biologyyield per plant Economical coefficient
X HR(CK) 194.83 a A 363.27 a A 0.54 a A
HG (VW) 173.46 b A 32721 b A 0.51 a A
PATHEE (BW) 167.61 b A 32336 b A 0.50 a A
Fili A 22 B ka (TW) 11571 ¢ B 261.04 ¢ B 040 b B

- FRP RGP 0.01 K225, Z 8 HESRH Duncan 2%, N[,
Notes: Capital letters in the table mean the yield difference of different maize hybrid varieties at 0.01 significant levels. Duncan's method is adopted for

multiple comparisons. The same as the following tables.
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Table 4 Multiple comparison of correlation factor of water stress on maize yield during different growing stages

ab RERE O R (g) HATEL(TT) FREEOkY)
Treatment Kernels per ear 100-kernel weight The ear row number Grain number per row

Xof HR (CK) 575.00 a A 3352 b B 1530 a A 37.67 a A

HIE (VW) 503.67 b AB 3341 b B 14.96 ab A 33.67 a A

AT (BW) 456.17 b B 3641 a A 1344 ¢ B 31.67 a A

bt 22 3913 (TW) 31133 ¢ C 35.73 a AB 1433 b AB 2150 b B

2.3 AR EBTHK 5 BB X3 E R AR IR A9 22 M

35 BRI, Bk 220K ORI
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Table 5 Multiple comparison of water stress on maize ear character during different growing stages

Ab L Treatment K (cm) Ear length

it (cm) Ear diameter 5K (em) Barren ear tips length

Xt HE(CK) 20.17 a A
B (MW) 1886 b B
PATHANE (BW) 19.00 b AB
it 22 k36 (TW) 14.90 ¢ C

493 a A 1.78 a A
4.86 ab AB 1.17 a A
4.74 be BC 135 a A
4.60 ¢ B 125 a A

24 AEEFRBKSMENEREFRIZNT

#6 AREBEHEKIMENEREZBERNEZELR

Table 6 Multiple comparison of water stress on maize growth characters during different growing stages

Kb B Treatment H‘%((m) Plant height

A i (cm) Ear height

Hoky 2=k 2230 [E1Fs - ASI

ZEH(cm) Stem diameter

Xif HR(CK) 27330 a A 11457 a A 2.81 ab A 267 b B
T A (MW) 26333 b A 11441 a A 288 a A 350 b B
YT IIE BW) 229.78 ¢ B 96.71 b B 283 a A 3.00 b B
bt 22 538 (TW) 270.56 ab A 11540 a A 271 b A 9.00 a A
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