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Adaptive Identification Test of Spring Soybean Varieties in Northeast China

XUE Yong-guo,LIU Xin-lei, CAO Dan et al (Soybean Research Institute, Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin, Hei-
longjiang 150086 )

Abstract [ Objective | To carry out adaptive identification test of spring soybean varieties in northeast China. [ Method ] 18 northeast main va-
rieties were adopted to carry out identification test in test sites. The absolute yield and relative ranking coefficient were used. GGE Biplot was
used for correlation analysis between varieties and test sites, so as to identify the adaptability of varieties. [ Result]Heihe 43, Suinong 35,
Jiyu 406 and Dongnong 52 were varieties with relatively high adaptability. [ Conclusion ] This method could accurately identify varieites with

relativley high adaptability, and provided references for the soybean variety promotion and parent resource allocation.
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Table 1 Comparison of the soybean yields in different test sites

IR PRIEFR Al 7t Yield /kg/hm’ SR e
Test Materdl Test mgg = el A Ok WK WG Bdh W] Averseesield JOT
sites name site Heihe Jiusan Qishi Jiamusi  Suihua  Daqing  Harbin  Chifeng  Tieling Shenyang kg/ hm?
T HE 202 9 968.80 1 600.00 2 600.00 2 928.60 X 2664.00 2987.18 1 663.30 2 201.70 15
Jilin HE46 10 X 3357.15 X 2485.50 3756.41 2053.30 3404.20 2560.00 2 936.09 4
274k Suihua 274k 35 11 1452.10 2060.00 2469.23 3 392.85 2 878.95 2243.59 2403.30 3420.80 2 150.00 2 496.76 10
Tk Ak 49 8 - - 2569.23 3285.75 X 1877.25 1820.51 2100.00 - - 2 330.55 12
Dongnong Ak 52 8 - - 2507.69 2 964.30 X 2702.70 1833.33 2517.00 - - 2 505.00 9
RAe 54 8 - - 2492.31 3285.75 X 2781.00 2346.15 1 836.70 - - 2 548.38 8
A% 59 8 - - 2 369.23 3 000.00 X 2649.75 2833.33 2093.30 - - 2589.12 7
AR 61 8 - - 2523.08 3214.35 X 2 689.50 2089.74 1 950.00 - 2493.33 11
KEr A 65 5 - - - - - - - X 3129.20 X 3129.20 2
Soybean A 67 5 - - - - - - - X 3 045.80 X 3.045.80 3
Institute Bk 63 5 - - - - - - - x  2754.20 x 2754.20 5
Tk 25 5 - - - - - - - 2 460.00 2 887.50 X 2 673.75 6
ZRIA Tieling 31 7 - - - X X X X X - X - 18
il Liaoning 1% 32 4 - - - - 3858.97 1800.00 4312.50 3323.82 1
2] Heihe BT 38 6 - 2 460.00 2 423.08 X 1918.20 X - 2 267.09 13
AT 43 6 - 2400.00 2 346.15 X X 1923.45 X - - 2223.20 14
FH 19 3 - - - - - - X - 1 000. 00 - 1 000. 00 16
XE6 3 - - - - - - X - 633.30 - 633.30 17
TE =7 FORBOA VR A R, X7 RN R A SRS A
Note: ‘ =’ indicated the test site was designed,and ‘X’ indicated not mature in the test site
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Fig.1 Comparison of yields of different soybean varieties
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Fig. 2 Principal component analysis between tested varieties

and test sites
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Fig. 3 Biplot of the interaction between tested varieties and test
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Table 2 Comparison of yield rank coefficients of different soybean varieties in test sites
> E M| 3 V=N ¥
T e WA ERN A ok sk e om0 e G
sites name Xinjiang Heihe Jiusan Qishi Jiamusi ~ Suithua  Daqing  Harbin  Chifeng  Tieling Shenyang vield Rank site
Tk Jilin HE202 X .00 1.00 0.08 1.00 X 0.50 0.23 1.00 9 0.69 13
HE 406 X X 0.22 X 0.67 0.15 0.73 0.44 0.50 10 0.45 3
254k, Suihua 24k 35 X 0.33 0.80 0.50 0. 11 0.17 0.54 0.27 0.33 1.00 11 0.45 2
KA A 49 X 0.17 0.44 X 0.92 0.92 0.55 8 0.60 10
Dongnong Hqe 52 X 0.33 0.89 X 0.33 0.85 0.09 8 0.50 5
K54  x 0.42 0.33 X 0.25 0.46 0.91 8 0.47 4
KA 59 X 0.75 0.67 X 0.58 0.31 0.64 8 0.59 9
A 61 X 0.25 0.51 X 0.42 0.69 0.82 8 0.54 6
KGPr A 65 X X 0.67 X 5 0.67 12
Soybean A 67 X X 0.78 X 5 0.78 14
Institute |63 x X 1.00 X 5 1.00 16
2SS x 0.18 0.89 X 5 0.54 7
ARIE Tieling 31 X 1.00 X X X X X 7 1.00 17
iL T Liaoning il 32 0.08 0.45 0. 11 4 0.21 1
Byl Heihe M 38 0.20 0.58 X 0.83 X 6 0.54 8
D] 43 0.40 0.83 X 0.75 6 0. 66 11
T 19 0.89 3 0.89 15
FKH6 1.00 3 1.00 18
411 Total 13 2 4 11 10 10 11 14 14 9.00 7
T =" FORBCABCEAT L, X FORBEE AT R BCR e
Note: ‘ =’ indicated the test site was designed,and ‘X’ indicated not mature in the test site

M RE U I S S R AR AR AR WP RE , VN AR B L
HEM BASHNE, RIS SR BRI AE B —ES
FHr{E. GGE-Biplot £5 471, 4% il Al N 1 DX I CRE A [l 48
HAHE) DX IR, ST 43 J2 F b DX A T AR R Y
AR TERF ST A R o RIS SR R, ST 43
ZEAR 35 T 406 RAC 52 SN RS A o it e
LRERE IR 2 A —E S, B A ik
SEANIRIFARE I A AT 25 4, R A RE S ERf A AR AL R L
YL

S 30k

[ 1] SRBER, XUBIR, SKALSE, Fr. KT DGR Sy 1 R Mk i

TEDHTTTELER V] ZAHR R, 2002,22(2) :90-93.
(2] Bgots, JXiGg , KA , 5. 2010 £EAL77 % AT 5L ALK IR it i I A1

[J]. Tl BleE,2011,36(6) :4-6.

[3] BIUIN, BRI, P, 55, PPN R S R M 2O LR 7%
L]l 25 R 5456157, 1996,12(1) < 77-80.

(4] 522, RP 22, F, 5 B P KT 232 A 1Rk i M Y 20
(). 3TN, 1996(4) < 13-16.

[5] P, xI)5sE. KO ORSRP(R) Ber=far=Essad [ ] dbsukil,
2007(33) :1-2.

[6] JEF,70PH, S, 5. 42A o RS A i P R = R g
PELT ] bRl Rl ,2008(4) : 14-15.

[7] =5 Wk, Nk, 5. B KRG =B AR E i () ].
Efll2,2013,46(3) :451-462.

[8] JAKZE. MR A AR S RN B & AR S RAR S 55
Brld]. Byl R, 2012(1) :7-10.

[9] FFEC, SFHRRA, (27, 5. BT GGE IREII R Tl S EIIfaE
PEHTLT]. RGR,2016,35(1) : 11-17.

[10] X%, Eika 5K, 2. oG RTT Rl AT 43 RIEFASEARRIEIA

BT . R EREE,2018,37(5) :817-819.



