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Table 1 The effects of planting density on morphological characteristics of SCN resistant varieties
Bk 3 KK (TS TR

iR (D I e/ A-H B BB/ Bk BRE/ em R

Varieties(line) ~ Density ~ Emergence stage Seedling vigor Lodging Plant height Number of node Number of N}meer of
pod per plant grain per pod

Ay B, 05-22 =8 0 95 16 23.0 2.5

B: 0 98 17 21.0 2.4

Bs 1 108 17 20.0 2.1

B 3 115 18 18.0 2.0

Bs 5 124 19 16.0 1.9

A, By 05-27 i 0 53 14 24.0 2.3

B 0 45 17 25.0 2.2

Bs 0 62 16 22.3 2.0

B, 1 65 17 21.0 1.8

Bs 1 68 17 19.8 1.7

As By 05-25 L 0 64 12 23.0 4.0

B 0 66 15 25.1 3.8

By 0 60 17 26.5 3.6

B, 2 67 17 27.0 3.9

Bs 3 72 19 25.8 3.4
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Table 2 The comparison of yield on different planting densities and different soybean varieties

2% 5 i F Significant difference

(R gis reH/kgehm?

Varieties(line) Density Yield 5% 1%
Ay B, 2322.75 a A

By 2291. 85 b A

By 2230. 20 c B

B, 2118. 30 d C

B; 2036. 55 e D

A B 2343. 60 a A

B, 2271. 60 b B

B, 2220. 15 c C

B 2200. 95 c C

Bs 2131. 80 d D

As B, 2767.05 a A

By 2710.95 b B

Bs 2676. 45 b B

By 2485. 05 c C

B, 2397.90 d D
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Table 3 The comparison of protein content on different planting densities and different soybean varieties
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S Y 2% 5 B #F Significant difference
v/ /0

Varieties(line) Density Protein content 5% 1%
Ay Bs 39.69 a

B, 39.08 b B

B; 38.16 c C

B, 37.77 d CD

By 37.58 d D

A, B, 40. 97 a A

Bs 40.63 b AB

B; 40. 22 c B

B 40.18 c B

B 40. 16 c B

A B;s 38. 24 a A

By 38.23 a A

B 38.16 a A

B; 38.15 a A

B 38.13 a A
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Table 4 The comparison of fat content on different planting densities and different soybean varieties
Y HEY) RE fe Wi &/ % 25 W F M Significant difference
Varieties(line) Density Fat content 5% 1%
A B, 21,77 a A
B, 21. 69 ab AB
By 21.55 b BC
B, 21. 40 ¢ CD
Bs 21. 23 d D
A, B 21.36 a A
B, 21. 30 ab A
By 21.18 be AB
B, 21.17 be AB
Bs 21,04 ¢ B
Ay B 21. 26 a A
B 21.22 a A
B, 21.19 a A
B, 21,17 a A
Bs 21.12 a A
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The comparison about total protein-fat content of different

planting densities and different soybean varieties

Y ED) iy EEEE/% 2% 5 W Pk Significant difference
Varieties(line) Density Total protein-fat content 5% 1%
Ay Bs 60.92 a A
By 60. 48 b B
By 59. 71 c C
B, 59. 46 d D
B, 59. 35 d D
A, B, 62. 14 a A
B;s 61.67 a
By 61.52 b B
B, 61.48 b B
B; 61.40 b B
As B, 59.40 a A
B, 59. 39 a A
B, 59. 38 a A
Bs 59. 36 a A
By 59. 34 a A
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Effect of Different Densities on Yield and
Quality of Resistant Nematode Soybean

LIU Bing'*, ZHU Hong-de', LI Xiao-bai’, REN Cui-mei’, CUI Hong-qiv*, LIU De-fu’,

YANG LIU?

(1. Heilongjiang Bayi Agricultural University,Daqing, Heilongjiang 163319;2. Daqing Branch

of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Daqing, Heilongjiang 163316)

Abstract: In order to improve the quality of resistant nematode soybean and guide the production and applica-

tion, the effects on quality(protein and fat content) ,yield and related index of variety and density of resistant

nematode soybean were studied by split-plotex periment design. The results showed Kangxianchong 3 got the

highest yield and the best quality at the desity of 22, 5X 10" plantsehm™® , Kangxianchong 9 got that at the densi-
ty of 30.0X10"plants*hm? and Kangxianchong 322865 got that at the density of 37.5X10*plantsehm®.
Key words: density;resistant nematode soybean;quality;yield
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