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Table 1 i, ZEHEHOPHELR LIc. A% 454k bhicksw, 1EHE, R L3R, HEBA T,

Ry, EOMECLRELEREARD LN, — A& A 25 AE D Trader b LEMERCH v, W

¥, ABAEE Trader b L, BRI L, R CRBAER AR Lic, #ETIE, AB4f5E

Table 1. Mean values of some agronomic characters
of each tetraploid strain and Trader

Yield No. Weight Dry First* Plan Ratio Yield of %
t Leaf Leaf Plant
of 1st of of a matter head- height length breadth of leaf after-

Strain crop til-  tiller content ing weight math i;}:ﬁfx
() lers  (g) (%) _date  (cm) (cm) (mm) (%) (g)
1 199.98 195 1.33 30.58 10.9 1121 15.0 9.3 14.23 69.41 6.56
9 218.96 220 1.12 29.51 10.8 111.6 19.2 9.8 14.61 60.76 5.20
11 224,55 238 1.20 31.18 140 118.3 16.7 8.0 12.64 60.85 5.03
239.99 249 1.15 29.90 115 105.1 16.2 9.6 14.39 74.33 4.79
4 225.30 251 1.15 32.19 10.5 109.3 145 8.3 12,57 53.14 4.78

10 273.68 267 1.08 30.90 114 114.0 145 8.6 13.22 77.25 3.94

2 283.00 206 100 2928 119 1056 163 8.7 1630  87.32  3.32

8 31211 354 094 2734 128 1097 176 9.6 1798 9594 263

3 30613 356 093 3090 110 1031 226 106 17.09 7589 261

7 26861 353  0.83  34.26 93 1050 14.2 7.3 1397 8646 219

5 23308 378 077 3662 93 1051 193 8.6 1267 8052  1.96
Trader 25860 304 083 3377 90 1057  14.8 74 1321 8556  2.66
Tegggi"id 25322 287 105 3115 112 1090 169 9.0 1452 7472 401
L.S.D. 4757 9%  0.29 3.62 14 9.2 3.4 18 129 —*¥ 093

Note. *: Days from 1st June, **: Plant weight/(No. of tillers)?, ***: non-significant.
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Fig. 1. Histogram of some characters.

Note. —————— Tetraploid = —roieev Diploid
——— Tetraploid mean ---—-—-—-- » Diploid mean
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Table 2. Analysis of variance in some characters
Mean square
Characters Diploid and Within Between diploid Error
tetraploid tetraploid and tetraploid ro
Yield of 1st crop 3826.07%** 4200.69** 79.90 789.14
Yield of aftermath 323.22 333.96 215.73 187.67
Total yield 4930.31%* 5322.31%* 1010.29 522.51
Plant height 41.98 44,19 19.86 17.95
Leaf length 13.03%* 13.49** 8.36 2.46
Leaf breadth 1.98** 1.73 4.48* 0.70
Weight of a tiller 0.0632* 0.0609* 0.0862* 0.0174
No. of tillers 7241.05% 7920.14* 450.07 1947.89
First heading date 6.29+% 5.71** 13.72%* 0.68
Dry matter content 13.10%* 13.10%* 13.05 2.67
Ratio of leaf weight 22.68%* 24.36%* 5.86 1.66
Table 3. Correlation coefficients among characters
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 1n
Yield of
(1) Ist crop 0.698* —0.566 —0.277 0.125 —0.415 0.300 0.190 0.717%*  0.725%% —0.556
(2) gﬁ‘er(;f —0.909*%* 0384 —0.322 —0.639* 0.358 —0.079 0.326 0.664* —0.870**
(3) yﬁlﬁge}}t of —0.525 0.534 0.653* —0.243 0.272 —0.142 —0.672 0.911**
Dry matter
(4) content —0.722%% —0302 —0.101 —0.587 —0.670* —0.018 —0.464
Tiret Laad:
(5) Furst heading 0.615% 0110 0309 0320 —0415 0554
(6) Plant height —0.273 —-0.116 —-0.330 —0.486 0.766**
(7) Leaf length 0.718%*  (.484 0.004 —0.069
(8) Leaf breadth 0.645%* —0.088 0.336
Ratio of leaf
(9) Weight 0526 —0.182
Yield of
(10) aftermath —0.615%

(11) Stem thickness

Note. *:

significance at 5% level, **: significance at 1% level.
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Table 4. Analysis of variance in no.

of tillers
Variables D.F. SS. M.S. F value
Regression 1 34089.99 34089.99 51.343**
Residual from 15 g63693  663.69
regression
Total 11 4072692 6787.82
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Fig. 2. The relationship among yield of 1st
crop, weight of a tiller and no. of
tillers.

@® : Tiller number type (O: Medium type

@ : Tiller weight type & : Trader {diploid)
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Summary

The polycross progeny test was made on the
induced autotetraploid in meadow fescue derived
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from cultivar, Trader which is originated from
Canada. Then, tetraploid strains and Trader were
compared for several agronomic characters.

1. Tetraploid had heavier tillers, larger leaves,
later heading date and lower dry matter content,
although wide variation was found between tetra-
ploid strains. The effect of ploidy on some char-
acters was different among genotypes.

2. Three strains of 11 tetraploid ones had higher
performance in yield than diploid cultivar, Trader.

3. Based on plant type index, plant weight/(no.

of tillers)?, tetraploid strains examined in this
experiment were classified into tiller weight type,
medium type and tiller number type. Strains of
medium type were generally productive and those
of tiller weight type were low yielders.

4, The limiting factor of yield was different
between plant type groups. The yield of tiller
weight type was restricted by decrease in tiller
number resulted from a heavier tiller, but that of
tiller number type was restricted by small tillers.



