2R REAF 2012(2):11~15

Heilongjiang Agricultural Sciences

HAEA A

W | K R R ZE G R RPN FIPTE 45 %€ 70

ZeR", RS, JUWED, 5K

RE,KIFE BREE ,EZEF’

(1. Adb R KF, 2L T o5 RiE 150030;2. ER T ERLEA S ET45K, EAL 2
1541003 3. 264 T AP F % 28 46, B KT 44 152054)

WEATRSFTAAE.ZNERTAOFEEFMEIACLE 2008 F4 25 MR F ML H 2 RBARYE 4 A
KE T ERAREBEREE R F4B NCI &8 100 AR K 44,2009 F= 2010 F 33 100 A Je & 0 4 i
FEERE T 2AMINARAATHBERER RS A mE T, EREAWV M KREEPEZH el
ZHeAZF ell 2 F 21 09 E 4 FF /o FFHRE T FRKRAN AT, TRELZZABMHE 80X,
KB EAA . A PR KR A A 134, & 4SR5 ARy 520,480 6 M R LA B R B AL B

BT KRBT ER £,
KBW 2R BIRR R REBR  mER
HESZES:S513. 024 XERFRIZAD : A

BE % 3 [ £k B T 5T BN W7 R K T
J 7 T A AE 4 TR) R H 45 2 M . T R D LR
HL A B 7 1 24k b DG S SRR A 0 o 3
K EFAT RS R R R R, 20 e

Wi B 2011-10-17

E—EHEBN FERA978), T BB ILA E ™A%
WA B RS 5L A E KR E A B, E-mail: hhiyljl @
163. com,

BWAEE : IR (1965, 5, B LA AT AL M1,
.\ E Kk FH A BF 5%, E-mail: zhenhuawang _ 2006 @
163. com,

XEHS:1002-2767(2012)02-0011-05

70 AR LLE R A R B 2% 32 R R B R Y
S-Sk B BT LR KL B P T L Lancaster F BT Al Reid #
JT s EATT B 4 E A 2% 58 B o AR 7 2 3SR Y 87.
9% ~97. 1%, H i FE 1) F FhZ R B R LA
SRAN A S HE A R A . R EE
AP K A BT BE Al AT RE A SE B A H ) B ek
[SINEUP 3 S N = 7 I S A U A ES R o S oS
RSN =F 5, T AT B T3 & 100 R & Fiob ok
Be il 25 A MR A, 22 P AR R B 4 & L 32 0 & Ak
LI FE KRB MR E RS L &

Preliminary Study on Change of Oil and Protein Content of
Soybean Varieties in Heilongjiang Province

HE Yuan-long
(Scientific Institute of Heilongjiang Bayi Agricultural University, Daging, Heilongjiang

163319)

Abstract; In order to provide a basis for future soybean breeding in quality,the oil and protein content changes

of soybean varieties in Heilongjiang province were analyzed. The results showed that the average protein con-

tent of 322 soybean varieties was 40. 12% , the average oil content of 355 soybean varieties was 20. 61%. The

highest protein content of varieties was Dongnong 36 bred in 1983, which protein content was 46. 02% ; the

highest oil content of varieties was Mancangjin bred in 1941, which oil content was 23. 87 %. In view of times,

the highest protein content of varieties was in 1980s,the average was 40. 76 % ; the highest oil content of varie-

ties was in 1960s,the average was 21. 76 %. The average of sum of protein and oil content of 322 varieties soy-

bean was 60. 71% ,the highest in 1980s was 61. 18%. The correlation coefficient of protein and oil content was

—0. 619 5;0il content, protein content and yield, 100-grain weight, number of growing days were no notable

correlation. High oil content and high protein content had no notable correlation with the yield, 100-grain

weight and number of growing days.
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Table 1 The difference of main agronomic characters and yield of introduced 25 improved lines
KgAK/ em TR/ B
B =N Y % %/ Y 7L iah 4 =8 = B/ / P / <y /
ERAK  HWTE/e BRE/g BHE/% TEHL/em R/ em  BATH/ AT We/em o WA/ HORE/d EE R/
) MK /em Length Kernel MAIE/em
Improved  Yield per ~ 100-grain ~ The rate Ear Spindle  Row number Plant _ Silking  Pollinating  Growth
] ) Ear length of ear i number ) Ear height ) ) )
lines plant weight of seed diameter diameter per ear height period period period
tip-barren per row
HE el 74.8 25.9 83.5 14.5 3.7 0.3 2.2 12 22 182 58 53 54 106
BEe2 44.5 15.7 75.8 9.8 3.5 0.5 2.2 14 25 211 59 53 55 104
HEH e3 45.5 17.3 75.5 14. 4 3.2 0.8 14 24 196 52 46 47 99
MEH ed 71.1 26.1 84.7 13.7 3.9 0 2.5 16 20 185 71 52 55 104
HE 5 69 19.6 81.4 13.3 4 0 2.7 14 22 187 76 56 56 105
HEH e6 40. 4 15 76.3 9 3.4 0.5 1.9 16 26 156 51 53 56 106
MEH o7 39.8 30. 3 79.5 13.8 3.4 0 2.4 18 17 155 49 52 54 103
HME e8 34.7 31.4 79 8.5 3.3 0 2.2 14 22 177 48 47 49 98
HBE 9 63.8 22.2 74.5 12.3 3.7 0.8 2.4 12 23 213 58 52 55 104
MEH elo 34.5 22.5 79.2 9.2 2.8 0.3 1.8 14 17 221 73 51 53 101
ME ell 65.9 22.1 86. 2 11.3 3.8 0 1.9 14 22 179 59 48 50 99
BEH el2 24.7 17.3 78.6 9.3 2.6 0 14 16 144 48 55 55 107
BE el3 21.3 14.3 76.1 9 3.2 0.5 1.7 14 19 118 42 53 55 104
HME eld 58 25.3 78.8 11.6 3.5 0 2.1 14 16 145 40 51 54 103
BE elb 65.9 22.1 86. 2 11.3 3.8 0 1.9 16 16 151 53 55 56 106
BEH el6 41.5 11.3 73.8 11.5 3.7 0.3 2.4 14 21 168 65 52 54 103
HEH el7 81.4 19.6 81.4 12.1 4 0 3.1 14 26 177 73 53 54 103
BE els 53.3 20.7 80. 5 10.5 4 2.5 2.3 16 16 167 54 53 56 106
HE el9 50. 4 17.9 74.6 11.1 4.2 0.3 2.5 14 25 165 70 54 56 105
MEH e20 50. 6 19.4 78.3 12.4 3.7 0 2.5 14 22 172 62 52 55 103
HME e21 76.2 28.8 86. 4 13.9 4 0.3 2.3 12 26 164 53 53 55 104
BE e22 45.7 17.7 81.2 12.5 3.7 0.5 2.5 14 22 154 54 52 54 103
ME e23 60. 4 19.2 76.6 10. 6 3.8 0 2.5 12 27 155 58 51 53 102
MEH e24 68. 4 27.2 83.4 12.2 3.8 0 2.5 12 19 165 59 53 54 103
BEH e25 48. 6 13.1 85.7 11 3.9 0 2.3 14 25 177 68 51 53 102
e 22 60. 1 20.1 5.2 3 0.4 0.3 0.2 6 9 103 36 10 9 9
PR ifE % 16. 24 5.37 4.01 1.79 0. 38 0.53 0.32 1.47 3.62 23.29 9.75 2.3 2.23 2.29
TRAR/Y  30.52 25,70 5.02 15.47 10.52 173.41 13.89 10.44 16.88 13.59 16.78 4.42  4.14 2.21
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Table 2 The resistance level to head smut of

introduced 25 improved lines(2009~2010,Heihe)
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Table 3 Comparison of disease index and resistance
level toleaf blight of 25 introduced improved lines

L BRE/% TR/ L B
Disease incidence Average of Resistance

Name 2009 4F 2010 4F disease incidence evaluation
HME el 4.2 2.2 3.2 R
HEH e2 9.5 5.4 7.5 MR
HEH e3 4.2 2.2 3.2 R
WE ed 4.4 5.3 4.8 R
ME 5 22.7 11.4 17. 1 S
MEH e6 15.8 14. 4 15.1 S
ME e7 5.9 3.1 4.5 R
ME e8 8.4 4.6 6.5 MR
HE e 5.3 5.4 5.3 MR
BE el0 5.6 8.7 7.1 MR
BF ell 5.6 2.5 4.0 R
ME el2 4.2 1.4 2.8 R
HEH el3 9.2 4.5 6.8 MR
BEH eld 12.5 10. 4 11.5 S
BE els 4.8 3.0 3.9
HE el6 4.6 8.3 6.4 MR
HEH el7 3.1 1.0 2.1 R
HEH el8 7.1 6.6 6.8 MR
HBE el9 29.9 37.2 33.5 S
HE e20 9.1 5.0 7.1 MR
BE e2l 5.2 4.0 4.6 R
HME e22 9.5 5.8 7.7 MR
ME e23 8.1 4.5 6.3 MR
HE e24 8.2 7.7 7.9 MR
B e25 29.9 37.2 33.5 S
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Name Disease index Resistance evaluation
BEH el 9.8 R
BEH e2 13.6 MR
BEH e3 37.9 S
HBH ed 36.7

ME 5 23.5 MR
BEH eb 27.1 MR
M o7 45.8 S
HEH e8 25.0 MR
BEH 9 18.5 MR
ME el0 32.4 S
BE ell 19.0 MR
BH el2 35. 1 S
HEH el3 32.5 S
MEH eld 7.1 R
M el5 41.0 S
HEH el6 27.1 MR
MEH el7 40. 9 S
M els 30.0 MR
MEF el9 41.6

BH €20 38.1

BEH e21 35. 1 <
M 22 54. 2 HS
BEH e23 7.5 R
HEH e24 5.4 R
HEH 25 56. 7 HS
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Evaluation on Agronomic Comprehensive Traits and

Identification Analysis on Disease Resistance of

Maize Improved Line Introduced from Russian

LI Jin-liang''? , WANG Zhen-hua' , GONG Shuang-yin’ , ZHANG Hong-bin’ , ZHANG Qi-feng’ ,

CHEN Hai-jun® , CAI Xin-xin*

(1. Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin, Heilongjiang 150030;2. Heihe Branch of Hei-

longjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Heihe, Heilongjiang 164300; 3. Suihua Seed

Management Office,Suihua, Heilongjiang 152054)

Abstract; In order to improve the efficiency of breeding,realize the sustainable and standardized development of

maize breeding,25 early-maturing maize groups from Russia and 4 representative inbred lines of major germ-

plasm groups of China were crossed by NC [ design in 2008,100 crossings were identified in 2009 and 2010,

the agronomic traits of 25 introduced improved lines were comprehensive analyzed and the disease identification

was conducted. The results showed that Heiyu el, Heiyu e4, Heiyu ell and Heiyu €21 of 25 introduced im-

proved lines were performed relatively better in the plant yield, yield components and other traits. The middle

disease resistance material to head smut account for 80 % ,no higher susceptible material. Resistance and middle

resistance to maize northern leaf blight materials were 13,account for 52% of all identification materials.,48 %

of the material showed susceptible or highly susceptible,on the whole leaf blight resistance were worse.

Key words: maize; improved line from Russia;agronomic traits;disease identification
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