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Table 1 The methods of photoperiod treatment
Code of Sowing Length of Length of Code of Sowing Length of Length of
treatment date photoperiod photoperiod treatment date photoperiod photoperiod
before flowering  after flow ering before flowering  after flow ering
Sp(SD+ NPP) Sp. 8h(SD) (NPP)  Sp(LDH 1LD) Sp. 16h(LD) 16h(LD)
Sp(SD+SD) Sp. 8h(SD) 8h(SD) Sp(LD-+ NPP) Sp. 16h(LD) (NPP)
Sp(NPP+ NPP) Sp. (NPP) (NPP)  Su(LD-+NPP) Su. 16h(LD) (NPP)
Su(NPP+ NPP) Su. (NPP) (NPP)  Au(LD-+ NPP) Au. 16h(LD) (NPP)
Au(NPP+NPP) Au. (NPP) (NPP) Sp(LD60+ NPP) Sp. 16h(LD) (60d) (NPP)
Sp(SD+ LD) Sp. 8h(SD) 16h (LD)
: ¥ s (NPP) 10.39h  14.04h ( )s (SD),

(LD).
*During experiment, the shortest day— kength of natural environment was longer than day— length of short day— length treatment, and the

longest day— length of natural envionment was shorter than day— length of long day— length treatment.
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Table 2 The response of days from emergence to flowering of various varieties to long daylength
Ve~ R, SP(LD-+NPP)— LSBF
Variety SP(NPP+NPP) SP(LD+ NPP) SPINPP+NPP)(d) &0
Taixingheidou 26 29 3 11. 54
Aijiaozao 31 38 7 22.58
24 Zhongdou No. 24 32 51 19 59. 38
Jufeng 32 62 30 93.75
Liyangdagingdou 68 86 18 26. 47
A Tongshanbopihuangdou A 61 68 7 11.48
F90— 7354 55 58 3 5.45
2 Liqiu No. 2 108 110 2 1. 85
M eans 51.63 62.75 11.13 29. 06
Standard error 27.77 25.95
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Table 3 The response of days from flowering to maturing of varous vareties to long daylength
Ve Ry SP(LD+NPP)— LSBF
Variety SP(NPP+ NPP) SP(LD+NPP) SP(NPP+NPP)(d G0
Taixingheidou 45 52 7 15. 56
Aijiaozao 52 57 5 9. 62
24 Zhongdou No. 24 86 92 6 6.98
Jufeng 126 122 —4 —3.17
Liyangdagingdou 118 105 —13 —11.02
A Tongshanbopihuangdou A 109 106 -3 —2.75
F90— 7354 113 121 8 7.08
2 Ligiu No. 2 95 97 2 2.11
M eans 93.00 94. 00 1. 00 3.05
Standard error 30. 26 26.52
2.3 s 16
s
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Table 4 The inhibition of long day— length after flowering to short day— length before flowering
Ri—Rs SP(SD+LD)— LSBF
Variety SP(SD+ NPP) SP(SD+ LD) SP(SD+NPP) (d) 0
Taixingheidou 46 45 —1 —2.17
Aijiaozao 46 51 5 10. 87
24 Zhongdou No. 24 46 64 18 39.13
Jufeng 98 147 49 50. 00
Liyangdagingdou 87 150 63 72. 41
A Tongshanbopihuangdou A 62 84 2 35.48
F90— 7354 110 142 32 29. 09
2 Ligiu No. 2 86 194 108 125. 58
M eans 72. 63 109. 63 37.00 50. 95
Standard error 25.82 55.48
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Table 5 The response of various varieties to days of long day— length treatment
Ve R,(d R, Ry(d)
SP (L.D60+
Variety SP(NPP SP(LD SP(LD60 SP(LD+ SP(LD60+ SP(NPP SP(LD SP(L.D60 NPP)— SP
+NPP) +NPP) +NPP) NPP)—30 NPP)—60 -+ NPP) +NPP) + NPP)
(LD+NPP)
Taixingheidou 26 29 28 —15 —46 45 52 57 5
Aijiaozao 31 38 40 —6 —34 52 57 75 18
24 Zhongdou No. 24 32 51 83 7 9 86 92 80 — 12
Jufeng 32 62 89 18 15 126 122 85 —37
Liyangdaqingdou 68 86 101 42 27 118 105 88 —17
Tongshanbopihutngdou A 61 68 100 24 26 109 106 79 —27
F90— 7354 55 58 77 14 3 113 121 102 —19
2 Liqiu No. 2 108 110 115 66 41 95 97 88 -9
M eans 51.63 62.75 79. 13 93. 00 94. 00 81.75 —12.25
Standard ermor 27.77 25.95 30. 39 30. 26 26.52 12.91
, ( 24 )
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able e response ol days Irom emergence to tlowering ol various varieties to temperature under lon — leng
Table 6 Th P { days f g fl ing of vari ieti p der long day— length
LD+NPP ( )
Variety .
Sp. Su. Au. Temperature sensitivity (standard eror)
Taixingheidou 29 23 22 3.79
A ijiaozao 38 37 32 3.21
24 Zhongdou No. 24 51 55 39 8.33
Jufeng 62 (] 63 0.58
Liyangdagingdou 86 73 # #
A Tongshanbopihuangdou A 68 61 61 4.04
F90— 7354 58 2 58 3.46
2 Ligiu No. 2 110 81 59 25.58
Means 62.75 55.50 47.71
Standard error 25.95 18. 67 16. 47
s B . R,
#— R, stage was mot observed: because of cleistogamy.
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RESPONSE OF SHORT JUVENILITY VARIETIES TO PHOTOP ERIODS
IT. Response to long daylength

Yang Zhipan Zhang Xiaojuan Cai Shuping Qu Dezheng Wang Guoxun Zhou Xinan

(Institute of Oil Crops, CAAS, Hubei Wuhan, 430062)

Abstracts Including two short juvenility varieties, eight soybean varieties were used to observe the response of
days from emergence to flowering (Ve—R;) and days from flowering to maturity (R;—Rs), under artificial
photoperiod treatment, after the response to different sowing dates and short day— length of these varieties was
studied. The objects were to identify the characteristic of response of short juvenility varieties to photoperiods.
The results under long day —length treatment showed that the days form emergence to flowering of two short ju-
venility varieties, Zhongdou No. 24 and Jufeng, were most sensitive to long day—length among all eight soy-
bean cultivars. But the long day —length sensitivity to days from flowering to maturity of the two varieties was
different. The number of days from Ri to R8 of Zhongdou No.24 was elongated, that of Jufeng was shortened.
Through the response analysis of short juvenility varieties to 30 d and 60 d long day—length, it was observed tha
7—9 d and 15— 18 d short photoperiods were need respectively for the two varieties to flower after long pho-
toperiod. The temperature sensitivity of Ve—R; of short juvenility varieties Jufeng under long daylength was
different from that of Zhongdou No. 24.

Key words Soybean; Sensitivity to photoperiod; Short juvenility



