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Tab.1  The mean growth, performance level score and real gain of volume for every family

compared to oorr?pared
No.  family free meat 3 Sdev. overall mean to family 8 score gain/ %
amount volume/ tree(m”)
(T Ty T, DG, DG
1 27 12 0.033 39 0.010 56 5117 6.64" 4.70" 83.9 60. 0 104. 3
2 29 6 0. 030 62 0. 006 59 4.76" 6.49 " 4.59" 83.5 59. 2 103.3
3 14 12 0.026 07 0.010 26 2797 4.36" 308" 67.9 31.6 68.2
4 20 11 0. 025 83 0. 009 75 2.73" 4.31" 3.05" 67.5 30. 8 67. 1
5 24 12 0. 025 97 0. 010 02 2.82" 4.43" 313" 66.9 29.9 65.9
6 34 6 0.024 34 0.013 07 1. 12 2.10" 1. 48 65.0 26. 5 61.6
7 32 10 0.025 12 0. 007 99 2.89" 4.74" 3.35" 64.7 26. 0 60.9
8 26 6 0.024 68 0.011 24 1. 50 2.51" 1. 78" 62.7 2.4 56.3
9 30 5 0.022 84 0.012 30 0. 91 1.76 1.25 60. 6 18.7 51.6
10 25 8 0.021 48 0. 008 82 1. 18 2.67" 1.89" 56.9 12.2 43.3
11 2 10 0.021 89 0. 005 67 2.28" 4.88" 345" 56.3 11. 2 42.0
12 15 12 0.021 68 0. 008 46 1. 58 3.497 2.477 55.7 10. 0 40.6
13 18 8 0.021 13 0. 006 90 1. 36 3.27" 2.31° 55.2 9.1 39. 4
14 23 12 0.021 15 0. 007 30 1. 59 3.8" 2.69" 54. 1 7.2 36.9
15 5 2 0.017 24 0. 006 21 —0. 34 309" 2.19" 52.7 4.8 33.9
16 17 10 0. 020 36 0. 007 34 1. 10 311" 2.20" 52.5 4.4 33.4
17 7 27 0.016 28 0.0068  —1.16 2.377 168" 48. 4 —2.8 24.2
18 19 11 0.018 54 0. 006 64 0. 36 2.69" 1.95" 47.9 —3.7 23.0
19 9 25 0.016 46 0.00639  —1.06 2.59" 1. 83" 47.8 —4.0 22.7
20 21 6 0.018 53 0. 003 49 0. 50 3.78" 2.67° 47.5 —4.4 22.1
21 33 3 0.018 45 0.012 55 0. 09 0.73 0. 52 41.3 —4.8 21.6
2 3 20 0.014 77 0.00833 —1.63 0. 87 0. 62 46.0 —17.2 18.6
23 11 23 0.015 36 0.00630 —1.86 1. 68 1. 19 45.9 —17.3 18.5
24 13 26 0.015 20 0.00665  —2.00 1.57 1. 11 45.7 —17.6 18.1
25 4 26 0.015 24 0.00525  —1.54 1.25 0. 88 4.1 —10. 4 14.4
26 1 28 0.014 64 0.00585  —2.87 1.35 0. 96 4.0 —10.7 14. 1
27 16 6 0.016 99 0. 004 51 —0.45 2.09 1. 48 3.4 —1L6 12.9
28 2 18 0.014 18 0. 004 01 —3.20 0.91 0. 64 4.2 —13.8 10. 1
29 0 24 0.014 17 0.00554  —3.22 0.91 0. 64 40.2 —17.3 5.60
30 6 26 0.012 76 0.00646  —3.99 —0.31 —0.22 3.9 —21.4 0. 40
31 8 27 0.013 15 0.00690  —3.51 0. 00 0. 00 3.7 —21.7 0. 00
32 12 17 0.011 54 0.00495 —523 —13% —0.95 3.6 —326 —13.9

D DG RERZ 55 - FHLEMIEE, DG, A5 B8 Sthityig s, B -FHMHA=0 017813 m>;“ * T %K E £ 5% KA
BEKRT A 8 Thmaik HARR KA



1 s ,
) 16 ) 22. 3%; , , )
8 s 30 s s s
2.9%. , t
, \ ; ,
, s 3.2 t
s 13 5
¢ , 1.2.3 t s
t , 2.
a T 1.2 4 s
. , 3 1 ,
8 , @M ) T . 3 , ,
n T ) P ,
, ; T (Se), 10
) b , s s
t 7 s C s C
t Se :
56.3 s 11 s C=1—1(Se)/ Mi
35.8%. 8 , T 18 , t M ,
8 T , 19 Ses  Se o .
8 T2 C 1,
1 , , 2 s 3
2, t
) t ) ,
47.5 . s 20 R s 3 s 1
16.5%, 20 18 s
8 , 2 34 30 )
2 3 ¢
Tab.2  Comparison for the result of three methods of ¢ test with family 8 as the contrd
LS.D. L.S.D.
£ siple fles ftest under one factor analysis of variance ¢ test under two factors analysis of variance
family t t t
S.E. t value S.E. t value S.E. t value
5 0.143 1 2.78" 0.141 1 2.82" 0.1828 2.00"
9 0.1239 2.67" 0.132 4 2.49 " 0.1828 1. 64
2 0.090 1 2.98 * 0.156 0 L72 * 0.1828 1.44
7 0.1123 2.49 * 0.127 4 2.20 * 0.1828 1.23
1 0.147 1 0.83 0.125 1 0.98 0.1828 0.74
3 0.166 2 0.40 0.148 0 0. 44 0.1828 0.82
11 0.158 8 1.02 0.138 0 117 0.1828 0.59
4 0.1345 1.30 0.129 8 .35 0.1828 0.50
13 0.120 2 0.80 0.129 8 0. 74 0.1828 0.55
8(CK) 0.128 8 0.00 0.127 4 0. 00 0.1828 0.00
10 0.139 8 0.80 0.135 1 0.83 0.1828 —0.02
6 0.1250 —0.51 0.129 8 —0.50 0.1828 —0.29
12 0.152 8 —0.61 0.160 6 —0.58 0.1828 —0.92




12 22

4
b
4.1 , 0.001
, ’ t 0
’ ’ N 5% .
’ ’ 4.5 , ,
’ b b
b
4.2 t L.S.D. ) , ,
b b 1.
f . 4.6 t
H
b . b
t
b
, 11 )
35.8%, 8
0
20 ’ 16.5%. [ ] HATCHER A R The use o progeny test data for evaluation of
4.3 4 specific crosses and clones| A] . Anon. Tree improvement
L.S.D short course: No 30[ (] » Ralush N C: N CS U press 1981.
s 184— 187.
’ t [2  BERNARD O. Statistics in research] M] . lowa: The lowa
s s State University Press 1963. 119— 122.
[ 3
1983 s L1 , 1989, 9(2). 175—183.
, , [4 . (M.
,» 1984. 90— 95 151— 206.
[3] . [M] . : ,
4. 4 ¢ 1 1980. 148— 204, 278— 281, 289— 291.
[ 6 . [ M]. : ,

1984. 202—205.

Usage of Performance Level Analysis and ¢ Test in Family Selection

HE Zhao-heng, ZHONG Wei-hua
(College of Forestty, South China Agric. Univ., Guangzhou 510642 China)

Abstract: The paper approached the difference of the number of selected superior family between the methods of perfor-
mance level analysis and simple 7-test, under the condition of missing plots, missing trees and variance heterogeneity .
The accuracy of simple t-test was analyzed. It was put forward that family selection can be carried out by combining per-

formance level analysis and simple ¢-test. Eleven superior families were selected fiom the 32 tested families and the real
gain for volume was estimated to be 35.8%.
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