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Comparison of Yield and Its Components of Different Soybean Varieties

WEI Jing ( Agricultural Technology Promotion Center of Longkou City,Shandong Province, Longkou, Shandong 265701 )

Abstract [ Objective ] To study yield and its components of different soybean varieties. [ Method ] Under the condition of outdoor cultivation,
the sub-limited drought-resistant varieties Hefeng 50 ( H50) and Heinong 48 (H48) , infinite drought-resistant varieties Nenfeng 18 (N18) and
Hefeng 55( H55) were used as experimental materials to study their root-canopy ratio, yield and its components. [ Result]The root-canopy ra-
tio of different soybean varieties showed a tendency to decrease first and then rise, the highest point was in the V6 period, the maximum of
Hefeng 55 and the minimum of Nenfeng 18 were 0.252,0. 173, respectively. The lowest point was in the RS period, at the moment, Heinong
48 (0.159) was the maximum, Nenfeng 18 (0.114) was the minimum. The root-canopy ratio was negatively correlated with the number of
pods per plant, the negative correlation value was maximum in the V6 period (r= —0.814). The root-canopy ratio was positively correlated
with the number of pods in the R6 period(r=0.647), while the negative correlation was minimum in the R7 period (r = -0.367). The
positive correlation value between root-canopy ratio and 100-grain weight was maximum in the RS period(r = 0.919) . The root-canopy ratio
was negatively correlated with grain weight per plant in the whole growth period, the highest point was in the V6 period (r= -0.922). [ Con-
clusion ] The study can provide guidance for soybean field fertilizer management.
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Fig.1 Change of root-canopy ratio of different soybean varieties

at different growth stages
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Fig.2 Pods per plant of different soybean varieties
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Fig.3 Seeds per pod of different soybean varieties
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Fig.4 100-seed weight of different soybean varieties
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Fig.5 Grain weight per plant of different soybean varieties
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Table 1 Correlation analysis of root-canopy ratio and yield compo-
nents at different growth stages
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Growth Pods per Seeds 100-seed Grain weight
stages plant per pod weight per plant
V6 -0.814 -0.804 0.197 -0.922
R2 -0.218 -0.934 0.363 -0.355
R4 -0.762 —-0.668 0.755 -0.497
RS -0.499 -0.49%6 0.919 -0.102
R6 -0.304 0.647 -0.292 -0.177
R7 -0.549 -0.367 -0.488 -0.914
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Table 5 The results for field trials
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Note : The plants of treatment one were new and no recovered growth after 15 days of drug treatment,so they were not investigated ; the plants of treatment four

showed injury condition before drug,so they were not investigated
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