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Abstract

To discuss yield potential of individual plant between semi-determinate soybeans,the compari-

son on morphological traits and yield components were conducted under different cultivation environments
with 16 cultivars from Liaoning Province and Ohio, USA. The results showed that branches, pods per
plant,seeds per plant and seed weight per plant of cultivars from Ohio were higher than those from Liaon-
ing Province ;while plant height, internode length and 100-seed weight of cultivars from Ohio were less
than those from Liaoning Province. The correlation between agronomic traits and yield per plant was differ-
ent,among cultivars from Liaoning Province and Ohio. The main factors limiting yield potential of individ-

ual plant were pods per plant and seeds per plant in Liaoning Province.
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Table 1 Comparison on morphological characters of soybean cultivars from different region under different treatments
. R FETH AR A
fifl Plant height/cm Nodes Branches Internode length/cm
Cultivar
Al A2 Al A2 Al A2 Al A2
Apollo 91.6 88.3 19.3 20.3 4.2 5.1 4.7 4.3
Darby 97.1 88.7 24.2 24.9 3.4 5.8 4.0 3.6
General 103.3 100. 1 24.7 26.7 4.0 8.3 4.2 3.7
Kottman 96.0 92.7 22.5 24.7 2.7 4.9 4.3 3.8
HRZ AR S A OhioFG 193.4 88.9 19.2 22.1 3.9 6.4 4.9 4.0
Ohio cultivar Tiffin 95.5 97. 1 22.1 25.8 4.0 6.1 4.3 3.8
Hs934118 96. 4 94.0 22.9 25.6 3.9 5.0 4.2 3.7
Hs96-3844 86. 6 89.5 18.6 21.2 2.6 4.7 4.7 4.2
FA4{H Mean 95.0A 92.4A 21.7a 23.9a 3.6A 5.8A 4.4A 3.9A
S7 104.7 102.1 22.0 26.2 1.2 4.6 4.8 3.9
S10 125.3 123.4 23.9 26.3 1.1 3.7 5.2 4.7
L11 105.7 105.5 22.3 24.4 2.6 5.0 4.7 4.3
i LA L12 93.5 92.6 20.6 22.0 1.4 5.6 4.5 4.2
Liaoning L13 99.9 97.8 21.6 24. 1 1.4 6.2 4.6 4.1
cultivar L14 100. 9 100. 7 23.6 24.9 3.5 5.7 4.3 4.0
T31 94.0 84.6 20.9 22.6 2.8 4.5 4.5 3.7
T33 96.3 85.9 19.9 20. 1 2.3 4.8 4.8 4.3
-2 {H Mean 102. 5B 99.1B 21.8a 23.8a 2.0B 5.0B 4.7B 4.2B
2 AFAETET 56 f e UK Y
Table 2 Comparison on yield components of soybean cultivars from different region under different treatments
WPOER WHRRK B WBRRE TR e
S Fh Pods Seeds Seeds Seeds weight 100-seed Seed-stem
Cultivar per plant per plant per pod per plant/g weight/g ratio
Al A2 Al A2 Al A2 Al A2 Al A2 Al A2
Apollo 76.4 194.4  152.3  365.0 2.0 1.9 23.6 58.6 16.6 17.7 1.0 1.0
Darby 76.3 222.5 170.3  538.3 2.2 2.4 21.5 74.3 13.6 15.6 0.8 1.0
General 77.7 296.7 177.3  714.9 2.3 2.4 21.7 113.4 14.4 16.1 0.7 1.0
ez ARk S A Kottman 50.3 158.4  119.2 384.0 2.4 2.4 16.4 55.1 14.6 15.5 0.7 0.9
Ohio OhioFG 154.7 193.9 104.7  381.2 1.9 2.0 19.0 74.9 20.4 22.6 0.8 0.8
cultivar Tiffin 68. 1 257.8 131.3  511.4 1.9 2.0 21.6 93.8 16. 1 18.7 0.9 1.0
Hs934118 64.7 222.5  139.1 469.6 2.2 2.1 21.6 71.4 16.7 16.3 0.9 0.9
Hs96-3844 41.1 144.9 89.0 329.2 2.2 2.3 14.2 60. 8 19.5 18.7 0.8 0.8
SFHYH Mean  63.7A 211.4A 135.4A 461.7A 2.1a 2.2a 20.0a 75.3a 16.5A 17.7a  0.8a 0.9a
S7 42.5 156.7 96. 4 367.7 2.3 2.3 18.7 70.0 20.2 20.6 0.8 0.8
S10 54.9 155.6 119.2  351.3 2.2 2.3 22.3 60. 5 20. 1 19.8 0.7 0.8
L11 41.5 147.0 92.6 324.4 2.2 2.2 17.4 62.2 20.5 19.3 0.6 0.8
JURSRE Ty O L12 35.0 132.5 73.7 286.7 2.1 2.2 15.9 58.3 23.8 22.0 0.9 0.9
Liaoning L13 30.7 146.0 64.7 316.5 2.1 2.2 13.2 70. 1 22.3 22.3 0.6 0.7
cultivar L14 63.2 222.5 139.5  546.9 2.2 2.5 20. 8 62.4 15.0 14.3 1.1 0.7
T31 54.6 214.5B 121.0 498.2 2.2 2.3 19.0 78.4 17.1 16.6 1.0 1.0
T33 59.9 160. 1 140.1  379.9 2.3 2.4 29.9 68.3 23.2 22.9 0.9 0.8
41 Mean  47.8B  166.9B 105.9B 383.9B 2.2a 2.3a 19.6a 66.3b 20.3B 19.7b  0.8a 0.8a
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Table 3 Correlation analysis between agronomic traits and seed weight per plant under normal treatment

fhAh Cultivar

KR PP

. ) (DR/8
Agronomic Correlation
traits Apollo Darby General  Kottman  OhioFG1 Tiffin Hs934118 Hs96-3844 ¢ quence Order
X1 1. 861 0. 044 1. 198 1.319 0. 047 0. 420 0. 207 0. 063 0.786 3
X2 3.041 0. 550 0. 909 0. 855 0. 199 0. 286 0. 227 3.387 0. 681 6
Rz R R X3 2.171 0.573 0.733 1.472 0.752 0. 366 0.021 0. 491 0.719 5
Ohio X4 0. 184 0.734 0. 154 0. 286 0. 822 0.033 0.017 0.178 0.874 1
cultivar X5 0. 226 0. 441 0. 490 0. 143 0.370 0. 201 0. 435 0. 156 0. 858 2
X6 0.610 0. 652 0. 822 0. 595 0.709 0. 663 0. 388 0.302 0.752 4
X7 1. 100 1. 682 1.413 0.343 1. 895 0. 686 0. 415 3.058 0.610 7
R LR AP Cultivar KRSy Bk
Agronomic Correlation
traits S7 S10 LIl L12 L13 L14 T31 T33 Sequence Order
X1 0. 395 1. 688 0.770 0.128 1.022 0.392 0.701 2.654 0. 694 4
X2 1.841 0. 109 1.274 0.212 0. 680 0. 124 0. 476 3.515 0.714 3
LT P X3 0. 286 0.925 0. 806 0.152 1. 110 0.995 0.517 3.453 0. 689 5
Liaoning X4 0.793 1.542 1.079 0.018 0. 544 1.397 1.018 1.721 0. 665 6
cultivar X5 0. 256 0. 061 0. 069 0.310 0. 145 1. 057 0.701 1.037 0.823 2
X6 0. 145 0. 065 0.010 0.373 0. 161 0. 947 0. 655 0. 849 0. 839 1
X7 0.163 0. 595 0.538 1.918 1. 963 1. 989 0.930 1. 067 0. 644 7

TEAR R AR PR, A2 ARl b L 7 it ol 2%
ARG bR e 1 SR Y 5 AL BN AR (K 4)
RZAR AR A ZHERARAT R i 1) SRR AR U2
BARRIERL > AR > BB > MRy > TR >
L5 E > FORIE o 10T AR A IR ™
A ORI PP AR YO SR B > PRI > A kL >
EZENHR > GEIEEE > bR > B

TEPIFIAL BT, v 2 R R A A Z MR B
R B G B AN [R], JC8 I 75 WP A BER BB AL
TR BARRSERON 1L 77 it A B ™ B2 A9 2 IR AR O, B
TEBI RLAL T i ol SRR 48 5 T, SRR SRS Bk KR
RHMCHREE N E, XSRS 45 R —
2wy,



680 NGRS 519
T4 ART AL R A RS FOR B A OCIHE R R OCHR B SO
Table 4  Correlation analysis between agronomic traits and seed weight per plant under abnormal treatment
A 2R ELFR Cultivar PR35E {ﬁ(ﬁ'\
Agronomic Correlation

\raits Apollo Darby General ~ Kottman  OhioFGl Tiffin Hs93-4118  Hs96-3844 Sequence Order
X1 0. 089 0.788 0.182 1. 095 0.775 0.124 0. 545 0.072 0.799 4
X2 0.367 0.212 3.011 2. 146 0. 055 0.112 0.569 2. 069 0. 689 6
2z b X3 0. 661 0.471 0. 756 1. 350 0.762 0. 144 0. 902 0. 402 0.711 5
Ohio X4 0. 259 0. 045 0.186 0.271 0.523 0. 657 0. 486 0. 141 0. 841 2
cultivar X5 0. 509 0.273 0.231 0. 033 0.332 0.012 0.417 0. 591 0. 851 1
X6 0. 085 0. 657 0. 065 0.412 0.619 0. 548 0.258 0.310 0. 821 3
X7 0. 869 0. 826 2.580 0.132 2.093 0. 502 0.371 1. 184 0. 642 7

REHER ShAh Cultivar KIRF Bk
Agronomic Correlation ord

raer

traits S7 S10 L11 L12 L13 L14 T31 T33 Sequence

X1 0. 326 2.835 1.137 0. 680 0.677 0.712 2.994 1. 366 0. 587 6
X2 0.622 2.467 0. 543 0. 664 0.785 0. 540 2.139 1.912 0. 601 5
i A X3 0.524 2.016 0. 898 0. 364 0. 436 1. 089 2.389 2. 065 0. 601 4
Liaoning X4 1.114 0.788 0. 642 1.961 0. 881 1.470 2.426 0. 626 0.579 7
cultivar X5 0. 877 0.528 0.017 0.167 1. 206 2.262 0. 383 0.508 0.727 2
X6 0. 746 0.512 0.034 0.142 1.314 2.361 0.574 0. 347 0.728 1
X7 0. 281 0. 882 0.491 1.982 0.279 1.251 2. 866 0.763 0. 638 3

X1,X2,X3,X4,X5,X6,X7 43 HIFRR b, 453800 B, E2E180, SRR, SRR SR, PRBORIE, ORI,
X1,X2,X3,X4,X5,X6,X7 stands for plant height,nodes, branches, pods per plant,seeds per plant,100-seed weight, respectively.
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