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Table 1 Correlationand mean value of lodging rate and yield of different podding habits under
different densities on soybean
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different lowercase letters in the same industry was P<Z0. 05.
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was extremely significant difference at level of P<C0. 01. The significance level of
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Effects of Lodging on Density Tolerance and Yield in Soybean
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(Jiamusi Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences/National Soybean Regional Technology In-
novation Center/Jiamusi Experiment Station of National Soybean Industrial Technology System, Heilongjiang .
Jiamusi 154007)

Abstract ; In order to know the correlation between the lodging and density tolerance and yield,one hundred soy-
bean germplasm resources were used to divide different groups of density and podding-habits and analyze the
interactive relationship between lodging and yield. The results showed there were significant or extremely sig-
nificant correlation between the lodging and yield under different density and podding-habits groups. The cor-
relation of lodging and yield was negative extremely significant and had the higher correlation under high densi-
ty. There were small change of the correlation between lodging and yield under the same density and different
podding-habits groups . There were large change of the correlation between lodging and yield under the same
podding-habits groups and different density. So the effects of density on lodging and yield were large.
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