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Breeding and High-yield and High-quality Cultivation Techniques of a New Soybean Variety Fudou 18

WANG Min (Anhui Fuyang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Fuyang, Anhui 236065)

Abstract Fudou 18 (original line No. Fudou 05-10) is a new summer soybean variety with high yield, high quality and disease resistance bred
by the Anhui Fuyang Academy of Agricultural Sciences through sexual crossing.lts protein content was 42.71%, fat content was 19.61%. It is re-
sistance to soybean mosaic virus SC=3 and SC~7.It was approved by the Anhui Crop Variety Approval Committee in August 2018 ,and named Fu-
don 18. The approval number is 2018004. Fudou 18 has high and stable yield, lodging resistance, good commercial property and outstanding

yield. It is suitable to be planted in Huaibei summer soybean region of Anhui Province along the Huaihe River.
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Fig.1 Breeding process of Fudou 18
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Table 1 Quality detection and disease index identification of Fudou 1
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% % index /% Resistance index /% Resistance
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Table 2 Yield performance of Fudou 05-10
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Table 2 Paired ¢ test under typical terrain conditions

Yot L) prifdz . i  Sig. (3
Typical terrain Pair Deviation Sig. ( Two-tailed )
SF-Hb Flat VFCypyi = VFCyes.c 0.000 248 1 0.001 803 1 3.396 299 0.001
VFCvi = VFCoisic -0.001 302 5 0.001 776 6 -2.092 299 0.000
el Hill VFCypy —VFCyps.c -0.002 489 9 0.014 775 6 -2.371 299 0.019
VECyy; = VFCyrc -0.004 043 9 0.014 868 0 -3.827 299 0.000
b FH3% Shady slope of tme mountain VFCypy; —VFCysic -0.017 767 2 0.014 813 8 -29.269 299 0.000
VFCypyi = VFCycsic -0.019 541 3 0.014 883 5 -22.988 299 0.000
113 B3 Sunny slope of the mountain VFCypy —VFCys.c 0.059 332 4 0.051 973 0 22.973 299 0.000
VECyyy; = VFCysc 0.021 698 8 0.022 366 1 25.598 299 0.000
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