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WE .5 % (Sorghum bicolor) % —Fpi&E R REERIFHHAES. SR FBE FIK(bmr) BT 7T H & EIK
ARZEZRGPAANA. 2 bmr RERZERSZAMNMLG R ERT REBREARL, AFLZKELER K.
REBERFDANML T @EET B bmr ZEHAAMA, 4 br FREAEAARX T OB T RZ, 5 EA bmr

DRERBGH AR RBELT,
KB bmr F R AR FHARZAR; I E
hE 4K 5:S816. 15 XEFRIRAG A

# €0 rp Bk (Brown midrib) €48 (R B 4 1 B AE £
K (Zea mays) W= Al 5 F A Bk RN 25 B 4
RUUE BRI Z A H ZEFT AR GE 25 3B i 2 LA (&
FE A, A X R R AR RS R R SRR AR
M. ER(Sorghum bicolor) J1 #8 {2 ot ik 28 28 & A
TAF S F 1978 AP B E K E B b2 o6
bmrl2 F omrl9 YU ST L A7 50, T omrl9 3
PRI TE 2008 4E 4 15 3 %08 MO A HE R R Z S
T bmr6 omrl2 WA IR o, Boh bmrl2 LR A
SALFE A SEOLFE D bl 2 F0 bmrl 85

€, v ke S 1 EE B A B O T RE T Y
BEVR L AE A ) AN R 100 R AR 2R AR
PEARR B TAEH —H B 1 THR R SR bmr &
e Z MR B bmr Z% 58 5 FPOAR 4k B B0 . )
IFoF b g 3 55 HA 45U 40 E A (Medicago
sativa ) VT K B 4R I RE B AL AT I ST X L
WF5E Ry brr 5 3 7E 7 Pl Ay i B2 45 T AT &
PE A
1 WERRMEKRR M

bmr6 I bmr12 PR AT 43 51 AR A FE e G & 7
(CAD) ™ 1 HE-O-FF S % 5% i (COMT)* 3%
P X PP A T T AR o 3R AR W45 e s P A . S 3L

ARG A . X DL B A R R AR L
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LA EREA RS E  bme SRR BT
DA USRI AR T R & A 2 AT iz AL
bmr6 | bmrl2 . bmrl8 ¥ B W FH M ALK BT R &
B omrl 2 %R 5 R BEARBOR KT bomr6 B
BEAT3s 14 g« kg ' (R D), bmrl8 X A Ji 2 FEAR KL
RAMEIE K AT WETR bmrl8 RN T bmr6™™
HRGEFR bmrl8 SR KT bmr6™

bmr K& PR AR 5K B0 5 0 Ol ik R ROCR L 5 A%
B IG Rt ok B = B F P 2L (Z. mays X Sor-
ghum sudanense) WML 50T omr6 B 1 fig & 15
PER AR & i N BFAE R 10. 3 B2 8.5 g+ kg '
HAp A AR R SR 8. 3% F % 6. 16,

PIANL . bmr i PR AR 5T R B AR 19 4F A 2R
TR » A bmr 845 5, B bmir6 5 bmr12 ¥ % 4
AL PRI PR BT R % B LB — bmr6 B bmr12 5
K.

HI T b 2R 5k R B RO S 3 b 5 B
PR VR £ 4E (NDF) 48 b 3% 8 6 15 SR 0k A
AR bmr12 28748 i & NDF % 4 5 HF A=
RIAHY B A ORI T bmr6 58728 5 & b £f 4k
AR PEVE I A i % (ADL) B 1IK, 5 803 NDF &%
TR, Hd bmr B3R5 95 FFEL (S, sudane-
nse) %3¢ J5 NDF FEIE ATk 24 g« kg '

L 2AE AR BORL b B DX BR A 25 PR 623

FATH AR 948 Wi H (2011-217) ; H K B3 2 FE T H (2011BAD17B05) 5 4 b 345 25 1 17k % T (200903060) ; By A} 22 4k 51 &

SR B H

TR TS o (1985-) I3 Il dL 3k 8 A TE B 1 o 2 B 58 5 10y B 7 A 7 R B b W3R
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Table 1 Difference of acid detergent fiber (ADF) and acid Oliver %:18] S k%) 7 /I\ﬁf?;%ﬁ% e z ﬁ}??‘if

detergent lignin (ADL) in bmr sorghum mutantst'?+2*]

i A VR R AT 4E MREETERARTTR
Variety NDF/g « kg™ ! ADL/g - kg!
74 7 Wild type 399(377) 41(28.9)
bmr6 379 31.0
bmrl2 392 27.0
bmrl8 482 25.2
bmr6+ bmrl2 386 21.0

(e 2) o 3 8 57 2400 A 5 B AR R i L 38 n 484K L 2R
FERER BEBR T B & RS . B
R PAIR A R R SR AR A8 ISR AS L 5 b Fe A2 4[] 52
AJ A B R K S L TR B
1201 bR oy BERCR WO 5 AR A R H Al
N bmr6 PR RE R AR AE BR bR &2 100 ol 2 5% bk 5
MIFZIR A K . bmr6 28745 it & b bmrl2 J Bf A4 AU RR
9%, bmr6 5 bmrl2 B i & bk 5 B AR
AL X AT BB AE: bmrl2 X bmr6 W RMESS R (R 3D,
HE AU £, bmrl2 ¢ K 0 E & T B4R
RIS

Casler 2P % 3 bmr6 5 Fl Piper Xt 3 3% 45 b
R, 5 Arlington #f kb, 78 Wisconsin | #iI Ne-
braska JH % 3y 73 BEXCE R R 67 00, 5 0 B 5 R
WEEATG S IR 000 73 B RO PR & R R T B 2 S B & T
Y B REAR I R 2 —

bmr6 X UCHR 5 A BR ) R A K B3,
Casler P XFH T 3 4> bmr6 2875 §h 5 I H B 4 7Y
WOR G A A K AF OL . & BE 3 A4 bmr AR 5L R KA
Kbk AR T B A AL Hoh Greenleal 272 il R K
IE A KRR T 5.3%~19. 7%,

T3t A UG 1 T A 8% F 5% br 12 8 L B A R

ai AR, bmr 12 588 il A JSCRY] LU B AR R 2
4 d, b bmr6 245 R 3 d.

5588 B ZAH H, bmr6 + bmrl2 X5 AE 5 &
A W5 bmrl2 A3, 50% JF {6 0 H] 5
bmrl2 AHT HAR L BF A BB 3~4 d(F 3), WA
WIEFRomrl2 3L 2% %5 = F 8, Pedersden 250
2006 4E &30 1Y bmrl2 + bmrl2 X% 48 2% 32 i P
“Atlas bmr-127 Fp B A= B “ Atlas” B3 4 d,

% 2 bmr6.bmrl2 1 bmrl18 I & Fh
R R B AR Y S S
Table 2 Negative effect of reducing lignin caused by
bmr gene on plant fitness

LR R

Effect on agricultural fitness

FEAR T 9 Bt 7= & Reduce dry

matter yield

Wk J5 B2 PERE K Reduce re-

growth following harvest
AR B BE Reduce height
U7V 43 BE Reduce tilling

XF 3 855 25 AL B8 Environment
and variety sensitive

Source of variation

bmr6

£ #1042 B Decreased days to
flower

o AE A 1t BB Al No

change in days to flower

R B M No change in
sheath blight susceptibility

bmrl2

bmrl8

ARUEE 90 0 Bk oA

No mutation identified SR Increased lodging

®3 bmr EEAX T REKMER B0

Table 3 Effects of bmr gene on agronomic performance of Sorghumt®:>

545 Index B A4 7 Wild type bmr6 bmrl2 bmr6 -+ bmrl2
50 % JFAE R[] Days to 50% anthesis/d 67 68 71 71
# & Height/cm 133 126 148 136
77 & Grain yield/t « hm*? 8.1 7.7 8.0 7.7
By~ & Biomass yield/t « hm™? 17.7 15.7 14. 8 10.5
TY AR SMNE LR IVDMD/g « kg ™! 566 596 642 639
& FF 7= & Residue yield/t « hm 2 6.6 5.4 7.0 7.1
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12,3 fpyp i fAEeE Ry s 2 i Y
I 45 ) B bR b FEH AR TR R & & L [F
Wt SR 7 = i N R, BRI RBYY, bmr6 R 7AE
il 7 L B AR B i FORFRL B REAIR 2000, bmrl 2 88
i R LGB AR R R REAIG 2400 5 KR = 3 5 bmr6
G i BRI S Ty ACFIEF A2 BY L85 R % 58
PRKF AL 7= i 55 B A2 RUAH L RRAIS 1126, L bmr6 2848
AR BRI (24 Y0 4 B, T bmrl2 2845
i 7 OB R BRI e 5E By AURR T R B
AR, BB A AR A 2 Ak B R S bmr
S fit Z2 [ 22 AL S AR 75 A IR AR IS AR
AR AR B, T RE TR bmr B RS B K R R
WEE AR 5

HI T Bk g B AR, 2 BRI D, 5 B AR S A
bmr B EREARAEY & (F 3), Casler &9 % i,
bmr6 = B I FFE 3 DA AP Greenleaf \FG
Piper )ty IR FRE B F e 3Eof Piper 417
FIEBIE 29 50 . AT B bmrl2 15 55
FF 7 5 8 T BF AR, Oliver % 418 F 103K
bmrl2 F5#F 7= (6 503 kg « hm %) @ F & T B A AU
(5 883 kg « hm )., th g & & T bmr6 (5 284
kg« hm *),bmr X% 48 J5 4 ¥ & B % K T bmr6
B¢ bmrl2 ZE48 i &R L AT REZ bmr XA i A~ A
R INON i 8 (5 3) .
12,4 HreERTERE AT R B IR 5 SR BR DL
AERTERE T B W] fE 2 S SO AR BB R PR R R BE
FoR T bmr B S BOE A B W R E FEAR 1740 ~
26 06105 AR ZXFFPT 5 5 5 1B AR 22 R 1 O R A R I
i . bmr g 5 rp G T ER B BT A BT
Miron %7 % 3 bmrl0] BRI W E R FSS5 H
EUREWE A AR, -1 R EEZ
b 5 5 b 5 B A AL 5 A O B B AR R A
] DA K2 b w545 it R ] 450 681 0K M BE 25 A A TR]
brar §] F] & S48 AR A4 B 10, 824 AR T 19 A B 43
REME 8. 700, #EFE 1020 EIR F Ry vl 5%
FREZ A 6 A bmr ARl 12 4S8 A4 5 A A7 G 20K,
{2 6 4 bmr GhFp g 3 A8 L8 AR RS, Fat
brr & B EAR R BT R R LB AR B R L (HAT AR
T EMRAE O . bmr 5 B AR BT E R M BE Y XF
Fegs R Wos . AL 1 55 PUERPERE 2 2 A G T
br F P LM AS B 25 (D,

x4 BRIPEBEEESES bmr EEXERAZ MO
Table 4 Effects of genetic background and bmr

gene on sorghum lodging"'* %
L 8 A bmr6 bmrl2
Genetic background Wild type
Atlas 36 36 36
Early Hegari-Sart 7 7 7
Kansas Collier 18 19 18
Rox Orange 30 29 29

1.2.5 HUiwtE  ARJ5EFRAL BT AR W HEAE 25 A= 1Y
W HT A A A Y AR A 0 R 40 i
BERH A R REARTRBAR R R MR EY . ik
FTHEAE G AR AR A BB AR . R R & &
K, SRR R 5 2 20 RUE R0, HE s
FEAR G o K5 5 B 22 B K A6 7 15 4 P 6 T R (Fu-
sarium) F 55 ¥ M 7 (Alternaria spp. ) i % % B,
b 2% 22 155 5 6] Hik T B i A AR e TR ) B O
KT, A &5 TR, SR,
Funnel Fl Pedersen™* fF 5¢ T A [F] 443 [ 2 €4 F1 AN [F)
Tt J BRI 20 A~ brar 5 3G R 25 R R W], 8 A F
F b 55 21 B b ) B A R AN Sk ) & e T L
PEAH ] o {H 2 703 2 PRBE AT 0 07 20 € o 4 1Y
vt AT B LU IO €0, DAy 56 €5 1) it Ao B 25 ) SRR L Bk )
.

PEHEWT . B T omr6 BEAR A R I B 0BG (CAD)
WG s bmrl 2 B AR I ME-O- 1 38 5% 7% il (COMT) i
PE X PR RS AR T R B3R G B 5 Ja Wi 2P L il G
PR J5 38 AR 5T 2R A AT A FR 2R L 3 T 3 e
TR AR 2 A LK A TR RN Al D 7 AR R 2%, DT 4
R AR X R AR BT S . BB X bmr R —
TR LA BOR i &R A A AR AR ) 58 3 b BE A
XoF T HRAH g 1 A T B D S I R 1 R B T
W
L3 FTHRaEMmEsbHRE bmr 256
AT YR AL T Bk, Oliver 1 #F 53 £ W,
b J R T4 T &5 5 5 W ROR AR S o6 5 36
ST W& &1 bmrl2 Fl bmrl8 BIE R V] REBE &
WL S U A BT AR AL B IO S bmrl 2 5878
i R FE T s BT AE R 1100,
bmr6 fflf . HEFAE RUE 10%, s T RS &
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2% (529 % 10 ) 1599

A E 5 A K A R FRIA . RTx430 i
FAAEJE bmr6 i JE bmrl2 A8 RS FF TS
Y L B AR U, T AE Wheatland, Tx623 il Tx631
B, bmrl2 Z878 §h R T B i 5 AR AR Y L T
bmr6 2748 5 R T B & AL T A AL, bmrl8 X}
T BB 5 MR N R B B L BB AR R BEAIR 900
kg, 1 bmr6 4523 bl b BF 2R BG4 900 kg™,

R JT 2R 2 BHL LA P 4 v b PR R R AR AT A
BT s mr FEP AR BT R & &, 7T B 35 2 v Pk
VeI 2T 4 1K 4031 4k 2 (IVNDFD) . H A %7 jit % 15
O A R EREE Y B, AUk 3RS . bmr6 B FF
H IVNDFD H 7 AR RU42 5 400, bmrl2 By B AR A 42
#1026  bmrl2 (25 I Ak T 43 AR & 7. 226
5. 62757, bmr R RS bmrl2 AR F
FXF TVNDMD £ 55 8 BEAH S, b bmr6 55872 i
R 700,

2 [RAMNEITFESN

bmr R MR Y E AR PR R B 5 TG R

AR AT Bl L W g BT T B AR
bmr &3R8 Y4 T bk B B e R B
AR AN, FE a8 & F] bmr 5 3R
TE A 0 SR8 ) e T A (B PE AN .
2.1 REF  bmr @& RAE S FR NG 4 R LR
T RAEA . Lusk S50 4258 /N 7L 24 R = 5 7L
A% bmrl2 B R E R K TSGR,
bmr @R T YRR A RN 25.3 kg« d ',
HEm TR RN 20,4 kg« I HBEHTHEIE
HK(19.6 kg« d DMEFE(23. 1 kg d ., WHH
¥ B DA 0 it 7 43 bE 3R R i) G A T R oK
Tk A (DMD 5 K 4R B b 55 5 FE 15 1K
Z A WAL G B AR . B BESE R, bmr 5 3
A I EK CHAE TV ik A B A —FE,
XA RE S IE R bmr (5 3R 0 RS AL SR 6 (H Y
WESE  bmr &R T Y BTie A ¥R T8 .

KT NDF R & i F 58 2 W], 9524 %) NDF 1
KB bmr @R 5L 5 m R, Wik
B X bmr6 5 bmrl8 WA %845 i & ) NDF %
Adm,Oliver ZU7 81, 454 NDF R & bmrl8 5
PP A RUA 24, B bmr6 2748 5 R K. H AR bmr
R SR A o R B B R A G R R AIG 15267
2.2 BRHACFE LG RA . bmr 5 Bk

B AT A T AL P PR A AT dE a2 rpok PR I AT 4
AT TESE H oo i 5 sl Wi Ak 3E T 2 B v vk Bk
B ER AL T2 bmr6 5878 b R PR BRI L
YRR A 54, 4%, bmrl8 K 47. 9% , 15 55 55 R &
i, 0 40,8265, 21 ) MR 36t JIE 52, bmr 5 2
dn Flt BMR-101 (1 4 3 U 21 24 3 Ak R 01 2 & F 7
FH = 5 B FS-5H

Wi %k bmrl2 5 319 B2 4k 3 AL 55 R
12.9%"Y ) bmr6 5 bmrl8 BT ¥ B 1 1k % 4
B 62. 9% FI 69, 1%, ¥ T & 48 & R
52.5%" . bmr &R BMR-101 15 F 5 % 5
Flt FS-5 F OBV M AE J5 T4 53 3R WL A 238 A0 25 A48
KB JZ %A% F BMR-101 5 7 il 4 FS5 R 2
Bp AR
2.3 AR RFESHN A HFIEKRS bmr
o SR A SR B I () G B R 22 ST U I 0 4 X
bmr FI R B FEE SEAE R I X . B dmr
SN S B R A AR A ECR & bmr 5 3R
A= B RN 1 TG ) T R L 3X R R S H R R L
BiIA 5. A HGEFR . HOR 4R R B R 50 %6 1
H NDF & &0 05 24F g is s g oA K,

TE bmr6 . bmr18 F1EF A 7Y H b 4] iR 4= X6 L
I R B R AR AL S R ORI bmrl8 5848
mh 7 T VORI 5 4 R B I R KL SR B bmr6
BT A 522 6 ) f K {H R ] ) ol 28 oK X 5 4R
BT s R R
24 FIE AR ERERPARTR SR
B, HXELABH AL, Sh S o R i 35 KRR
B T IEAGE AR BT T R AR, B
Vit FRE, bmr SRPATRTRMFER SR,
TRl bror 8 52 0% 24 XA R B AW 1526, 77 4
Fofe g m e 23260,

T bmr6 5 4 77 4% M R L T 4 HE bmrl8,
bmr6 2878 i Z BAR B AR BT R & = Y54 7 05k g
EF M bmrl8 2845 i & L MR bmr6 R R Y
T OK W 4 77 W 5 A0 2, 43 0 S 33,7 Rl 33,3
kge+d ',bmrl8 JEH, N 31.2 kg d ' fEGHEH R
A, R 29.1 kg o d 1T

s o L7 1 4R MR b g 3 R T 4] L 5 i
TR b 5 S8 0 5 4 7 A s RN A4 00 bR o 3L EL AR
WL S SR A W s 130 fE— SRR R A R
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RZ 5 E W FE KA 2 bmr & 382G F g Wi bmr
0 SR FR A 7 A A 4 D6 bR L S A IR K R
B KRR b & RS L WA R
5 E KA Y H bmr B3RP R T E K,
FET 52T 5 X bmr w34 S BOR & I E oKk
AWk

) ) a8 W] RE R E 4 T bmrl2 B bmrl8
A BRI AR IR b & 35 A9 FLIR B S R R
T 3 0 D H T R e FLIR B
mr R R S (3% 5D, e i
bmrl8 & bmrl2 g 5% A= % 7L g 35 & 52 i A K
ifii bmr6 B4 FLAR N 3. 57 V048 m F 3. 89 %617,
CRIE T LK,

£S5 BEPK b EEXMERHEFRAEN

P RE AR
Table 5 Effects of bmr gene on silage feeding

value and milk production-'”!

i H A bmr6  bmrl8
Item Wild type
ERF R Sorghum silage
Tk BEIR 2T 4E NDF/ g » kg™ 581 502 482
TRPEVE LT 4 ADF/ g « kg ! 377 336 285
PR AR Z ADL/g « ke ! 29 23 25
2HALE L%
Total tract digestibility
T DM/g » kg 525 629 691
HVEBEIR LT 4E NDF/ g » kg ! 408 544 479
i 7L 351 % B
Lactational performance
Fe i Milk/kg » d7! 31.0  34.1 32.2
FLIR % Mike fat/ % 3.57  3.89 3.77

A% bR iEFL

29.1 33.7 31.2
4% fat corrected milk/kg + d*!

T M bmr w3 A% S8 = AN I R OK =5 A
P AR Wb LA A AR 2 2B R R
W], bmr6 F1 bmrl8 MY 4 f5 , FLEE H & B AH 2
AKIT, bmr g ARG LR SR A K,
AT B bmr S RAE R AR S 2B
(4.86%0), H % @ TG 5 (4. 7200,
3 ZBRERE

LA WG s omrl2 Fl bmr18 TEAC AR AR T
T omr6 FEDR, Fo o PR O 5 8 2 8 o B AR A, T

bmr6 {7 MR 7T | AL T bmrl2 Rl bmrl8 LN,
HoL8 bmr6 g BT PR S P B E 5 H I E KA
M. JEAER  bmr6 5 bmrl2 XUZEAE R A B AT
RESXTEAR VAR5 1) T AN (B 22 (8] R 3] — AP 1

EASNHATF R E AT LW bmr TR TR
IR R SN T 58 5 7% 22— R A ZAE AL T RESE P 1Y)
S AR T P 6T b 2878 &R A AH
KWFFEE R WARIE . KRR bmr 5 5 B W58 0] 4
FEBUENR MR o HE ML AF 5 . bmr 5 5
o7 5 T [ A EH B b 75 S AR AR W BB U P 0 B
FAH ORI RAF AT S, A HGE AR S AR A
FH M ER AL B J5 bmr6.bmrl2 Fl bmr6 4+ bmrl2 XX
SRR AGHE A AR 27 00,2300 F 3400, LR

AT RN 2256 .21 Yo Fn 430507,

VT AR ] 7 B0 T A S L TG J5 ) B
JeL gl , A T A B R T A R D 1000
7T AR TR E RN A RE S 240 20 T3 7 ik
FIETE . B A KRB IR i
BURE R A RN AR A ) I 30 0 R SRR L A R SR
A A S5O P R e AR A A - 6 ) A T
N BHAH bor 278§ &R E 5 1% G0k
A A T A2 AR ] AN (B O R R e
b 5 S LE R I A b R B R IE .
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Agronomic performance and feeding value of brown midrib sorghum

HAN Yun-hua', WANG Xian-guo*, HU Tian-ming', XUE Jian-guo®
(1. College of Animal Science and Technology, Northwest A&F University, Yangling 712100, China;

2. Institute of Grassland Science, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100193, China)

Abstract: Sorghum bicolor is an annual forage source with good fitness and resistance. Although the
mutants of brown midrib sorghum are able to increase high feeding value by reducing lignin content, they
reduce the agronomic performance. This study reviewed the progress of bmr sorghum at abroad from for-
age quality, agronomic performance and feeding value, and propose the future focuses, which would pro-
vide useful information for bmr sorghum research.
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