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Analysis of High Yield, Stable Yield and Adaptation of New Soybean Variety Shidou 12

ZHAO Xuan' ,LIU Zhi-fang’ ,JIN Su-juan' et al (1. Shijiazhuang Academy of Agricultural and Forestry Sciences, Shijiazhuang, Hebei
050041 ;2. Seed General Station of Heibei Province, Shijiazhuang, Hebei 050031 )

Abstract [ Objective | To analyze the high yield, stable yield and adaptation of new soybean variety Shidou 12. [ Method ] Variance analysis and
multiple comparison of 2015 —2016 regional experiment results of summer sowing soybean were carried out. And the comprehensive evaluation of
regional varieties was carried out. [ Result] Shidou 12 had good disease resistance, strong adaptation, relatively high drought resistance ability,

resistance to rain. Besides, Shidou 12 had high yield, which was more than 3 000 kg/hm’. [ Conclusion ] Shidou 12 is a high-yield and stable-

yield variety with good adaptation, which is suitable to be popularized in the summer sowing area of Hebei Province.
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Table 1 Comparison of yield of different soybean varieties in 2015 and 2016

N o i ke CK o Lt CK 78
i {j; Viiﬁﬁiﬁ;w Yield Compared ;\fi ﬁ Decrease or increase
: 1y mame kg/hm? with CK// + % compared with CK
2015 g 11222 3334.05 aA 12.0 1 9 1 0
i 641 3 162.60 bB 6.3 2 8 1 U
HE11-114 3 121.05 beBC 4.9 3 7 B2 0%
i 13 3 114.00 beBC 4.6 4 8 1 )
£ 153 3 106.35 heBC 4.4 5 6 1 3
1 76368 3 102.60 beBC 4.2 6 8 1 1
112 -383 3070.65 bedBC 3.2 7 8 1 1 Uik
311 3015.75 ¢dBC 1.3 8 5 1 4
3% 13BB9 3 004.65 cdBC 0.9 9 7 B2 0%
BT 12(CK) 2976.45 dCD 0 10
14 -8 2 839.95 eDE -4.6 1 1448 3
Vi ON 2 789.55 ek -6.3 12 148 8
8 SR IS 2 557.95 (F -14.1 13 346
2016 113 -99 3562.05 aA 11.07 1 8 4 0 ik
A 641 3 405.45 abAB 6.19 2 8 4 0 Uik
w13 3 281.40 heBC 2.32 3 5583 3
B 1L 3260. 10 heBC 1.65 4 5183
HNO811 3 237.60 heBC 0.95 5 5183
# 12(CK) 3207.00 cBC 0.00 6
31503 3205.05 ¢ BC -0.06 7 3850
31514 3199.65 ¢ BC -0.23 8 4 4 4 3
11 -114 3188.25 ¢ BC -0.59 9 5183
1 12 —298 3142.05¢C -2.03 10 2 16

T [FFIAR/ING FHEERIRTE 0. 05 ARV 28 5 B3 5 RIS IR RS FREORTE 0. 01 AKCF22 54l B
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level ; different capital letters in the same column indicated extremely
significant differences at 0.01 level
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Table 2 Comparison of the high yield and stable yield of different soybean varieties in 2015 and 2016
FrEMEZH Parameter of high yield &= :Z%L Parameter of stable yield
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A4 Year Viiiiﬁﬁe ;T i WO Ve T)l?% E3 R.eéilesiffl Corzp?eiijl}/srive
5 Effect Variance gree coefficient evaluation
kg/hm of variation

2015 HE 11222 3 334.05 21.268 5 76.420 3.9330 1.2377 R4
£1 641 3 162.60 9.8333 103.518 4.8257 1.094 5 4f
HE11 -114 3121.05 7.064 8 110. 667 5.056 0 1.034 2 4t
wE 13 3 114.00 6.598 8 117.886 5.230 0 1.1125 jos
£1 153 3 106.35 6.091 8 256. 445 7.7327 1.1551 i
£1 76368 3 102.60 5.8333 101.316 4.866 4 0.993 3 4f
HE 12 -383 3 070.65 3.710 3 37.993 3.0110 1.118 2 4t
HiE 311 3015.75 0.042 5 323.364 8.944 4 1.216 4 Bt
3 13BB9 3 004. 65 -0.690 1 323.137 8.974 0 0.671 4 Esdias
L 12(CK) 2 976.45 -2.569 3 46.037 3.4193 0.943 0 Wl
314 -8 2 839.95 -11.672 6 122.351 5.8423 0.918 4 — %
RIS 2 789.55 -15.034 5 92.602 5.174 5 1.050 6 — %
HRG 1S 2 557.95 -30.476 7 886.089 17.456 1 0.454 5 N

2016 HE 13 =99 3562.07 19.547 2 96.503 4.136 8 1.139 4 R4t
£ 641 3405.48 9.107 6 25.054 2.204 7 0.943 3 Wt
WwE 13 3281.47 0.840 5 419.094 9.3579 0.9257 — %
WE 11 3 260.04 -0.588 2 419.524 9.424 3 0.866 3 — %
HNO0811 3237.54 -2.088 2 145.970 5.59717 1.197 1 — %
3T 12(CK) 3207.03 -4.1220 32.554 2.668 6 0.926 6 — %
3 1503 3205.11 -4.250 3 103.799 4.768 1 0.786 0 — %
1514 3199.70 -4.6107 281.610 7.866 9 0.899 6 — %
HE11 -114 3188.22 -5.376 2 143.023 5.626 6 1.217 7 — %
HE 12 -298 3141.97 -8.4595 318.715 8.523 0 1.098 3 K
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Table 5 Comparison of yield of different tested cultivars
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Table 3 Comparison of resistant index of Shi 641 in 2015 and 2016
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