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Relation between Organ Balance and Yield in Soybean of Different Leaflet Type
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Abstract: A comparative study that probes into the relationship between the organ balance and yield of soybeans with different

leaflet type was carried out recently. A pair of soybean sister lines with narrow and broad leaflet, were planted in the potted and

field conditions, the dry weight of leaf, petiole, stem, pod shell, seed and root were determined to seek the organ balance.

Whether in the potted or field conditions,the organ balance of narrow lines was more reasonable than that of broad ones. The

economic coefficients for narrow soybeans were higher than those of broad ones in both potted and field conditions,but the bio-

logical yield and seed yield of former were lower than those of latter in field conditions, maybe the test population was not e-

nough for the narrow leaflet soybean.
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Table 1

Comparison of organ balance with different leaflet type in the

beginning of flowering and maturity of potted plant conditions

W s # Root ZEFF Stem M H Leaf 4 Petiole JEH Pod shell FHRE Seed
Period  Lines T®E A4 TE O OAEsk TE O AWK TE O OES TE OESL TE HArH
DW/g Percent/% DW/g Percent/% DW/g Percent/% DW/g Percent/% DW/g Percent/% DW/g Percent/%
HAEM JeM NL o 7.28  37.43  4.04  20.77  6.29 32,34  1.84  9.46 - - - -
ﬂiiiﬁi,g Bt BL  8.40  38.53  4.42  20.28  7.55 34.63 1.43  6.56 - - - -
REGY Zem NL 21,78 21.24  14.94  14.57 18.57 18.11  6.85  6.68  17.44 17.01 22.95  22.38
Maturity B BL 23.18  22.07 18.52 17.63 21.10 20.09 5.8  5.56 16.82 16.01 19.59  18.65

DW . dry weight; NL: narrow leaflet; BL: broad leaflet
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Table 2 Comparison of organ balance with different leaflet type of Lia099116 in field conditions

6E H Root ZEFT Stem M} Leaf 4% Petiole YeBz Pod shell FEHE Seed
Lines TE O @A TE @A TE @Sk TE O@Aalk TE Aalk TE HH
DW/g Percent/% DW/g Percent/% DW/g Percent/% DW/g Percent/% DW/g Percent/% DW/g Percent/%
g3t NL 6.69  7.75 18.8  21.78 17.92  20.75 11.57 13.40 10.84  12.56  20.52 23.76
[ BL 8.85 8.19 2437 22,54 2593 2398 12.79 11.82 11.70  10.82  24.50 22.66

DW . dry weight; NL: narrow leaflet; BL: broad leaflet
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Table 3 Economic coefficient and yield of soybean lines with different leaflet

T oA S kA AR B R FohE
Planting condition Lines Biological yield per plant/g Yield per plant/g Economic coefficient/ % Yield/kg+hm™
Ak Potted 43 NL 102.53 22.95 22.38 -
[® i BL 105.05 19.59 18.65 -
8] Field 430t NL 86.35 20.52 23.76 3000. 48
[ - BL 108.13 24.50 22.66 3666. 69

AW = I+ A + ZEAT R + SRR+ FPRLTE + ARR

Biological yield = leaves weight + petiole weight + stem weight + pod shell weight + seed weight + root weight;NL:narrow leaflet; BL: broad

leaflet.
s
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