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Out of 18 genotypes of Finger Millet evaluated for various characters, all genotypes found to be
superior for seed yield per plant over check variety FIN 7669 The genotypes IE 175 (13.42)
followed by IE 165 (12.42), IE 169 (11.17), IE 136 (11.01) showed high mean performance for seed
yield per plant. Phenotypic Coefficient of Variation (PCV) was observed for all the traits ranged from
Days to Maturity (3.06) to Harvest Index (38.31). Similarly Genotypic Coefficient of Variation (GCV)
was observed for all the traits ranged from Days to Maturity (2.94) to Harvest index (33.90). Very
High heritability (broad sense) estimates (80% and above) had observed for Days to 50%FIlowering
(98.00), Finger Length (93.00), Days to Maturity (92.00), Plant Height (90.00), Ear Head Length
(84.00), Flag Leaf Width (80.00), Test Weight (80.00). Higher heritability (60% and above) was
recorded for Harvest Index (78.00), Number of Ears per Plant (76.00), Number of Fingers per Ear
(67.00), Seed Yield per Plant (65.00). Therefore, these characters are predominantly governed by
additive gene action and could be improved through individual plant selection owing to their high
heritability values. Genetic advance as % of mean varied from 6.25 for Seed Yield per Plant to
61.78 for Days to 50%Flowering. High genetic advance as % of mean (>20%) was recorded for
Days to 50%Flowering (61.78), Days to Maturity (54.82), Plant Height (42.90), Flag Leaf Length
(35.64), Number of Fingers per Ear (30.97), Number of Productive Tillers (28.58), Flag Leaf Width
(27.24), Finger Length (20.19), Finger Width (20.03). Moderate genetic advance as % of mean (10-
20%) was recorded for Ear Head Length (18.80). Low genetic advance as % of mean was recorded
for Ear Head Width (9.02), Number of Ears per Plant (6.95), Peduncle Length (6.26), Biological
Yield per Plant (5.94), Harvest Index (5.84), Test Weight (1.70), Seed Yield per Plant (6.25).
The results of present study also revealed that there was a comparative higher degree of genotypic
correlation coefficients than their phenotypic counterparts in most of the characters studied. This
indicated that there was a higher degree of association between two characters of genotypic
association, their phenotypic association was lessened due to the influence of environment.
Genotypic Correlation coefficient analysis revealed that seed yield per plant exhibited significant
and positive correlation with Flag Leaf Length (0.9922*), Number of Fingers per Ear (0.472**),
Finger Width (0.6593*), Ear Head Width (0.2747**), Number of Ears per Plant (0.4862**), Biological
Yield per Plant (0.4688**), Harvest Index (0.601%).
Phenotypic correlation coefficient analysis revealed that seed yield per plant exhibit high significant
and positive correlation with number of fingers per ear (0.3414**), flag leaf with (0.4484*), Number
of ears per plant (0.5786**), biological yield per plant (0.468**), Harvest Index (0.5204**).
Genotypic Path coefficient analysis revealed that maximum positive direct effect was due to its Flag
Leaf Length (0.9922*), Number of Fingers per Ear (0.472**), Finger Width (0.6593*), Ear Head
Width (0.2747**), Number of Ears per Plant (0.4862**), Biological Yield per Plant (0.4688**),
Harvest Index (0.601*). Days to Maturity (-0.5805*) exhibited significant and negative correlation
with seed yield per plant. Ear Head Length (0.0598), Peduncle Length (0.0999), Test Weight
(0.2075) exhibited positive and non-significantly correlated with seed yield per plant. Days to 50%
Flowering (-0.188), Plant Height (-0.2877), Flag Leaf Width (-0.0651), Finger Length (-0.155)
exhibited non-significant and negative correlation with seed yield per plant.
Phenotypic Path coefficient revealed that maximum positive direct effect on seed yield was
depicted number of fingers per ear (0.3414**), flag leaf with (0.4484*), Number of ears per plant
(0.5786**), biological yield per plant (0.468**), Harvest Index (0.5204**). Number of productive
tillers (0.2069), ear head width (0.247), peduncle length (0.0145), Test weight (0.132) exhibited
non-significant but positive correlation with seed yield per plant. Days to 50% flowering (-0.1661),
days to maturity (-0.4203), plant height (-0.1783) flag leaf length (-0.1348) and finger length (-
0.1394), finger width (-0.1474), ear head length (-0.0133) were non-significantly and negatively
correlated with seed yield per plant.
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Based on the work in 18 Genotypes of Finger millet on 17 quantitative characters, it is concluded
that all the studied genotypes have shown significant difference. The genotype, IE 175 has shown
the highest mean performance for seed yield per plant. Whereas, genotypic and phenotypic
coefficient of variation were found high for number of ears per plant and harvest index. high
heritability coupled with high genetic advance as percent of mean was observed for days to 50%
flowering, plant height, finger length, ear head length, test weight. Correlation coefficient revealed
that seed yield per plant exhibited significant and positive correlations with number of fingers per
ear, number of ears per plant, biological yield per plant, harvest index at both genotypic and
phenotypic levels. Path Coefficient Analysis has revealed that number of fingers per ear, number of
ears per plant, biological yield per plant, harvest index positive and direct effect on seed yield per
plant at both genotypic and phenotypic levels. Hence the selection of genotypes based on the
above-mentioned characters will be useful for crop improvement in Finger millet.
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