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Fig. 2 Photosynthetic rates in leaves at different nodes of Chang Nong 4
(- = -)and Zao Feng 1(-4)
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COMPARATIVE STUDY ON THE PHOTOSYNTHETIC TRAITS AND LEAF
ANATOMY BETWEEN DETERMINATE AND INDETERMINATE SOYBEAN CULTIVARS

Xu Shoumin Miao Yinong Zy Changfu .
Liu Xuejun Yu Dongwei Tuo Ya Dan Liwei

Biology Department of Northeast Normal University, ChangChan 130024)
Abstract

Using the buoyancy mathod, the leaf volume, thickness, density, volume of inerspace,
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mesophyll density at different ‘nodes were measured. Combined with the investigation on leaf
photosynthetic rates, soluble protein and chlorophyll ;:omems, the vertical states of above traits
were analyzed. The difference was compared in structure and photosynthetic rates of the leaves
on main steams between determinate and indeteminate soybean cultivars with similar leaf mor-
phology. The results are as follows,

Thicker leaves were found at primary leaf, trifoliclates leaves on 7—8 and 13— 16node,
and higher velues were also found at these nodes on photosynthetic rates, soluble protein con-
tents, chlorophyll contents based on per unit leaf area. The peak values of leaf volume ,meso-
phyll volume, inerspace volume in leaf, leaf density and nesophyll density were persisted with
the leaves at the similar nodes as above ones. These results indicate that there were close relations
between leaf photosynthetic traits (such as photosynthetic rate) and leaf anatomical structure.

Although the difference of above traits was not great between two cultivars based on per leaf
area, it was relatively great between the two if based on per leaf ,especialy in the leaves Zao
Feng 1(determinate cultivar) was larger than that of Chang Nong 4 (indeterminate one)at middle
and top nodes.

So the dis'tribution form of above photosynthetic and anatomical traits on Zao Feng 1 plant
approximated to a inverted tower, while that on Chang Nong 4 plant approximated to a spindle
form.

Key wards Soybean ;Pod bearing habit;Leaf structure ; Photosynthetic rate



