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Table 1 Effect of root-cutting transplant on root growth and development
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Table 2 Effect of root-cutting transplant on amonunt of nodule
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Table 3 Effect of root-cutting transplant on activity and amount of nitrogen-fixing
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Tabie 5 Effect of root-cutting transplant on frash weight and leaf area pa2r plant
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Table 7 Effect of root-cutting transplant on yield and yield

components in pot experiments
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EFFECTIVENESS OF RAISING-SEEDLING AND ROOT-CUTTING
TRANSPLANT OF SOYBEAN ON SPECIFIC PROPERIES OF
GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT OF PLANT

Hu Licheng Ding Ximing Guo Yuhong Dong Lihua
Yao Yuan Lin Weigang
(Soybean Institute, Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences)

Absract

The specific properties of plant growth and development were stu-
died by using mecthod of raising-seedling and root-cutting transplant of
soybean in this paper, The superiority of root top was removed and
more branch roots were grown after root-cutting transplant, The capa-
city and dry weight of root were more than check through the stages
of branch to seed filling and reached the highest amount in podding
stage, No, of nodules increasing. especially medium and small nodules
remarkable were more than check after root-cutting transplant, Acti-
vity and number of nitrogen fixing were incrcased and improved supply
condition of soybean nitrogens, the chlorophyll content(dry weight %),
photosynthetic rate. fresh weight of per plant. leaf arca of per plant
were more than check, Im yield components, except plant height, No,
of branch, No, of pod per plant, No, of secd per plant and weight of
100 seeds were clecarly shown that was more than check and above 15%
of soybean yield was imcreased,

Key words; Amount of nitrogen-fixing, Raising-seedling,

Root-cutting transplant. Nodule



