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Table 1 The influenece of disease with each class of severity on

yield, abortive pod rate and weight of 100 seeds

Rs Rs Re
Growth stages

(lass of 0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
sev erity

(g)

8 15.7 15.5 13.0 12.0 15.7 14.8 13.3 122 10.7 7.25 157 15.6 15.4 12.9 12.4 10.9 7.7
Yield(g)
Seedless 28.9 30.3 35.6 41.5 28.9 28.7 33.3 44 7 54.3 59.6 28 9 29. 6 30.3 32.7 40.8 48.9 55. 2

pod rate

(g)
Weight of 18.9 189 182 17.9 18.9 18.6 179 17.3 17.1 16.5 18.9 18 7 18.0 17.6 17.5 17.0 16. 0

100 seeds

., LSR a= 0.05 12 ,
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, , 25 Ri= 0, R= 10, B= 27, Rs=
40, Re= 50
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h
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B .
c 7
X1, X2, Xa X2, X1, X3, X1, X3

? ?

IBM 386 \ :
Y= 15.779- 0. 887X+ 3. 703 10 *XiXo— 0. 22X3
R= 0.957 = 96.408
E 28 565- 0. 16X1 X2+ 2 653X2— 0. 212X3
R= 0945 = 74.184
B= 19. 05~ 0. 469Xz
R= 0.994  F= 250.909

Y: (g) J (%) B (g)
X ( ) Xz
1.
2
25 , 3 Ri= 0, R= 10, Rs= 20, Rs=
37, Re= 45
15

X1, X2, XX, X5, X3, Xo X3, XiXe, XiX2, XiXe, XiX2, XixX3, Xi X3, Xi X3, X1, X3

2 2 2

Y= 1713 23.4Xi— 57. 6Xx+ 1. 095X - 1.59& 10 °Xi- 7.3X 10°X: ( 25)
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R'= 0.4944  F= 22292
2
Table 2 The influence of the dissease seventy in various growth stages on yield
25 Hefeng 25 3 Hong feng 3
Repeat 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
R 0 0 0 0. 07 0 0.7 0.7
R 2.0 2.7 1.6 1. 8 1.3 4.0 .7 1.8
1 S R 167 15.3 15.4 6.7 16. 0 14. 0 12.7 8.0
Group 1 Y R 17.0 17.3 18.0 16. 7 18. 7 15. 3 16.7 15.3
Re 287 26.0 25.0 22.0 23.3 19. 3 18.7 18.0
1119. 0 1146. 5 1173.3 1172 2 1227. 5 1287. 4 1197.0 1219.7
R 0 0 0.07 0 0 0.7 0.7 0
R 4.0 3.2 4.3 23 4.0 6.7 4.3 1.3
2 S R 17.3 12.0 10.0 12.0 16. 0 14. 0 16.7 12.7
Group 2 Y Rs  20.0 18.7 19.3 18 0 22.3 15. 3 19.3 16.7
Rs  30.0 28.17 21.3 27.3 28.7 18. 7 26.7 20.0
1106. 6 1090. 2 1044.2 1133. 2 1156. 6 1204. 0 1077.0 1187.5
R 0. 07 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 0.7 1.3 0.7
R 10.0 4.8 4.5 56 4.0 4.8 6.7 2.3
3 S R 167 15.3 12.7 15. 3 15. 3 14. 0 10.7 12.7
Group 3 Y R 167 16.7 19.3 16. 7 18. 7 16. 7 19.0 16.7
Re 233 33.3 25.3 32.7 26. 7 21.3 33.3 21.3
1030. 0 1033. 4 1001.7 1035. 8 1086. 0 1172. 5 1028. 6 1143.0
Ri 0 1.3 1.3 0.7 1.3 2.0 2.7 2.0
R 6.0 5.8 4.9 53 4.3 6.0 5.8 4.5
4 S R 17.3 18.7 16.7 15. 3 13. 3 14. 0 16.0 6.7
Group 4 Y R 27.3 31.3 30.7 26. 0 19. 3 19. 2 33.7 16.7
Re 540 58.7 58.7 56. 7 42. 3 29. 3 46.7 26.0
1009. 4 1001. 4 970.5 986. 0 985. 5 1089. 7 990. 2 1258.2
R 1.3 1.3 2.0 1.3 20 2.7 4.0 2.0
R 8 7 5.6 5.3 55 6.0 53 10. 03 5.6
5 S R 180 18.0 16.7 18 0 16. 7 16. 7 17.3 16.0
Group 5 Y Rs 340 40.7 33.3 41. 3 30. 0 26. 0 41.3 31.3
Re 613 71.3 58.0 66. 7 487 47.3 56.0 58.0
982 4 965. 6 922.4 926. 0 928. 5 1031. 5 976.0 984.3
R 1.3 2.0 1.3 0 2.6 4.0 3.3 4.0
R 53 6.3 6.3 5 8 10. 7 9.3 8.7 10.0
6 S R 207 17.3 18.7 18 0 19. 3 16. 7 17.3 18.0
Group 6 Y R 447 40.0 37.3 427 36. 7 32.0 40.7 34.0
Re 713 68.7 68.7 56. 0 50. 0 48. 6 60.0 48.7
948. 5 871.8 880. 5 882 8 8725 955. 0 912. 4 958.5
S 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CK
Y 1126. 0 1148.0 1194. 6 1145. 2 1256. 4 1309. 2 1206. 5 1123.2
©S- > Y- Noté S Disease intensity index, Y= Yield of group
Y= 1840. 05+ 25. 55Xi— 54.56Xa+ 8. 88 10 'Xo- 3.0K 10 'Xi- 5.16¢ 10°%
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Fig. 1 Relation of disease intensity index with yield of Hefeng 25
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Fg 2 Relation of disease intensity indexswith vield of; Hongfeng, 2
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Table 3 Analysis of correlation of disease intensity index with yield

Coefficient of correlation

Variety R Rz Rs Rs Re
25 Hefeng 25 0. 697 0. 666 0. 603 0.838 0.786
3 Hongfeng 3 0.767 0.718 0. 495 0.823 0.727
, , 23.3%  23.31% ,

” .

Y= 2548 35- 57. 6%+ 1.097X- 6.7X 10 °X* ( 25)

Y= 2632 35- 54. 6%+ 8.8% 10 'X'- 5. 1& 10°X ¢ 3 )

Y: (kg)

X: ( )

, o 2
( 18.0-7L3%), o
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QUANTITIVE ANALYSIS OF YIELD LOSS OF SOYBEAN
DUE TO THE INFECTION BY Cercospora sojina

Wang Wei Song Xiaotao Zhong Zhaoxi Zhang Minghou
(Department of Plant Protection, Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin 150030)
Abstract

By field inoculation to simulate the natural occurrence of frogeye leaf— spot of soy—
beanin order to get plots with different disease severity theinfluence of each class of dis—
ease severity on yield, abortive pod rate and weight of 100 seeds were assessed. The re-
sult show that severity of class 2induced obvious yield loss. Three optimized models for
the influence of different class of severity in various growth stages were established by
binary polynomial stepwise regression analysis with grow th stage and severity class as
independant variables and yield, abortive pod rate and weight of 100 seeds as dependent
rariables. The models of population yield loss due to infection of soybean frogeye leaf
spot were also established by the same way. By analysis of correlation it was shown that
the seed beginning stage was the critical growth stage for yield loss assessment, the dis—
ease severity of that stage caused the greatest yield loss. Two models for critical point
were developed.

Key words Class of severity; Disease intensity index; Growth stage; Sepwis—

eregression; Model for loss assessment



