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Table 1  Frequency distribution of RVNN in summer planting in Nanjing
Bernards
Ex periment Cross Criteria o 0- 17 0.2~ 0.3 0-47 0.5~ 0-6= Total
Det 193 42 11 246
Variety Sem 4 110 195 202 48 3 562
Ind 18 78 62 10 168
T otal 193 46 121 213 280 110 13 976
Cross [ Fo+ F; Det 67 4 2 73
Hybrid Sem 5 21 34 98 38 9 205
generation T otal 67 9 23 34 98 38 278
Cross I1 F3 Det 51 4 3 58
Sem 4 18 20 25 2 1 70
Ind 6 21 28 4 59
T otal 51 8 21 80 46 30 5 187
Note: Cross 1= N6582> Hanjiang dahualian ( % Cross II= Jiangyin Biluoging( )X N6582. The same is true for the
later tables.
2 , 94.72% 0.9—1.0, 0.7
; 5.28 0. 0.4—0.5
. ; 0.7 3%. 0.6—0.7
2
Table 2 Frequency distribution of RLWT L in Summer planting in Nanjing
Bernard s
Ex periment Cross Criteria 0— 0.1— 0.2—= 0.3— 0.4~ 0.5~ 0.6 0.7~ 0.8 0.9~ Total
Det 13 8 72 153 246
Variety Sem 17 79 86 89 111 98 65 17 562
Ind 31 68 49 15 5 168
T otal 48 147 135 104 116 98 78 25 72 153 976
Cross | Det 2 6 16 48 72
Hybrid FytFj Sem 3 5 12 20 54 76 28 7 205
generation T otal 3 5 12 20 54 76 30 13 16 48 277
Cross 11 Det 4 5 16 33 58
F3 Sem 1 3 14 25 12 9 3 6 73
Ind 4 20 28 6 1 59
T otal 5 23 42 31 13 9 7 11 16 33 190
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Table 3 Comparison of results classified by component traits method vs. Bernards criteria in summer planting in Nanjing

ETIMS+RLWTL Bernard’s criteria
Method Vd(ffsys " Generation Det Sem Ind Det Sem Ind
ETIMS+ Variety 239 545 168 235 558 168
RVNN 11 11 0 15 15 0
Cross | Fa 15 79 15 80
4 4 3 3
F3 59 118 56 120
3 3 4 4
Cross 11 F3 60 65 59 55 66 59
4 4 0 8 8 0
ETIM S+ Variety 15 79 233 545 168
RLWTL 30 30 0
Cross | F, 15 79
4 4
Fi 55 119
6 6
Cross I1 F3 54 65 59
10 10 0

: s .
Note: Figures in the upper lines are frequencies consistent between the two compared methods, and those in the lower lines are incon-
sistent ones.

2.2 1994—1995 Bernard (
5 L.9T% .86 %
2.2.1 . 66%
1994 — 1995 . .
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C 5 ) )
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0.01 ) ) , 0.2
. ,0.2 ; s
1994 . 1995 0. 25, s
1995 s 6 .
1995 2 s II118—5X 1994 — 1995 , 1995 s
4 92 Fas IV 18—5X Bernard )
3 9% Fas s )
. C 6) 0.2 0. 25,
0.18—0.24 0—0.2 0—0.25.
0.2), 0.36—0.42 0.2 0.25.
4 X
Table 4 A?* test for the coincidence between the two methods of classifying stem growth
habit types in summer planting in Nanjing
Bernards method
Method Variety or cross Generation Ty pe Det Sem Ind * Kor
ETIMS Variety Det 235 4 1871. 71 13.28
+RVNN Sem 11 558
Ind 168
Cross | F, Det 15 2 77. 95 6. 63
Sem 1 80
F3 Det 56 3 162.26 6. 63
Sem 1 120
Cross 11 F; Det 55 5 332.10 6. 63
Sem 3 66
Ind 59
ETIMS Variety Det 233 17 1789. 58 13.28
+ RLWTL Sem 13 545
Ind 168
Cross | F, Det 15 3 72.45 6. 63
Sem 1 79
F3 Det 55 4 153.59 6. 63
Sem 2 119
Cross 11 F3 Det 55 5 332. 106. 63
Sem 3 66
Ind 59
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, 2.3 1996—1997
s
2.2.2 2.3.1
1994 1995 + » Bernard
0.2, 1995 + , .
0.25 )
Bernard x )
C D ; .
74.90 %, 76.15%.
5 ETIMS  Bernard
Table 5 Frequency distribution of ETIMS and wincidence betw een ETIMS and Bernards criteria
under different planting dates in Shijiazhuang
Bernard
Year inrf[;((:lrrzlsicr;ajce Eefﬂard,s sem t‘ermination T otal (}Z':(')I‘lill\jllge::e S 8o
et Sem Ind Bernard's
1994 with 54 40 8 133 82.7 30. 80 6.63
Summ er without 1 14 16
1995 with 56 54 10 119 88.2 52. 47
Spring without 0 6 16
1995 with 25 61 10 142 88.7 51.54
Summ er without 1 3 19
6
Table 6 Frequency distribution of the RVNN under different planting dates in Shijazhuang
0— 0.06— 0.12— 0.18— 0.24— 0.30— 0.36— 0.42— 0.48— 0.54— 0.60— 0.66—

Year M aterial 0.06 0.12 0. 18 0. 24 0. 30 0.36 0.42 0.48 0.54 0. 60 0. 66 0.72 Total
;L?r?iner Variety 5 4 7 10 8 18 14 8 4 2 87
;L?:jner Variety 3 4 5 13 16 21 12 3 1 1 87
lsgpgrsing Variety 13 2 2 2 1 8 10 11 8 8 2 3 70
;fzsmer ¢ ';Zim 3 2 4 5 13 19 20 ) 13 1 1 92
;fzsmer ¢ ';Zilv 1 1 0 1 3 1 26 20 21 11 96

Note: Crwoss [[F= 18— 5X Ludoud( 4 ); Cross IV=18—5X Yanhuang3( 3 );both are IndX Det.
Bernard X
Table 7 % test for the coincidence betw een the two methods in Shijiazhuang
Bernard ETIMS + RVNN (summer planting 0.2, spring planting 0. 25) ]
Year Bernard$ stem termination Det Semn X
1994 Det 18 5 3.94
Summ er Sem 31 26
1995 Det 6 2 33.15
Summ er Sem 3 63
1995 Det 17 6 23.90
Spring Sem 1 51
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0.5—0.6 ,
8
Table 8 Frequency distribution of RVNN under different planting dates and day— hours in Nanjing
Bernards
Treatment 0—0.1 0.1—0.2 0.2—0.3 0.3—0.4 0.4-0.5 0.5-0.6 0.6-0.7 0.7-0.8
criteria Total
8h Det 32 26 3 70
Day— hours Sem 9 6 13 42 48 18 1 128
Ind 14 30 43 62 24 1 174
11h Det 2 6 8
Sem 2 3 26 91 46 10 178
Ind 1 7 34 68 44 11 165
18h Det 19 33 26 8 1 87
Sem 2 30 61 30 3 126
Ind 19 29 21 1 70
4/23 Det 41 41 25 10 117
Planting Spring Sem 1 21 25 18 67
date Ind 11 13 21 7 1 53
5/24 Det 24 17 22 10 2 75
Summ er Sem 1 33 56 60 6 156
Ind 1 3 11 11 3 36
6/24 Det 27 28 24 13 3 95
Summ er Sem 1 27 37 36 17 121
Ind 3 15 15 6 39
7/24 Det 5 5 8 18
Summ er Sem 22 63 62 27 8 185
Ind 2 6 15 28 16 3 70
9 Bernard
Table 9 Comparisons between ETIMS+ RVNN and Bernards criteria in classification of stem growth
habits under different planting dates and day— hours in Nanjing
Bernard Bernards criteria %)
Inconsistent Coincidence
Cross Generation
Det Sem Ind plants %)
Cross V (DetX Sem) P, 12¢0)
P, 21(0)
Fy 26(0)
Fy 92(0) 171(2D 57 (0)
F3 239(0) 212(54) 285(0) 75 92.92
Cross VI(DetX Ind) P, 11C0)
P, 13C0)
Fy 15 (0)
F» 77(0) 110(34) 129(0)
F3 460(0) 303(0) 428(0) 34 92.31
Bernand ; Bernard
Note: Cross V= Tongzhondou (( ) X 88— 48; Cross VI= Tongzhoudou( ) X Ye4147( 4147). Figures not in the paren-

theses are frequencies consistent between the two methods, and those in the parentheses are inconsistent ones.
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1 Bernard RL. Two genes affecting stem termination in soybean —8
A STUDY ON IDENTIFICATION PROCEDURE FOR SOYBEAN STEM GROWTH HABIT TYPE
Liu Shunhu Wang Jinhua Zhang Mengchen Gai Junyi

(Soybean Research Institute of Nanjing Agricultural University, National Center for Soybean Im pro-
vement, National Key Laboratory for Crop Genetics and Germplasm Enhancement, Nanjing 210095)

Abstract Inorder to find a simple, clear, and exact identification procedure for soybean stem growth habit
types Bernards stem termination types and related characters of 1536 landraces and Fi, F2, F3 of 6 crosses
were studied in Nanjing and Shijiazhuang in 1988—1997. T he relative value of number of nodes above the
node with largest leaf on main stem (RVNN) and the existence of terminal inflorescence on main stem
(ETIMS) were found to be the component characters of stem grow th habit types. By using the component
characters, stem growth habit could be divided clearly into determinate type (with ETIMS, RVNN<CO0.2
in summer planting or RVNN<C0.25 in spring planting), semi—determinate type (with ETIMS, RVNN=>
0.2 in summer planting or RVNN =>0. 25 in spring planting), and indeterminate type (without ETIMS,
RVNN=0.2 in Summer planting or RVNN=0. 25 in spring planting). There existed good coincidence be-
tween the component method and Bernards method. T he results by this method are relatively accurate and
stable and the survey can be finished at one time of observation during R3—R7. Therefore the former may

substitute for the latter in field survey.
Key words Soybean; Stem grow th habit; ETIMS; RVNN



