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Lodging Resistance of Soybean Based on Comprehensive Evaluation Method

QU Xiao-shen' ,CHEN Hai-tao,QIU Li-juan®, WANY Ye-cheng'
(1. Engineering College, Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin 150030, Heilongjiang;2. Institute of Crop Science, Chinese Academy of Agricultural

Sciences, Beijing 100081 , China)

Abstract; Based on the bending test and multiple comparison, lodging resistance of soybean were analysed with comprehensive

evaluation method, in which bending strength, elasticity modulus and stiffness were selected as evaluation index, and seven

kinds of soybean stalks were chosen as research objects. The result showed that the differences of bending strength, elasticity

modulus and stiffness of stalks were significant and lodging resistance of these soybean varieties in descending order were 621,

1357,625,726, Willims2 ,ZP03-6025 and 1305. The results will provide reference for breeding varieties of soybean with lodg-

ing resistance.
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Fig.1 Homemade fixture
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Table | ANOVA of different position

i H #El Materials
Ttem Willims2 it 03-6025 625 1305 1357 726 621
ElI F1{H 2.40 2.47 11.02 8.43 43.07 0.53 11.66
Pl 0.1723 0.1674 0.0160 * 0.0272 ¢ 0. 0006 * 0.4935 0.0142 "
I F1{a 0.00 0.06 1.21 9.86 0.63 2.33 0.69
P1{E 0.9750 0.8214 0.3137 0.0200 * 0.4568 0.1779 0.4392
E F1{E 0.64 4.97 1.59 0.31 3.99 1.21 4.84
P{i 0.4526 0.0674 " 0.2541 0.5984 0.0926 * 0.3132 0.0700 *
o F{y 3.95 7.60 0.68 4.99 2.80 0.22 4.03
P1E 0.0939 0.0330 " 0.4406 0.0669 * 0. 1455 0. 6575 0.0914 "
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Table 2 ANOV of different varieties

it 225 F ¥Jr F1E PA{H
Ttem Source df Mean Square F Value Prob > F
El, #H i) Inter-group 6 1498. 64 4.89 0.0028
211N Intra-group 21 306.27
SR Total 27
EL 2 [E] Inter-group 6 311.51 3.30 0.0189
24 P Intra-group 21 94.30
S Total 27
E, 2[1[i1] Inter-group 6 540813. 64 2.01 0.1091
ZH P Intra-group 21 268610. 34
JF Total 27
E, 2[1 1] Inter-group 6 185496. 33 4.81 0.0031
ZH P Intra-group 21 38531.12
JF Total 27
o 2[1[11] Inter-group 6 715.67 2.42 0.0616
21N Intra-group 21 295.61
S Total 27
oy 2H [&] Inter-group 6 186.71 3.37 0.0173
211N Intra-group 21 55.34
S Total 27

2.2 KERERESEITN

e 3 FroR, 7 AR S A BLENRBE F) F o 2 55
U f 621, 1357, 625, 726, Willims2 , #ft i 03-
6025 1305,

ABF T 32 W1, A B0 60 bk 5 O M ) K| 22
LB 2504 R R R RT3 5 24481
A e 2R X R R A A A S R B T
ST 2EAT 25 il B AR 2 I SE U7 vk, B AR K
A AR KA BRI I SRR AT
B 7, A5 2 Xk 2 8 AR 7 B 1 32 30 ik
DI A R (AP O e 3 S 1 e e 1
SES 6 em AN T E ZEFFES MR R R L A5 A
R I ZE BTN B A 45 2 4 A, 25 R A
BAINIIZS I8 . Goodman %51 ) = 5 25 iy ik HL Bk

I A PR AR B TR OKZE AT, e BRI & AR 1 ]
AR AR (E 25 i g R AT W R A 2
5o ZEE VLR il 1 E R EIE O 1, AR SOR
HEMRAEATF32 70 o = B, IR BOR  BL A7 1Y
A5 KR Y [R)— il T ) EAR A, W EE (5
A e 125 5 52 sy {ELAS () IS 8 o o ) AT —
ZE5¢, QR il 03-6025 15 [A]F- 2 EL AR RO, 1P 45
1Ry 1T S5 A BHPASE 1 A 25 6 P A A1 5 1T 621 745 ] o
P EARBCAR AP B, 25T SR PR AR AR e K
USRI H B R o 3T RS ZEAT T A AR R
T BE ZEFT (1 25 A | 5K 2 B A R LA 5 B A — 2K
AR B R B IRABETE o A CE BT
HARF X R TR BE T L2335 VA, T4 R fE
% ELRE SN R TSR BE T L 25, it — 2
B PUER A AL TS



902 A s 6 1]
F3 HAEKENHNER
Table 3 Evaluation results of lodging resistance
MG E R IEA ZEEBBLER TN
Evaluation of root lodging resistance Evaluation of stem lodging resistance
[ o W Fa bR AV AR BRAEELa AV bR LAY
No. Varietios W FE bR & GCYix W FE bR D i Comprehensive
Evaluation Weight of Scores of Evaluation Weight of Scores of evaluation
indexes evaluation evaluation indexes evaluation evaluation
indexes indexes indexes indexes

1 621 EIL 172 33.5 EI, 1/3 27.7 158.1
(] 172 41.5 E, 1/3 27.7
[+ 1/3 27.7

2 1357 EL 172 50.0 EL, 173 16.7 128.0
(o] 172 33.5 E, 1/3 16.7
o) 1/3 11.0

3 625 EL 172 41.5 EL, 1/3 11.0 110.8
(o) 172 25.0 E, 1/3 11.0
[ 1/3 22.3

4 726 ElL 172 8.5 EL 1/3 22.3 97.3
(o] 172 16.5 E, 173 33.3
o) 1/3 16.7

5 Willims2 EI 172 0.0 EI, 1/3 0.0 83.3
(] 172 50.0 E, 1/3 0.0
[ 1/3 33.3

6 i El 172 25.0 ElL 1/3 33.3 78.2
03-6025 o 172 8.5 E, 1/3 5.7
o) 1/3 5.7

7 1305 EL 172 16.5 EL, 1/3 5.7 44.5
o 172 0.0 E, 1/3 22.3
[ 1/3 0.0
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