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Identification of Soybean New Cultivars in Huanghuaihai Region

ZHU Hong-run, LIU Yong-de, LENG Guo-you ( Anhui Fenghe Agriculture Co. , Ltd. , Huaibei, Anhui 235000)
Abstract
suitable for extensive planting in Huanghuaihai Region. [ Method ] Using the same sowing date,randomized block design was adopted. With
Zhonghuang 13 as the control, 9 new cultivars of soybean were identified. [ Result] The yield of Zheng 1427 was 3 316. 95 kg/hm®, which
ranked the top and increased by 23.98% compared with the control. The yield of Wandou 905 was 3 125.25 kg/hm’, which ranked the second
place and increased by 16.82% compared with the control. The yield of Shengdou 24 was 2 941.95 kg/hm’, which ranked the third place and
increased by 9.96% compared with the control. The yield of Zhoudou 26 was 2 908.5 kg/hm’, which ranked the fourth place and increased by
8.72% . The yield of Shengdou 22 was 2 875.2 kg/hm’, which ranked the fifth place and increased by 7.47% compared with the control. The
mature period of these cultivars were close to that of control, and their days of growth period were all less than 101 d. [ Conclution] Zheng 1427,

[ Objective | The aim was to screen out high yield and high quality new soybean varieties with appropriate mature period, which were

Wandou 905, Shengdou 24, Zhoudou 26, Shengdou 22 were all suitable for summer sowing in Huaibei Region.
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Table 1 Name and units of tested cultivars
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Table 2 Comparison of the growth period of different tested cultivars
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Cultivar Cultivar Sowing Emergence Flowering Maturity Harvest Growth
code name period period period period period day//d
Al WE 32 5 06 -17 06 -21 07 -23 09 -18 09 -29 90
A2 T 161 06 - 17 06 -21 07 -29 09 -18 09 -29 90
A3 foe 52905 06 -17 06 -21 07 -31 09 -20 09 -29 92
A4 J8 15,26 = 06 -17 06 -21 07 -27 09 -20 09 -29 92
A5 % 9601 -2B 06 - 17 06 -21 07 -27 09 -20 09 -29 92
A6 ¥R 1427 06 -17 06 -21 07 -29 09 -29 09 -29 101
A7 XH2%5 06 -17 06 -21 07 -29 09 -22 09 -29 94
A8 (1522 06 - 17 06 -21 07 -23 09 -28 09 -29 100
A9 X524 06 -17 06 -21 07 -23 09 -20 09 -29 92
A10 T 13 (CK) 06 - 17 06 —21 07 -24 09 -20 09 -29 92
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Table 3 Comparison of agronomic traits of different tested cultivars
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7 5. 32 5 Hedou 32 92.1 7.2 18.1 0.57 27.5 24.5 3.0 41.8 1.54 10.7 20.8
% 37. 161 Shangdou 161 85.8 6.5 18.8 1.33 43.4 35.7 7.7 74.9 1.71 11.3 14.9
f52 5. 905 Wandou 905 79.1 5.3 18.5 1.33 51.7 47.8 3.9 118.8 2.31 16.8 19.1
JE 5 26 5 Zhoudou 26 66.2 4.7 16.4 1.27 53.1 49.3 3.8 132.6 2.49 15.8 16.1
1% 9601 —2B Xu 9601-2B 87.3 6.4 17.5 1.83 63.2 43.6 19.6 109.4 1.73 16.5 18.1
#R 1427 Zheng 1427 53.0 5.0 16.3 1.0 63.5 61.9 1.6 138.7 2.18 17.1 12.9
2£17.2 %5 Shengdou 2 68.8 5.0 12.2 0.83 32.5 28.4 4.1 62.1 1.96 11.6 18.1
2& 5. 22Shengdou 22 62.2 4.1 15.3 1.40 59.3 52.4 6.9 126.7 2.13 20.7 19.4
2% 5. 24Shengdou 24 63.0 4.4 14.1 0.80 42.6 34.7 7.9 67.5 1.59 15.9 18.3
HEE 13 (XFRE) 52.2 3.4 13.6 1.50 4.6 37.5 5.1 70.9 1.68 15.6 19.6
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Table 4 Comparison of commercial characters of different soybean cultivars
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5. 32 %5 Hedou 32 0.14 0 12.30 1.01 86.54 O WA it ot
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Table 5 Comparison of yield of different tested cultivars
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Vi 5. 32 5 Hedou 32 2 283.45 -14.65 7
& 161 Shangdou 161 1875.15 -29.91 10
f5¢ 5. 905 Wandou 905 3125.25 16.82 2
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Table 3 Comparison of resistant index of Shi 641 in 2015 and 2016

" o SC3 SC7
N i T bk T itk
Disease index Resistance Disease index Resistance

2015 £ 641 5 P 6 AR
17 12(CK) 42 gk 29 LR

2016 £ 641 14 ] 0 (=N
¥ 12(CK) 4 P 39 Rk

3 NG & [J]. Bl 1R,2006,22(3) <17 -21.

DX 3ol st 0 7 i b R ] fple /b i T SRR
B WL, 28 T Bh 2 H 37 00 5 B 0 2 0 o e kL R
PRSI XA SR ) T AR

TR SR A 12 SRR LT B i S A
MR RET A RS, 3G MR, LT =, T BT, X
A, R, — i 3 000 ke/hm® DU E
I, A5 12 SRR B, R0 B R, AN LK, R S
{7 , 2 EE W T s P R T R
5% 3Tk

(1] Gk, B2 A b, & MRS B RS KR i P fa e g
Wbl d]. hEfes-iEiR,2015,31(9) 99 - 104.

(2] wfpdEte, 2o iR 4, R 2B, & e A BUE R E#H LR (R) T
[T]. rhEEH R4 ,2006,28(3) 1347 - 349.

[3] W44, SRR W, 5. R SRR A BRI B R R e
Far=pE[ T, Adbfall R, 2013,17(2) .75 =77

(4] 24P, 5555 MR 4. Rt e KT IR & Fa DT =R

(5] R8I, NN, ik 0T, 2. (RS RS E e T O Ttk e [ ) .
FEEAARRE 2003 ,40(3) 1142 — 144,
[6] SREBER, X, skA15E, 2. KA SRR 32771 R MG g
PESHTERART]. 22k Ei7,2002,22(2) :90 -93.
(7] 2245, iEW, w55 29 S 41 S Kk
REESIHTLT]. 22l Fl,2014 ,42(35) 12440 - 12441.
[8] XIUSRAE, XBIET. (EVp R E M EAE R TR [J]. Pt Bl
1992(1) :45 -47.
(9] EHiE KRR Ee = Bfa e rolE [ 1], FhRHE,2006(2) :
41 -43.
[10] ZPiRate, fAliE, MEHE , 5. SRR IR G L R SR B VR R 45
B[], Aot 1995,10(4) :56 —60.
[11] 50T TR R AL 163 £~ Rifa =[], sh R iE
#2,2009,25(24) . 191 - 195.
[12] HFELE , BR8P, 5. (EMS P D0 a = s SR si 6 o
IELT] PO TRl R =22417,2000,18(2) (148 — 152.
[13] BB, XES A A N D e i P == 2 2R T
[J]. bl Rle:,2006,10(1) :52 - 55.
[14] {2, 20000 RO, 5. N 022 22 57 =1 Far=ik
FEBERAEHTLT]. R ,2016,32(21) :38 —43.
[15] B4, BRETDIL, 2o, 55 3 TR EM S A 25 [ ] Fb7- )
$7,2012,30(5) :10 - 11.



