R W R HYFIR 2004, 12(5): 459-463
Journal of Tropical and Subtropical Botany

IHRABHEXTHSEMESITN

B

ETHW?

REH, NEX'

(L AR R ARERRER, [F M 510225:2. T FEREYHRLBPIAY, K M 510500)

WE MG A 7, X R4 2000-2002 SEEBAT F KA — LB 0 A AT K MR, FE R B L R T
MR R PUS SRS E AT T R RPN . 4RRY: R HSHEMESHEN (FCLE) W URBRE G
KRR . [FIBE, 1% 278 AR BB 7 0 @ B A 5 T SEANAERA RO BT 52 . BT 3R 18 I B4 VPO E, M BE BB VR BT 2

8] f AR T 2R 50, T L e H B R BRE T 480 S 4
XA B K FA A KRR B S U
H 43 35 :Q513.037 XREARIAE A

X HRE :1005-3395(2004)05-0459-05

Fuzzy Comprehensive Evaluation on the New Cross
Combinations of Super-sweet Corn in Guangdong Province

WANG Xiao-ming!, WANG Zi-ming?

LE Su-ju!, LIU Guo-guang'

(1. Department of Agronomy, Zhongkai Agrotechnical College, Guangzhou 510225, China;
2. Crops Heterosis-utilize Station of Guangdong, Guangzhou 510500, China)

Abstract:

New cross combinations were subjected to regional test during 2000-2002 in Guangdong Province by

using fuzzy comprehensive evaluation method. The evaluation factors included fresh spike yield, plant type traits,
growth duration, resistance and quality. The results showed that the fuzzy comprehensive indexes for the combinations
could well reflect the practical quality levels of the corn varieties. This method is more accurate in quantifying the
factors evaluated in comparison with the weighted aggregative index method. The evaluation values finally
obtained could reflect both the relative grades between evaluation factors and the absolute grades directly.
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Table 1 Data of evaluation factors for sweet com varieties tested within 3 years

WP R W U . MR,
g ome  EUeh gy BE Espke o WPreh o ow DR SBIME REBE o
L. spike Plant location . kernel . Disease  Lodging Pericarp o
Year Varieties . grade . . diameter . duration . . Sweetness . Palatability
yield . height height weight per resistance resistance thickness
: spike (cm) )
k) e (%) (cm)  (cm) ear (g)
2000 A1 907.0 70.5 206 69.5 2.5 148 79 Bk IR B B Bt
Supersweet More Most Sweet Thin Good
711
mEAse 8245 68.5 220 90.0 2.4 132 79 gk ok 34 + B
Mingtian 5 " More More Sweet Medium Good
$HR38  808.4 665 202 725 2.3 133 79 Lo 3 34 g +
Jinfeng 3 More More Sweet Thin Common
BE9701 780.8 64.5 205 70.0 2.2 133 7 B BiR Bt =2 Bif
Suimei9701 More More Sweet Medium Good
T 753.7 7.5 196 68.0 2.3 132 77 ey iR B th Bt
Yuetian 3 Moderate  Most Sweet Medium Good
HEHLE 738.6 62.0 230 82.0 2.4 125 81 Bk Bk th BE 3l
Nantian 1 More More  Moderate Thick Common
B s 682.9 70.0 212 65. 5 2.2 126 72 th o & F o
Suitian 1 Moderate Moderate Moderate Medium Common
(Control)
2001 I E2e 963.2 76.3 198 61.8 2.1 178 72 3l R Bt B #F
Guangtian 2 Moderate  More Sweet Thin Better
{7998 915.9 72.0 181 63.6 2.2 155 75 th L & BE o
Zhongnong Moderate  Most  Moderate  Thick Common
998
Hg#5 8 895.6 75.0 223 89.6 2.3 135 75 BiR ) Bt BE Belf
Mingtian 5 More Most Sweet Thick Good
k12 889.0 70.8 182 63.6 2.3 139 75 BR L3 EE Bt i B
Huatian 1 More More Sweet  Medium Good
o613 884.8 66.0 194 65.6 2.2 135 73 & BoR & =2 BiF
Supersweet Moderate  More  Moderate Medium Good
613
chit1®  852.0 69.0 205 73.5 2.1 140 75 h Bk th B &
Zhongtian 1 Moderate  More  Moderate  Thin Common
fEg701 8351 70.3 211 627 2.1 144 73 th Beom Bt th BT
Suimei 9701 Moderate  More Sweet  Medium Good
M 811.1 66.8 216 59.0 2.3 149 72 2l BiR o BB 7
Suitian 1 Moderate  More  Moderate  Thick Common

(Control)
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e PR wwen B0EC wm RTR www R
FE g a4 & Fresh st Plant Spﬂ.(e Stem ' Growth ¢ : f3i)i A : EOM
Year  Varieties spike grade height loca_mon ameter k.emel duration Dllsease Lo_dgmg Sweetness Pt.mcarp Palatability
vield (kg) spike rate (cm) height (cm) weight per @ resistance resistance thickness
(%) (cm) ear (g)
feE1E2  808.5  69.5 181 54.3 2.2 153 70 3 LE g G 8
Jiamei 1 Moderate  More Sweet  Medium Good
RS 768.6 70. 3 190 53.9 2.1 127 71 & BA B B ¥
Nongtian 2 Moderate  More Sweet Thin Better
2002 1 R998 897.4 74. 3 "196 69.1 2.0 139 78 oLt o LS H LS
Zhongnong More Most Moderate Medium Common
998
1S 866. 6 74. 7 217 57.0 2.2 148 79 o E: LS e Lordiad
Xiantian 1 Most Most  Moderate Thin Good
g8 8618 0.7 193 51.2 2.0 136 79 B A L B BF
Huabao 1 More Most Sweet Thin Good
E@iely  846.6 71.2 195 62.8 2.0 133 77 BiE Ly /et B
Zhentian Moderate  More  Moderate Thin Good
613
HEoE  798.0 66. 7 205 83.7 2.0 141 76 B L] Ligi) B Bf
Yuetian 9 More More Sweet Thin Good
B e 734.0 64.5 203 52.1 1.9 125 75 R oy ] Lo ]
Suitan 1 More More  Moderate Medium Common
(Control)
S5 713.7 62.7 196 66. 2 2.1 119 78 L g L B BT
Zhongtian 1 Moderate Most  Moderate Thin Good
fE®12 709.7  55.6 178 52.0 2.0 131 72 o B4R B B B
Jiamei 1 Moderate  More Sweet Thin Good
REe 660. 4 53.8 178 42.0 1.9 116 74 L o) i B 5133
Nongtian 2 Moderate  More  Sweeter Thin Good
BE 558.8 53.7 166 43.6 1.9 104 70 & oR iH B 1d
Cuiwang Moderate  More Sweeter Thin Better
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Fres S
spike yield (kg) (@ |D) 1ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬂ“ﬁi{ﬁ] SEEHHE@?’E?\ (g 2. ET‘
CeRmE s w0 @ 0 ERENTSE S TR S T SUAL BT PAs o
1rst grade spi1 R
rate (%) o RBRENESEL, B TE 2 KB RER
e e B0 20 me w0 B BB HUN I, Bl A5 2 0 S B
eight (cm .
Hr®Espike 90 80 70 60 50 AR B FRERH (AKX 1.2 2D 5K2
et tem) BT O bR AT VL H A A S8 S VPR TR M 0T
2% Stem 1.8 2.0 22 24 26 LR RIBIE ryy WIS BRI VA FE R,
diameter (cm)
PR E 100 120 140 160 180 3 *ﬁﬁﬂ ﬂzm\ | ﬂfi& 2‘5 %
Fresh kernel
weight per ear . .
® LA 2000 £ 4L & HE 711 A B BB &R &
£HH Crowth T2 74 76 78 80 AR .
duration (d) v =
ViRt Disease % B BB R BRI E A&
resistance Least Less Moderate More Most
U =1{907.0, 70.5, 206, 69.5, 2.5, 148,79,
B Lodging * BxE h Big i { N #
resistance Least Less  Moderate More Most 5’%, 5’_%, EF'E’H, ﬁ@, &ﬂ%} °
Al T A . L WEHE:4={04, 0.1, 0.1, 0.05, 0.05, 0.1,
Sweetness Sweetless Less  Moderate Sweet Sweeter
Ry ERE B wE th B & 0.04, 0.05, 0.05, 0.02, 0.02, 0.02} .
gle'ri;arp Thicker Thick Medium Thin Thinner lﬁlj.//_\\iﬁ 1. /I_\\ﬁ 2 L‘l‘ﬁﬁ?ﬂéﬁﬂzﬁ %fﬁ
1ICKNESS
& % e B BE W X 5 HRE KB r,, BBV OCRFEFE R:
Palatability Worse Bad Common  Good  Better
FI3EMERNE
Table 3 The weighting of evaluation factors
—¢ 3 v AL
FRTE ARR MR OBUS wm MEONE ew ommn omer . ReEm s
o Sl P! e Growth Discase Lodging ¢ "% Pericarp Palata-
51?1 grade an ! oc?non width weight per duration resistance resistance weetness thickness  bility
yield  spike rate height height ear
ﬂi 0.4 0.1 0.1 Q.05 0.05 0.1 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.02
Weighting
F4 2000-2002 FBHEKESEHANEBHMESEY
Table 4 Fuzzy comprehensive index (FCI) of sweet corn varieties tested during 2000-2002
2000 2001 L 2002
4 Varieties FCI 4% Order  #H& Varieties FCI HE4Order MA4A Varieties  FCI  Hi40rder
AT ["H#2 5 i)
. . . . .9
Supersweet 711 3. 8657 ! Guangtian 2 3. 9687 ! Xiantian 1 3. 9193 !
Hilto S B €998
Mingtian 5 3. 3579 2 Mingtian 5 3.7884 2 Zhongnong 998 3. 5840 2
R3S £ 998 ®F15
Jinfeng 3 3.1011 3 Zhongnong 998 3. 5706 3 Huabao 1 3. 4849 3
F5 IMEREHMESEN
Table 5 Fuzzy comprehensive index for evaluating grades
Wﬂ%ﬁ 2 3 4 5
Evaluating grades
FCIUETE <2.000 2.000-2.999 3.000-3.999 4.000-4.999 =5.000

FCI range
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