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ABSTRACT

Comparing the yield potential of 7 elite sweet corn hybrids; S18004, S18010, S18025,
S18034, S18035, S18037, S18041, and 5 commercial hybrid sweet corn as comparison varieties
was carried out in the early rainy season of 2020 using 3 replicate plots in a randomized

complete block design at 7 locations consisting of 4 locations in Songkhla province, 2 locations
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in Phattalung province and 1 location in Trang province. The results showed that 518004 and
S18037 elite hybrids gave 2,797 and 2,838 kg.rai”!, respectively for yield with husk and 2,064 and
2,007 kg.rai’l, respectively for yield without husk. The sweetness of these elite hybrids were 15.1
%Brix. The elite hybrids showed potential yield similar to commercial varieties but have higher

sweetness than some comparison varieties.
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fupoundnlumsusuusiusiindey 4 dumou ud 1) msdndenaneiusiifidnuaei
A0aN15 2) Nsaaiuglval 3) nisveaeusasUssiliuiuglul uag 4) n1sshwAnunsIouTHasNIS
vneiug  duneunmadevuazdssidiuiudliii  BumsuenanuusnssesiuglmidiAetuan
fugnssuuardanndon  vieufiseivesiiaesdoonandu  ieliannsadndoniusiiadstululs
pgngnABaiugl (ems, 2529) antudfefilsldsmunduneunisnadeunarUsndiuiugly 5 seiu
w1 maFeudisudowtu (oreliminary tria) 2) MaUSeudistunsgu (standard trial) 3) N3
Wisuleuluriesdu (regional trial) 4) nsiFeunieululsinemsns (farm trial) wae 5) nsvaaeululs
NwAINT (field test) (Lvwg, 2558) msSsuisUlulsinunsnsdutuneunsiSsuiiou vienaaeu vie
Ussdiuiusiinluanmmnadewieiiuiitnune — WoRguiiusiahodoiaudulmidy  Smwfidu
wilorinuginesgueiusinunsnsieugnogluanmwedeuasngmandnuesniamnsugnluiiui
Wmaneiiu 9 vy wessanzaufiasaeenavzwamanadlugnamzdgnluanmlsuivennunang
(87135, 2529; g, 2558) NMsAndenanuaufwiulagldisnsinserdninandnesiugnssusiuiu
Ufduiusseninaiugnssuiuanimwindes (Genotype main effect plus Genotype x Environment
interaction, GGE biplot analysis) (Yan et al., 2000; Yan and Kang, 2003) Lﬁuigﬂﬁmﬁﬁagaﬂﬁﬁ%m
yosrtugnssuieanimuIndenlusuiuuns i Frelannsadadeniugiiannsaugnlinnaninindes
viednidoniiusivgnldianzianzausazanimuaindenld (Yan and Tinker, 2006) MTAATIEH
LE0yINIMTBINUGIAEITNT AMMI analysis kae GGE biplot #UssdnSnimmilaninidsnisves Eberhart
and Russell U 1966 way GGE biplot @115003Ungdnd1uues sum of squares U89 GE 9NN uag
TeaziBunvesdoyaiiiorfuanimuindonnazaudnuuzvesiugldinnnimnneiuuy - AMM
(Namorato et al., 2009)

Tugauast 2561 wseu1 uazAmz (2562) laetnlnaminugnuaamaaes (experimental
hybrid) Aiguéidefinlsdoum w126 gruas TneldiSmssandungu sevisnguanewusduusaitlss
grNanTRfuaeTuSHMAzoy CNSIT5 way CNSI66 911U 48 grway a3gnuauvnasdlagnauduay
fiusBulusaildsunsAndeniuimaaey CNSIM2018 12U 29 gnHes WAYA9gNNANTIARDIINANY
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2. wiasusiminavugauaniidunsdnduiugiuToudiou $1um 5 Wus leunawa
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0.50081 2.49an (E2) 0.U19nén 2.a5van (E3) 0.Aaesvioslns a.asvan (E4) 8.1vdvau 2.9mqa (E5) 0.0y
Widgw 2.959 (E6) wag 8.4i09 2.41nqe (E7) Ussiludnannnsiinaninvosiuglusianmuindeuwasdiy
anmwIngeulaeds GGE biplot (Yan, 2001; Yan and Tinker, 2006) 3insgvinalagldlusunsudisazy Plant
Breeding Tools (Sales et al, 2013) VA@BUAINLANANUBIBIDNATOIANTNLINR O (environment effect)
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HANTIATIERANLLUTUTIUYRIENBEN1INSINEATTIdAY akn nandeiinviauden (yield
with husk) naxdninUanilden (yield without husk) uagAIAINMINY (sweetness) WU WUGNTTU
ANUWANGNNAY  danmwIndendanuuandaiy  wasliufduiussenineiugnssuiuaninwinaeun
dnuwaiz  usiegdlsfieny wud wweeuulsUTIMTesiugnIsudAIganndt  AnulUsUTILUes
anmwIngey  kagURduRussENIIUINITUAUENIMWIAGONIIN  UERII1  NITHAAIDRNYBITILN
VNURNRANALIY  LAAIINTUENITHNWANANALYRMARENNEAL  UINNIUAAIINANTNWIAGOUYITE

Uduiusseninaiugnssuivaninwinaey (Useing, 2548)

nananilnnaden

lnavnugnuauseiy $18025  Ivinandaluudazaninuinden Wiy 2,480-3,136
Alansusiels fiAadsvesnandmnanimiadon winiu 2,874 Alandusiols wazdnlnavnugnuaufiiy
518037 THNANAMIULAALANINLINADN VAU 2,408-3,425 Alansumals ﬁﬁi%aﬁaﬁuaamamémﬂ
anmwandon Wity 2,834 Alandusiels (Table 1) Seivilwavugnuanfisuisaosgnaeslifnandlsl
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a v fay o o [ a . P Y] I Ub‘d‘dgjl a
nsUssdluiusnduiusiviudlugaund  (deal genotype) Faspuluiugnilviarade
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anwagnansinuasiiaulags @aviwanand 1, PC1 11n) wazdiafiosnin (stable) vewiugnssulunis
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WARSANwEITY 9 89 (§B8ndwananil 2, PC2 1ow) (Yan and Rajcan, 2002; Yan and Kang, 2003) fiola

sala ]
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(Mitrovic et al., 2012) ety WugAifianadsmsidilndifesiutugluguafannian (Kaya et al,
2006) :nawd 1 (Figure 1) wuin dnlnavugnreasfisiu 518037 (G6) WuiusiTauandudwud 3
509091970 Flmavnugnuasidumsdiugleuind 59 (G12) way Leaidu 1351 (G11)

nandnilnUaniuden

T1IINAMIUGNRANALIY S18004 S18025 war S18037 Winawdnnnaninwingey Wiy
2,064 2,051 waz 2,007 Alansusiels mudwy liunnsrsvnsadanudnlnamugauasiugnnsindidy
fugiuSsufisunnitug Sslvinandniadvegsening 1,781-2,228 Alansusiels (Table 2)

mMsUssduiuiduiusiuiuglugauad (deal genotype) anamil 2 (Figure 2) WU
BvBwavdn?l 1 (PC1=63.1%) way BviEwandndl 2 (PC2=16.7%) aunsaesuisnunlsUsiuviavunls
fa 79.8% uazuansliiuinandnddvsnalunmsuanieenvesiudinnninatiesnmuesiug 13
Usuifiugnuevesilnavugnuanfisuisaugnaan - wud1  dduanudaudmesiustesnd
Flwemugnuaniidunisdiugleving 59 (G12) uer wady 1351 (G11) TeeiSosdfunuiinuean
fail 518037 (G6) 518004 (G1) waw S$18025 (63) mwardy Aausindmlnavugnuaufiviu S18004
(G1) Azfladivsnmussiudteenintrilnamiugnuaufviu S18025 (G3) Anw uillddiuveanisling
HAREINIT

ATAUNIU

dlwamugnraufiel S18041 fArAnuvuegsening 14.8-16.1 eamuing aadeyn
dn1nkangeuiniu 157 eeenuing wasdnilnanugnuanfiay S18035 UA1ANMIULYTENIN
14.7-167 oawnuing aadeynanmwndenviniu 156 esmuind (Table 3) Tuvadidnilwamiu
gnuaniiduiugnisdn - dAedevosAimamiunanimnndensgszning 135 eamuing
(Fowm 2) A8 15.9 29A1U3NG (Asvan 84-1) Tnlwavdugnuaumwiu S18041 way S18035 lA1AIY
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Table 1 Yield with husk (kg.rai') of 7 elite sweet corn hybrids (in descending order of mean over 7 environments; Hat Yai (E1), Rattaphum (E2),
Bang Klam (E3), Klong Hoi Khong (E4), Khao Chaison (E5), Palian (E6) and Muang Phatthalung (E7) District) pairwise comparisons

compared with 5 commercial hybrid sweet corn varieties as comparison varieties in the early rainy season of 2020

Environment (E) G-mean difference from comparison varieties
Hybrid (G) G8Y G9 G10 G111 G12
El E2 E3 E4 E5 E6 E7 G-mean
(2,542)Y (2,737) (2,602) (3,149) (3,267)
S$18025 (G3) 2,721 3,014 3,136 3,021 3,136 2,480 2,610 2,874 332 137 272 -275 -393
S18037 (G6) 2,846 2,504 2585 3313 3425 2,783 2,408 2,838 296 101 236 -311 -429
5$18004 (G1) 2,252 2,760 3,202 3,120 3,386 1,880 2976 2,797 255 60 195 -352 -470%
S$18035 (G5) 2,715 3,019 2,500 3,035 3389 2,075 1,875 2,658 116 -79 56 -491% -609*
S$18034 (G4) 2,166 2,466 3,397 3,056 3,115 2,004 2,159 2,623 81 -114 21 -526* -644*
518041 (G7) 2,357 2,493 2,737 2,870 2,886 2,523 1,990 2,551 9 -186 -51 -598* -716*
S$18010 (G2) 2,166 2,600 2,430 2,952 2985 1,806 1,754 2,385 -157 -352 =217 -764* -882%
E-mean 2,694 2,855 3,053 3,189 2,222 2,253
2,460

V Five comparison varieties, G8 = Songkhla 84-1, G9 = Chai Nat 2, G10 = Wan54, G11 = SM1351, G12 = HiBrix 59
? Average yield of comparison varieties over 7 environments

* = significant pairwise comparisons compared with checkers at least LSD .05 level



Table 2 Yield without husk (kg.rai') of 7 elite sweet corn hybrids (in descending order of mean over 7 environments; Hat Yai (E1), Rattaphum

(E2), Bang Klam (E3), Klong Hoi Khong (E4), Khao Chaison (E5), Palian (E6) and Muang Phatthalung (E7) District) pairwise comparisons

compared with 5 commercial hybrid sweet corn varieties as comparison varieties in the early rainy season of 2020

Environment (E)

G-mean difference from comparison varieties

Hybrid (G) G8Y G9 G10 G11 G12
El E2 E3 E4 E5 E6 E7 G-mean
(1,854)Y (1,781) (1,833) (2,180) (2,228)
$18004 (G1) 1,646 2,001 2,362 2,802 2,902 968 1,764 2,064 210 283 231 -116 -164
$18025 (G3) 1,820 2,219 2,259 2,322 2455 1525 1,761 2,051 197 270 218 -129 -177
S18037 (G6) 1,900 1,686 1917 2,623 2,743 1,589 © 1,590 2,007 153 226 174 -173 -221
518034 (G4) 1,577 1,748 2,486 2,351 2,341 1,212 1,348 1,866 12 85 33 -314 -362%
S$18035 (G5) 1,775 2,098 1,809 2,398 2,402 1,139 1,231 1,836 -18 55 3 -344 -392*%
518041 (G7) 1,626 1,738 2,015 2,014 2,144 1,691 1,366 1,799 -55 18 -34 -381* -429*
S$18010 (G2) 1,625 1,865 1,926 2,000 1,999 831 1,148 1,628 -226 -153 -205 -552*% -600*
E-mean 1,908 2,111 2,359 2,427 1,279 1,458
1,710

Y Five comparison varieties, G8 = Songkhla 84-1, G9 = Chai Nat 2, G10 = Wan54, G11 = SM1351, G12 = HiBrix 59

Z Average yield of comparison varieties over 7 environments

* = significant pairwise comparisons compared with checkers at least LSD .05 level
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Table 3 Sweetness (%Brix) of 7 elite sweet corn hybrids (in descending order of mean over 7 environments; Hat Yai (E1), Rattaphum (E2), Bang
Klam (E3), Klong Hoi Khong (E4), Khao Chaison (E5), Palian (E6) and Muang Phatthalung (E7) District) pairwise comparisons compared

with 5 commercial hybrid sweet corn varieties as comparison varieties in the early rainy season of 2020

Environment (E) G-mean difference from comparison varieties
Hybrid (G) G8Y G9 G10 G11 G12
El E2 E3 E4 E5 E6 E7 G-mean
(15.9)% (13.5) (14.4) (13.9) (13.7)
$18041 (G7)  16.1 16.0 14.8 15.9 15.7 15.3 15.8 15.7 -0.2 2.2% 1.3% 1.8% 2.0%
S18035 (G5)  16.7 153 15.7 15.6 15.6 147 153 15.6 -0.3 2.1* 1.2% 1.7* 1.9%
$18037 (G6)  14.9 153 15.9 15.0 15.0 14.7 15.2 15.1 -0.8 1.6% 0.7 1.2* 1.4%
S18004 (G1) 16.3 15.1 153 14.8 15.1 147 14.5 15.1 -0.8 1.6* 0.7 1.2% 1.4%
S18034 (G4) 16.1 15.1 15.0 15.0 15.0 13.3 14.5 14.9 -1.0* 1.4% 0.5 1.0* 1.2%
S$18010 (G2) 16.9 15.0 15.7 13.7 13.7 14.0 14.3 14.8 -1.1% 1.3% 0.4 0.9% 1.1%
$18025 (G3) 15.0 147 14.7 13.6 13.6 147 14.5 14.4 -1.5% 0.9% 0.0 0.5 0.7
E-mean 16.0 15.2 15.3 14.8 14.8 14.5 14.9

Y Five comparison varieties, G8 = Songkhla 84-1, G9 = Chai Nat 2, G10 = Wan54, G11 = SM1351, G12 = HiBrix 59
Z Average sweetness of comparison varieties over 7 environments

* = significant pairwise comparisons compared with checkers at least LSD .05 level



Figure 1 The GGE biplot-genotype view show the mean performance and stability of the 12

genotypes for yield with husk and compare the genotypes with respect to the ideal

genotype

Figure 2 The GGE biplot-genotype view show the mean performance and stability of the 12
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Figure 3 The GGE biplot-genotype view show the mean performance and stability of the 12
genotypes for yield of sweetness and compare the genotypes with respect to the ideal

genotype



