LYK R, Journal of Anhui Agri. Sci.2016,44(18) ;53 - 57 EEBE BHiE =EEM

IS

AEAEXERAN@EMAREESITEN

S =1 37 /1* -kl—w-;‘;-1~ N 1 w2l S 2
RARRVREY T M R FEA LV FER %
(1. YT g 28 M B 27 56 22 JBRAAF 5 ., TRT R KRN 450002 52. Y 1 48 -/ B, YT e 4 450046 )

WE [ B8 ]HF A E FIETFNARAR ARG S F SR Sk AT HERF £ BRRE RN & BWE,
S R Fedfe ;R R SR T S AR AR ARIE R B AL A AR R SR Y, [ R ] B AR e AR R IR i 5 AT
% %0 (RCTAS) s AT dg 5 R B A S 54 T XX 69 12 NI K 247 AP e A4 1 5 A & AR MR AT 2 e b fe s, (4R
Fl824 %52 1% 525 5555 5246 5 8 NRAPE AT IBIE T 22 53 = 4.29% ~9.15% , 38 =R B % R 1401 FoifF 2 601 42 24 18
¥#0.95% ~2.54% ; kL 23 5 Fe kL 52 ST BRF 0.34% ~19.21% , [##]% 21 5 F 225 5 %5 5246 # 2 820 F %
301 H2 17 o fF 846 FiX T AN ESRABKE, THELA T H A AR ERFRBRAFRE, #—FETHELRXERKEMR
ey AL,

eSO BRSNS I
FESHES S565.1 XEERIRAS A CEHE 0517 -6611(2016)18 —053 —05
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Abstract

ity, adaptability and other main characters of summer soybean varieties in regional test of Henan Province, to provide a accurate and reliable

(Sesame Research Center, Henan Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Zheng-
[ Objective ] To scientifically, fairly and impartially identify and evaluate the yield, quality, resistance, growth type, genetic stabil-

scientific basis for the examination and popularization of the new soybean varieties, to ensure the safety of soybean production, and to speed up
the supply of better varieties. [ Method ] System analysis and comparison of important characteristics and production utilization value of twelve
soybean varieties were carried out, which participated in the summer soybean variety regional trail under different ecological conditions in
Henan Province by Regional Crop Trials Statistical Analysis System ( RCTAS). [ Result ] Zhoudou 24, Luodou 1, Zhoudou 25, Andou 5246
and other eight new soybean varieties could increase the yield by 4.29% -9.15% compared with the control variety Yudou 22, and the yield
increased significantly; Qiule 1401 and Xudou 601 could increase yield by 0.95% —2.54% compared with the control variety; Changyidou 2
and Changyidou 3 reduced yield by 0.34% —19.21% compared with the control variety. [ Conclusion ] Luodou 1, Zhoudou 25, Andou 5246,
Pudou 820, Zhonghuang 301, Kedou 17 and Kaidou 46 have better comprehensive performance than other tested varieties, which can further
participate in the summer soybean variety regional test or production test in Henan Province, and can be planted in a large scale in Henan

Province.
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Table 1 Name,combination and breeding unit of tested new varieties of soybean

Al W PET BT
Variety Combination Breeding unit
%515 Luodou 1 HEHISxHE 11 5 & BB 2B
H1#% 301 Zhonghuang 301 9525 x {5 16 i 5] R\ B BV EY B
JEI 5. 24 Zhoudou 24 [(ME02-2x AT 12) x (#6018 x E98 -3) ] x [ (%1 15 x4E  FOmRlLAEb

9715) x (02 -2 x229235) ]
FF 46 5 Kaidou 46 HRE SRk TR AP AT 5T B
#1517 Kedou 17 BlE 15 %01 -14-1-8 chE R B 5 BT A ST
475 5246 Andou 5246 %7509 —5067 x 5. 99 —6 LT AR R =B
Ji 5 25 2 Zhoudou 25 3F-99016 x #9525 JE O A Bl b

TR RAEFL B A PR W]

# 4R 1401 Qiule 1401 IR 1103 x 2529 & TR RICRFMIE B B BRA &
75 820 Pudou 820 I 6018 x I 332 HEBHTT A R 2 e
5601 Xudou 601 Bd 22 2 x P de502 VBT B2 5T B

£ X 2 5 Changyidou 2
K X .3 5 Changyidou 3

R 1099 x fiZs 5
AR 48 x 2K

TR LA MY R AT BR2A 7]
TR K A B TR

P 22 2(CK) Yudou 22 ¥ 87174 x £ 84240 TR R R BE

1.3 WEMBRFAZE £S5 HEER D s o B .

PR AR 2 R FEL 5% o D B T2 1 1 B 4R ®2 BHATMEMELMALRRERN
- . Table 2 Quality evaluation of test sites for new soybean varieties %

AT AR AR B W BRGSO P ORI BT BiRG —

IR T AR M K 2 B R K R B R0 AT B B R ?E;T‘Sﬂe cv RLSD, cev

W, 2] Anyang 6.48 10.96 9.92

L4 SImAH RIT AP X BOR I Gt i Ry T Baofens 6.21 10.50 12.31
(RCTAS)1.O """ 1 Bxcel 2007 PAPARBIRIETE: gl fooee 0 we o

PG00 7 2553 W R T o5 [ A2 SN B AL A0 s, 18T Luohe 4.76 8.05 6.67

SLEAEWS R LD ok KR ESPHIRE Shukla 227225y [ famane B e

i e WEPH Puyang 7.44 12.58 5.06

2 gg%_lﬁﬁjcﬁ- 7 & Shangqiu 7.85 13.27 10.28

21 RBWBESH BEERRM VRN BRG] T N e

SRR 2SS R MR R s AR e/ NSBB8 RLSD, o5 BETJE Zhumadian 3.79 6.40 11.00

/N VR T2 T A S Pl L RO i R, S 0 2 SR O i

R AL AR R GOV MK, BETZ AT B P 1) 14 —h e o SR e
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B9 CV Bl 15% B iz P i 5 RN eI AL 2 o *fg%giioogoy i - Eé%‘ ﬂ_?h%%()i“ "

HHER 2 Al A, RIS N PR IR ET R R CV Yy 4,674 00 — #2820 Pudou 820

TE15% LUF 23R A S, o N R 0 3 T5 15 A jf 4150 5

RIS TR 2B R M e, B AR AR PR R §

TRIR 2R, WER MG 5 AN /N B 35 2580 RLSD, o5 Fic K g Al
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Fig.1 Yield mean value of soybean varieties in different region-

al test sites of Henan Province
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£ 0 ans thﬁﬂﬁ; 5 HEAT RN 7= 22 5 PR BT JE S 24 T 1 45
22.4 26 28" 30 ﬂgmli ﬁ'fzsgé %38 40 42 JRI 5225 5 2265246 1820 (P 301 FHEL1T JFEL46 5
:g:4 BTa Goiwiwl A 22 B (CK) B2 9.15% 5.96% 5.83% \5.73% .
ol x LAE Yu o ma 5.69% 4.66% 4.46% Fl 4.29% , P Hg ki 2 Bk 4R 1401 Al
H

[NR #F Plot yield

WM ZERARRKRYE2 5 KYE3 5 KRE2 5 50

601 Bk 4K 1401 JF 5 46 5 Bl 17 78 301 i & 820, % &
5246 JHG 25 5 I8 15 JHE 248 WA S R E P
B BRIl EOA I PH R RN R KRB R O
FE.

Note : Varieties from left to right were Changyidou 2, Changyidou 3,

Yudou 22, Xudou 601, Qiule 1401, Kaidou 46 ,Kedou 17 ,Zhong-
huang 301 , Pudou 820, Andou 5246, Zhoudou 25, Luodou 1 and
Zhoudou 24. Test sites from left to right were Nanyang, Pingyu,

Zhumadian, Luohe, Puyang, Shangqiu, Zhengzhou, Jiaozuo,

VIR 601 433 #8522 5 (CK) #8977 2. 54% 1 0.95% 5 K
T3 MK Y E 2 S b 22 5 (CK) Jl™ 0. 34%
19.21% (#3) .
2.3 Shukla BBEMHFESHT 2200, SR AR S
HAEA R E KT, B A SRR [R) A BE h R B L4
BB —2, A 535 B AERR B ROR, A 7 >k H Shukla
R My 22 Wt 45 S FpatE— 2B ARG e M b, e 4 3k
5 FIE 2 ATAL, 4 E 5246 BEE 17 8 E 15 R 820 IFE
601 74 7 22 S FNJE 7 25 5 HAE 7 22803 e M s v
B 301 HAEJ 25 W AR S R AN R M AR 4T K X
2 S EAE T 2545 5 3, Shukla AR B%ézﬁz?k,/\%m i

Changge , Zhoukou , Anyang and Baofeng.
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Fig.2 AMMI1 biplot of regional test of summer soybean varie-
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Table 3 Comparison of the plot yield differences of summer soybean varieties in regional test in Henan Province

4\\\0

ties in Henan Province

H |, & mAhfae
R ARAR A b 15

1 Z MK Significance level Yo 7 i

‘\]E/ifitv Plc:{\%ei:%kg 0.05 0.01 Converted ;Vield Yield increasing gafi
. ’ : kg/hm” range // %

J&1 5. 24 Zhoudou 24 3.517 7 a A 3517.80 9.15 1
5. 15 Luodou 1 3.416 0 AB 3414.90 5.96 2

J& 5 25 5 Zhoudou 25 3.410 8 b AB 3410.70 5.83 3
4255246 Andou 5246 3.407 9 be AB 3 407.70 5.73 4
= 820 Pudou 820 3.406 1 be AB 3 406.20 5.69 5
185 301 Zhonghuang 301 3.372 8 be BC 3373.05 4.66 6
#1517 Kedou 17 3.367 1 be BC 3366.75 4.46 7
5 46 5 Kaidou 46 3.360 9 be BC 3361.05 4.29 8
FkAR 1401 Qiule 1401 3.304 8 cd BCD 3304.95 2.54 9
#5601 Xudou 601 3.253 7 d CD 3253.50 0.95 10
#5.22 5 (CK) Yudou 22 3.2227 d D 3222.90 — 11

£ X5 3 5 Changyidou 3 3.2127 d D 3211.95 -0.34 12

£ Y& 2 5 Changyidou 2 2.603 9 e E 2 603.70 -19.21 13

L HE I GE R LSD, s =0.103 9;1SD, ,, =0.137 1,
Note ; Multiple comparison results ( LSD method) LSD, s =0.103 9;LSD, ,, =0.137 1.
F4 THYEATRIXERM Shukla £ FHBEMHRE (F M%)
Table 4 Shukla variance and significance test of different summer soybean varieties in regional test in Henan Province
L oF Shl.él;lak{ié Fii W I}T_/ﬁ‘j‘i% /J\]xﬁf'f% Shukla ﬂ{,‘?‘»%ﬁ(
Variety hukla F value Probability nteraction Plot yield Shuk}a‘ variable
variance of variance kg coefficient // %

42155246 Andou 5246 11 0.040 83 0.815 1 0.625 0.000 0 3.407 9 5.9290

K X & 2 5 Changyidou 2 11 0.187 66 3.746 8 0.000 0.137 6 2.603 9 16.636 3

£ X 3 45 Changyidou 3 11 0.089 52 1.787 3 0.056 0.039 4 3.2127 9.3132
5 46 5 Kaidou 46 11 0.060 27 1.203 3 0.284 0.010 2 3.360 9 7.304 5
A5 17 Kedou 17 11 0.032 06 0.640 1 0.794 0.000 0 3.367 1 5.3179

e S
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uuﬂ‘ DF Shukla F i }f%%— Interaction Plot yield Shukla variable
Variety . F value Probability . Y .

variance of variance kg coefficient // %
#3515 Luodou 1 11 0.025 06 0.500 4 0.902 0.000 0 3.416 0 4.6345
#5820 Pudou 820 11 0.043 18 0.862 1 0.578 0.000 0 3.406 1 6.100 9
Fk AR 1401 Qiule 1401 11 0.069 89 1.395 4 0.174 0.019 8 3.304 8 7.999 7
15 601 Xudou 601 11 0.037 97 0.758 1 0.682 0.000 0 3.2537 5.988 8
5 22 5 (CK) Yudou 22 11 0.014 38 0.287 0 0.988 0.000 0 3.2227 3.720 4
1% 301 Zhonghuang 301 11 0.055 02 1.098 4 0.362 0.004 9 3.372 8 6.954 2
JE 5. 24 Zhoudou 24 11 0.098 35 1.963 6 0.032 0.048 3 3.5177 8.915 1
J& 5. 25 5 Zhoudou 25 11 0.031 96 0.638 2 0.796 0.000 0 3.410 8 5.2417

V115222 288 0.016 70 % fiF Shukla J7 22 R I PE R ( Bartlett %) Prob. = 0003 88 i B , IR 2 e T o D %
Note: Error 288  0.0167 0;Homogeneity test for Shukla variance of each variety ( Bartlett test) was Prob. = 0.003 88,showing extremely significant differ-
ences. The stability difference among varieties had extremely significant differences.

*5 WEHAEXEXKEMH Shukla FEMZEILR(F W)
Table 5 Multiple comparison of Shukla variance of summer soybean

varieties in regional test in Henan Province

a Shukla J52% I E A
””ﬁ Shukla Significance level
Variety .

variance 0.05 0.01
K X 2 5 Changyidou 2 0.187 66 a A
J& 5. 24 Zhoudou 24 0.098 35 ab AB
K X & 3 5 Changyidou 3 0.089 52 abc AB
kAR 1401 Qiule 1401 0.069 89 abed AB
JF 5. 46 5 Kaidou 46 0.060 27 bed ABC
1% 301 Zhonghuang 301 0.055 02 bed ABC
#5820 Pudou 820 0.043 18 bed ABC
4277 5246 Andou 5246 0.040 83 bed BC
£ 601 Xudou 601 0.037 97 bede BC
B} 17 Kedou 17 0.032 06 cde BC
J& 5. 25 5 Zhoudou 25 0.031 96 cde BC
%5 15 Luodou 1 0.025 06 de BC
# 5 22 5 (CK) Yudou 22 0.014 38 e C

2.4 ZHEMHEEEYFE . ZEFMEFTER hkon

S MA ML % 8T 1 SAEFHRK
(109.0 d) , %17 5246 AL F IR (104.7 d) , HAK G 1 5
X HER it 7 g g 228, L% it o 8 At Rt o e 28 s 4l e
RN 47.3 ~78.9 em, FoRL & 17 #R i, B 5246 1
M S AN 2R ECR 12,1 ~16.8 45 A AR 1.9
~3.2 4R ERIEHCN 38.3 ~62.2 A4, i K U E 3
B (62.2 1) K UE 2 S (38.3 4N s SRR R R
J718.2~28.1 g, i X5 2 S E ki i (28. 1 g) , Hk &
WHE15(24.0 g) B fLARTTE 46 5(18.2 g)

2.5 BB RRMAEE  HEo vHL £
FEHFE A TR 39.56% ~46. 12% , §5 5 & 7 18.30% ~
20.56% ,ENS IR T 59% , Hh K X G 2 SEAR S
46, 12% , J& T i B R 25 SRR e B U N T A%
PR AL HEE(SMV) AT HR & SC -3 (55%) .SC -7 (58
B MEOL N, A2 24 MR G AL EE(SMV) 1y SC -3.SC -7
RIS

*x6 THABEAERASRMESERICA
Table 6 Summary of synthetical properties of summer soybean varieties in regional test of Henan Province

o = s FHWH MO RHRIER MR R
Variety Growth period Plant height Stem node Effective Pod number Grain numbei 109—gram

d cm number // ¥ branches /1~ per plant///}>  per plant /i weight // ¢
K X5 2 5 Changyidou 2 105.7 63.9 14.7 3.3 38.3 89.1 28.1
H1#% 301 Zhonghuang 301 105.3 69.8 15.8 2.4 50.5 102.6 18.6
JF 5. 46 5 Kaidou 46 105.4 61.8 15.4 2.8 50.8 109.9 18.2
k4R 1401 Qiule 1401 107.2 68.7 15.1 2.3 46.5 90.3 21.8
4 5246 Andou 5246 104.7 47.3 14.2 3.1 47.4 98.4 20.4
J& 5. 25 5 Zhoudou 25 107.6 61.7 15.4 3.2 55.0 116.6 19.2
# 5 22 5 (CK) Yudou 22 108.7 84.8 18.2 2.4 55.5 103.5 19.4
#7515 Luodou 1 109.0 51.5 12.1 2.6 42.3 81.2 24.0
5 601 Xudou 601 107.4 70.9 16.2 2.5 49.1 103.4 18.7
J& 5 24 Zhoudou 24 108.4 71.0 15.0 1.9 52.5 107.7 20.2
#5820 Pudou 820 106.8 76.6 16.1 2.4 39.1 81.7 23.8
#1517 Kedou 17 106.8 78.9 16.0 2.3 47.2 90.2 21.3
£ X5 3 5 Changyidou 3 108.3 66.8 16.8 3.1 62.2 126.7 18.8

e A, SC -3 SC -7
b g U J— PRTES R TS
Variety Protein content // % % . HId Conclusion of . R Conclusion of
(4 Disease index // % . Disease index // % .
resistance resistance

£ X% 2 & Changyidou 2 46.12 18.30 4 B 13 o
H1## 301 Zhonghuang 301 42.63 20.30 5 iRl 3 HUe
JF .46 5 Kaidou 46 41.14 20.09 3 EUR 10 B
Fk ARk 1401 Qiule 1401 39.56 21.01 8 %) 3 iRl
4 %) 5246 Andou 5246 41.71 18.51 4 Y 3 Vi

EAIES
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S SC -3 SC -7

h SR e el R rrELiS Feti g T
Variety Protein content // % % Di H (Eil /% Conclusion of Di H (Ell Yz Conclusion of

1sease 1mmdex 0 resistance 1sease 1mmdex (2 resistance
&5 25 2 Zhoudou 25 44.49 18.56 19 B 13 i
#7722 5 Yudou 22 41.45 20.34 21 GRET 33 Rk
#7515 Luodou 1 41.89 19.58 17 EiIR] 18 Yo
57601 Xudou 601 43.24 19.47 17 EiiRt 4 B
JE& 5 24 Zhoudou 24 43.45 20.56 59 B 54 B
#7820 Pudou 820 43.65 19.50 i 46 rfURk
#1757 17 Kedou 17 42.04 20.53 o Y] Rk
K 5.3 5 Changyidou 3 42.21 19.43 22 e 13 B

2.6 SHBMHNESTEN B S DA H,
12 24 Fp (%) 5F- 3 77 1 IR B2 o 2 603,70 ~ 3 517. 80
kg/hm’ , 5577 22 5 (CK) A He 38 6™ i B 0 - 19.21% ~
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