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Table 1 Effect of various high-yield model on soybean yield

o ® FP (AF) Yield por mu (kg) R EEEY

Increased Various

Treatment 1985 1986 F#  Mean yield rate significant

1 185,50 198,40 196,95 153.8

2 158.00 150, 50 154,25 98.7 1,55 **

3 147.70 128,25 137.95 77.7 2.19 **

4 90.25 96.80 ‘1 93.50 20.4 4,03 **
[ S — ‘ [ — — [ R

5 86.15 69.00 [ 77.60 — 4.53 #*

L-S5:Des.o1=0.26X3.355=0.872, L-S-Do.0s=0.26X2,306=0,599

MELIEE, 481 28k 4E2.3, 4. 5, W27.6%. 42.7% . 110,6%,
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153.8%, BUHENTHEIARBEERE. HALE 1 BTHERE, AL HLES
BE, YEREE., & ERES, RBTRTRBESHSE, HIRKEMEERET, #
K. ME. M TRITERM.
1985—19864E L RIGH, EEMER. HWEERET, EERER™, FRIBIN
195,5kg, 198,4keg. PHBABIRER, SERER. B LIEANEFEAR-TES
BRAXRKXHE, &, e, RREBHEERE.
=. BRST
TREHH. FFEH. EEBNH, 2ANERMAER-ERRI% &, Z 1,
Wik, HEREFTTHNE. &R, AALEZRAZREE, EELR2.
*2 AHEGFRAN AT RS EREAFOR T
Table 2 Effect of different high yield model on plant
development growth of soybean

1 i | # % (em) Z H (em) F#(4) Number of om B (cml)
Plast height (cm) | Stem diameter (cm) | modes (individal) Plaat leaves area (cm®)
Treatment | 1985 l 1986 , ?&“ﬁg 1985 ) 1986 } J‘;“j:’ 1985 J 1986 ] T{Ie"f 1985 ] 1986 ' ';’;“fg
1 [ 9.60) 20,60 15,00 | 0,42 | 0,42 | 0,42 5,30 | 4,90 | 5,10 | 138,40 | 128,40 | 133,40
ﬁé T;_J ﬁw.zo 13,50 | 0,41 | 0,43 | 0,42 | 5,10 5,00 | 5,00 | 135,60 | 120,70 | 128,10
g 3 |9.50(19.000 14.20! 0,330,406 0.39 7 5.20 | 4,60 | 4,90 | 135.60 | 89.80 | 112,70
%é 4 |[7.80(16.70] 12,20 | 0,35 | 0.45 | 0.40 | 4.80 | 4,80 | 4.80 | 135,00 | 120,70 | 127.80
5 | 9,40 | 17.10] 13,20 | 0.41 | 0,47 | 0,44 {5.50 | 5,00 5.20 | 93,20 107.80 | 100.50
{1 |41.50] 38.70] 40.100.50 [0.51] 0.51 |9.00 ' 9.20 | 9.10 | 354,60 | 371.40 | 363,00
ﬁg 2 | 41,50] 35.80] 38,80 T.;s; 0.49 | 0.49 | 9.50 | 9,20 | 9.30 | 341.90 | 324.80 333.00‘
#a T 33,00} 35.10{ 34,00 | 0.40 | 0.50 | 0.45 | 8,50 |9.60 | 9,00 | 260.50 | 321,80 | 201.10
%E 4 | 46,30( 33,00) 39,60 | 0.50 | 0,50 | 0.50 710.30 9.00 | 9.80 310.7@0 316.80 | 313,70
b 5 | 40,90| 33.90| 37.20 | 0.50 ] 0.50 | 0.50 | 9.80]9.70| 9.70 ‘ 282,50 | 297.20 | 289.80
1 |82.1n | 89,20 85.60 0.54i 0.56? 0.55 |14.80 |15.80 | 15.30 ]1065.40 ‘;1604.60 1335.00
2 182.60 | 78,80, 70.70 | 0.52 } 0.50 | 0.51 (14.80 '16.40 | 15.70 | 995.20 |1210,00 !uoz.so

|
‘56.10 76.20° 66,10 { 0. 50 | 0,48 { 0.49 |l14.10 }15 40 | 14,70 579.10 /1234.90 907.00
|

|

4 |74.20 | 78.60| 76.40 [ 0,51 16,00 (15.80 | 15,90 649,70 ‘1304.60 977.10
| !
|

O R B N

Pcd filling and pod setting stage

—————

16.00 | 16,50 | 608.90 |1032 .40

820.60

6 |77.00 | 76.40; 76.70 | 0.51 ; 0.48 | 0.48 117,00

|

MFE 2 hElUEH, 4B ILEEERAENMEG. 28, HERYEHBAOM .
gEREN Bk ELhE 2, 8. 4. 54BNl %, 29.5%. 12%, 11,6 %; X4
PN 7.8 %, 12,2 %, 7.8 %. 14.5 %3 HERLBMNM21 %, 47.1 %. 36,6 %,
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31,2%. 29.2%, WE1, 2,
%3 REBFEANKAERARRRBEERREOEMR
Toble 3 Effect of different high-yieid model on grouth and
development of root system and root nodule of soybean

i m i #  (em) ik & (MR B
Length of root (cm) Roots number (Piece/plant) (ATR)
i
3 ko) * ¥y Rhizobium
Treatment 1985 ‘ 1986 Mean 1985 1986 Mean -~ |(piece/plast)
! - i
| 1 27.0 19.0 } 23.0 44.9 50.3 | AT.6
,,,,,,, . | - e - —
wS 2 20,6 20,7 | 2008 | 36,8 50,7 | 43.6
5 : !
& J
2 |
5 3 22.1 18,1 20,1 42.3 43,0 i 47.5
e -]
[ —_ — |
Ba f ! |
4 22,1 % 20,3 | 20,2 | 39.4 50.0 44.7
- b L I .
5 22.3 17.1 } 19.7 43.4 ‘ 48.1 t 45.5 |
l ! l l
| 1 32.8 ] 24.4 28.6 i 59.2 i 49.3 54.3 61.7
! ! ! |
ﬂ;§:‘ 2 31.2 246 | 27.9 51.5 | 50,0 50.5 34.7
- L S P
| ! [ s
#5, 38 29.8 | 25.0 ‘ 27.4 | 50,8 | 51,0 50.4 40,2
5 | S I - -
2 { l l |
T 4 25.8 | 25,0 | 254 | 46.6 38.5 47,5 36.1
— o
5 27.3 | 25.0 | 26,1 ' 47.3 | 46.1 46,5 39.7
® ‘ | |
o 1 45.0 1 34.8 39.9 60.0 56,2 , 58,1
L | [ R | |
@ | ! f
g,:“_ 2 40,8 34.6 | 377 50,0 i 48,0 49.5
8 ! | | —
%= | | | | ( |
%8 3 35.8 | 33.8 J 34.8 1 46,5 | 49,0 47.7
o ety / -
nE 4 20,2 | 342 SN 52,0 | 41,0 6.5 |
| | B _
2 y \ | { | {
o] 5 ‘ 29.4 | 3,2 30.3 | 50,0 39 44.5 i

ME 1, 2BIBEH, 481 ERHERALK. TURRRNOEMNLE, ElY
SR, FEBHRE LT, AHTREARIER, HERRAY. EUTBRE. LB
4, BEER. TORRARSRE, BAEEHETERRK, HTFHOHAERETL.
W%, AR, TURREATH. £#E2., sBMLEL, ERREELEL D,

BB FTERUE, BERER, SEREE, BEREANEERE T B2 it
.
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4, BT REAFEERCES

M4 EH, MEFERENALE 1 RERFELNRY. w9 A 3 HIARER,
TERRE 2/3 RO RBE AT 2, 3, 4, 5HEH 36.3 %, 15.3 %, 57.8 %,
49,2%.

FIFIRG =R K AR RO M (A0 HHTEHD
Effect of different high-yield model on sofar

* 4—1
Table 4—1
intensity of soybean (unit; lux)

\\;_ Bt & Time _i}i{}i 8 Aug 8 H21H 21 Aag. 9H3H 3 Sep.
'%Eengont \ ”{EZ\P?'\“\i(i 2/3 of ﬁllft/sheﬁlt 2/;%0( %Ia:tlahe%tgnt 2/3 of ?ilaz;zt/gheﬁht
1 1600 1900 1500
o 2 - 1400 1020 oo
j;i 7; B - 1400 | oo | 1300 B
4 1150 “ 870 950
5 1200 1050 1005
#* 42 REEFEAN ARG HNER
Table 4—2 Effect of different high-yieid model on
photosynthetic potential of soybean
g om | wE—ECenyE) | W om (%) | T kun M om (%)
Seeding to flowering i Flowering to pod
Treament (cm® /day) Tucreased rate { ﬁlhzzg;lr’u/id:;t)tmg Increasad rate
1 5460. 4 27.2 ' 31413.0 53.9
2 -‘—;075.4 Rl 18.2 R 26562.3; - 2;77”
3 - —4;4.1.8 o 3.4 o 22163.01 o 7.8 )
o _‘4—7*——“ 4855.47~ o s ‘ 23879.8 16.2
5 4292.2 / 20542.4

M#E4— 2 0F, LEIAMNTASEOMEM, LREWNEXNEE. mEHET
B, B pHAE2, 8, 4, SHNT7.5%, 22.9%. 12.4%, 27.2%; FFiE
BN RIMN18.2% . 41.7%, 31.5%. 52,9%. HHILHE, FF T & K&
Jt WMIDEERE, XNTWRERHNR. M. HE, ®™T FTYREM.

5. ARTRERG-EEEWHIER.

ME 8., 4 RALIEY, 4F1 L=, THZVWHOENE., AHNRERESL
BEHHEZAE M. MERIBE MRS AhAE 2., 3, 4. 63M73.3%,
41,8%, 34,9%, 36.8%,
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fig, 3 Effect of various high-yield
model on 100-seed weight on different
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FERIER '

ARTNEHE, kEIEBAER, ¥ AXLRESER, WY - 8 0ok, B,
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(3) BHXES, 1986, "WARAARMREESFEERNIN" (BEIN—KRBRYER) 1728
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THE COMPARISON OF SEVERAL MODELS OF HIGH-YIELD
CULTIVATION OF SOYBEAN

t

Guo Yu

(Heilongjiang Aug, Ist Land Reclamation University)

Abstract

Several main models of high-yield cultivation of soybean used in
recent years had been compared in the period from 1985—1986, The
five models are; 1, Deep-tillage of ridge, stratified application of
fertilizer in ridges, with application of 9 kg of urea and 13,5 kg,
Calcium superphophate per mu, combined with double row precise
seeding on ridgess 2, Stripe seeding on leveled land with row distance
of 50cm, and making ridges after seeding, with the same amount of
fertilizer as that in 1; 3, Stripe seeding on leveled land with row
distance of 50cm, and making ridges after seeding, with the amount
of fertilizer as half as that used in 15 4, Stripe seeding on leveled
land with row distance of 30 cm, and making ridges after seeding,
with the same amount of fertilizer as thét in 1 and 5, Stripe seeding
on leveled land with row distance of 30 cm, and making ridges after
seeding, with the amount of fertilizer as half as that used in 1, The
result shows that treatment 1 has an obvious advantage over the other
four treatments in all aspect including hight of plant, diameter of
stem, weight of root, accumulation of dry matter, and strength of pho-
tosynthesis, The output per mu from treatment 1 increased 27,6%,
42,7%, 110,6% and 153,8% more respectively compared with the other

four treatments,



