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Resistance of Foxtail Millet to Kernel Smut
and Its Genetic Analysis

Liu Zijian Gu Shilu Ma Jianping Du Jun'e
(Crop Genetics Research Institute, Shanxi A cademy
of Agricultural Sciences, Taiyuan 030031)

Abstract There were great difference of resistance to kernel smut among foxtail millet vari-
eties, of which there were 79.5% varieties with disease affication or high disease affication.

The heredity background of resistance to kernel smut of foxtail millet was very complex. T he
model of the heredity was quantitative heredity with polygenic control and the heritability
was 37. 66% . T he average and mission value of disease incidence of the parents was signifi-
cantly negative correlative with high resistance ratio of F2progeny and r= - 0. 8446 " and -

0. 8638" " . T herefore, to select and mate the crosses correctly was very important to breed va-

rieties resistance to kernel smut.
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