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Fig. 1 The effects of photoperiod on SDS—PAGE patterns of protein in soybean leaves (1)
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Abstract

SDS—PAGE was used to study the changes of protein components in the leaves of soy-
bean CV.Dandou 5 after the photoperiodic treatments at different developmental stages. The
results showed that the protein components in soybean leaves were changed by the photope-
riodic treatments, no matter the treatments were conducted before or after the flowering
(R}). It was proposed that both pre— and post — flowering photoperiodic responses in soy-
beans.were related to the expression of certain genes.
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