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Fig. 1 The distribution of whitefly nymphs on summer

soybean varieties with determinate podding habit
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Fig. 2 The distribution of whitefly nymphs on summer

soybean varieties with indeter-minate podding habit
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Table 1 Tle distribution of whitefly on soybean plants
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Fig. 3 The distribution of whitefly nymphs on with semi- Fig. 4 The distribution of whitefly nymphs on with different

determinate podding habit summer soybean varieties
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STUDIES ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF WHITEFLY NYMPH ON SUMMER SOYBEAN PLANTS

Zhang Lifeng1 Xu Ran'

Wang Caijie1 Zhang Guichun’

(1. Crops Institute, Shandong Academy of A gricultural Sciences, Jinan 250100;
2. Shandong Institute of E ducation, Jinan 250013)

Abstract T he distribution of whitefly nymph on the plants of 223 summer soybean varieties was in vesti

galed, The result showed that 83. 1% of whitefly nymphs were present on top and middle leaves and there
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was no marked difference between middle and top leaves; significant difference was observed on the distrt
bution of whitefly nymphs among different podding habit soybean varieties. In determinate podding habit
varieties. 57. 7% of whitefly nymphs were present on upper 4 leaves; in indeterminate podding habit varie
ties, 53. 1% of whitefly nymphs were present on from the 11th leaves to 16th leaves; in semi determinate
podding habit varieties, 39.6% and 41.4%of whitefly nymphs were present on the 5 middle leaves and 5

top leaves, respectively. The chemical control of whitefly nymphs should mainly focus on the top and mid

dle leaves according to the whitefly nymph distribution.
Key words Whitefly nymph; Summer soybean; Plant; Distribution
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EFFECT OF SOWING DATES AND PLANT DENSITIES ON FRESH POD YIELD AND
AGRONOMIC (HARACTERS OF VEGETABLE SOYBEAN

Yang Jiayin Xu Haifeng
( Huaiyin Institute of Agricultural Sciences of Xuhuai Region, Huaian 223001)

Abstract The field experimment was conducted to evaluate the effect of sowing dates and planting density
on the fresh pod yield and pod seed characteristics of vegetable soybean cultivar Chuxiu-The results
showed as follow s; 1 The highest yield in this experiment appeared in treatment with sowing date at June
25 and with density of 24X 10" plants per hectare, its fresh pod yield could be 9050kg /hm. ii Sowing date
was more important for fresh pods yield than plant density .iii The pods per plant increased and then de
creased as sowing stage delayed and pods per plant decreased as planting density increased. T here was close
relationship between fresh 100 — pod weight and sowing dates. iv The reason of high yielding of Chuxiu
have been discussed based on charaeteristics of the cultivar.

Key words Vegetable soybean; Chuxiu; Sowing date planting; Density; Fresh pod yield



