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Table 1 Comparison of plant and yield traits of different varieties

A i FEK FERIEL ISYN 3 TR FPRLF= i (/4
Variety Plant height (cm) Ear length (cm) Grains per spike Total spikelets 1000-grain weight (g) Grain yield (g/pot )

Al 39.60aA 5.80bB 15.05aA 15.20bA 34.63aA 4.00aA

A2 30.60bB 7.54aA 14.20abA 16.55aA 34.28aAB 3.83aA

A3 31.27bB 4.13¢cC 11.53bA 12.73¢B 28.88bB 2.67bB

A4 38.18aA 6.05bB 14.23abA 14.83bA 30.33bAB 3.47aAB

T SR/ ING FRERTE 0.05 K225 0355 SRS FRER7RTE 0.01 KV 22550 % TIH

Note: Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant difference at 0.05 level. Different capital letters in the same column indicate

extremely significant difference at 0.01 level. The same below
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Table 2 Comparison of different fertilization treatments on plant and yield traits

AbF 7R FEK TERIER RN TR FPRL 4 (2/4)
Treatment Plant height (cm) Ear length (cm)  Grains per spike Total spikelets 1000-grain weight (g) Grain yield (g/pot)
Bl 33.06bA 5.66aA 13.52aA 14.59aA 30.59bA 3.33aA
B2 36.77aA 6.10aA 13.99aA 15.06aA 33.48aA 3.66aA
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Table 3 Comparison of different treatment combinations on plant and yield traits

fb3 M N RERLEL SRS TR KPR 5 (g/4%)
Treatment Plant height (cm) Ear length (cm) Grains per spike Total spikelets 1000-grain weight (g) Grain yield (g/pot)
AlBI1 34.63bcAB 5.43c¢dBC 14.37abA 14.97abABC 33.33abcAB 3.87aAB
Al1B2 44.57aA 6.17bcB 15.73aA 15.43aAB 35.93abAB 4.13aA
A2BI 30.43¢cB 6.78bAB 14.33abA 16.23aA 31.26bcAB 3.57abAB
A2B2 30.77¢B 8.30aA 14.07abA 16.87aA 37.30aA 4.10aA
A3BI1 31.60cB 5.43cdBC 11.73abA 12.33¢C 28.43¢B 2.67bB
A3B2 30.93cB 4.27deC 11.33bA 13.13beBC 29.33cAB 2.67bB
A4B1 35.57bcAB 6.43bcB 13.63abA 14.83abABC 29.33cAB 3.20abAB
A4B2 40.80abAB 5.67bcBC 14.83abA 14.83abABC 31.33bcAB 3.73aAB
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Table 4 Comparison of grain protein content
and yield of different varieties

sl BT i HEHBUE (2/4)
Treatment Protein content (%) Protein yield (g/pot)

Al 16.70aA 0.67aA

A2 17.02aA 0.66aA

A3 15.00bB 0.40bB

A4 13.15¢C 0.46bB
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Table 5 Comparison of protein content and protein
yield of different fertilization treatments

Qb3 A BT HEABUE (g/4)

Treatment Protein content (%) Protein yield (g/pot)
B1 15.28aA 0.51aA
B2 15.66aA 0.57aA
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Table 6 Comparison of protein content and protein
yield of different treatment combinations

Ab P AR EABU (/)

Treatment Protein content (%) Protein yield (g/pot)
AlBI1 16.76aAB 0.65aAB
A1B2 16.64aAB 0.68aAB
A2B1 16.54aAB 0.59abABC
A2B2 17.49aA 0.72aA
A3B1 14.94bBC 0.40cD
A3B2 15.06bBC 0.40cD
A4B1 12.85¢D 0.41cCD
A4B2 13.44cCD 0.50bcBCD
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Effects of Nitrogen Application on Yield and
Quality of Wheat with Different Gluten Types
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Abstract

wheat with different gluten types. Pot experiment was carried out, strong gluten wheat Zhongmai 578 (A1) and Zhongmai

In order to explore the effects of nitrogen application on plant characteristics, grain yield and quality of

5051 (A2), weak gluten wheat Yangmai 15 (A3) and Yangmai 24 (A4) were selected as test varieties. Under the same
nitrogen application rate, basal application (B1) and topdressing (B2) treatments were carried out. The results showed
that the ear length, total spikelets, 1000-grain weight and grain yield of strong gluten wheat were better than those of
weak gluten wheat under the same cultivation measures. The yield of A1 were 0.44%, 49.81% and 15.27% higher than
that of A2, A3 and A4, respectively; plant height, ear length, grain number per spike, total spikelet number and grain
yield of B2 were higher than those of B1 in nitrogen application treatment among the different treatments, the plant
and yield traits of strong gluten variety A1B2 were better than other treatments; the protein content and protein yield
of strong gluten varieties were higher than those of weak gluten varieties, and the difference was extremely significant
(P <0.01). In this experiment, strong gluten variety A2 was the best to achieve high benefit by giving consideration to
grain yield, protein content and protein yield in B2 treatment.

Key words Wheat; Nitrogen fertilizer; Variety; Yield; Quality





