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Effects of Delayed Sowing on Fresh Pod Yield and Main Agronomic Traits of

Autumn Vegetable Soybean

CHEN Run-xing,LEI Jun, WANG Shou-gen, WANG Hui-fang

(Quzhou Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Quzhou 324000, China)

Abstract: Four autumn vegetable soybean varieties were planted to investigate the effects of delayed sowing on fresh pod yield

and main agronomic traits in Quzhou, Zhejiang province for the purpose of exploring the suitable delayed sowing date and varie-

ties. The results showed that as the sowing date delayed , the fresh pod yield, plant height, effective branches and seeds per pod

of these varieties were reduced. But the growth period shortened first and then gradually prolonged with the sowing date de-

layed. Among those four varieties, Quxian 1 had the highest yield. Based on the fresh pod yield and main agronomic traits, the

deadline for sowing date was August 25th in Quzhou,and Quxian 1 was suitable for late sowing.
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Table 1 Duncan’s test for fresh pod yield under

different sowing date and varieties

Y i 7 wh BESE i
Sowing date Fresh pod yield/kg+hm ~2||Variety Fresh pod yield/kg+hm ~
Al 10877.8 aA B1 6754.4 aA
A2 8730.3 bB B4 6724.2 aA
A3 6042.6 cC B3 5900.4 bB
A4 4424.7 dD B2 5642.5 cC
A5 1201.6 eE

[EIFVEAE 5 A [EK /NG TR 3R 22 573K 1% 5% B35 K
Fo T

Values within a column followed by different capital and lowercase
letters are significantly different at 0. 01 and 0. 05 probability levels, re-

spectively. The same bellow.
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Table 2 Duncan’s test for fresh pod yield

of sowing date x variety

FE > WD i 7 b
Sowing date x Variety Fresh pod yield/kg-hm =2
A1B1 10818.6 bB
AIB2 10395.1 B
A1B3 10481.8  beB
AlB4 11815.7 aA
A2BI 9354.4 dC
A2B2 8353.0 eD
A2B3 7554.4 K
A2B4 9659.2 dC
A3B1 6427.8 oF
A3B2 5014.2 iH
A3B3 5948.1 hG
A3B4 6780.1 gF
A4BI 5149.2 iH
A4B2 3808.4 kJ
A4B3 4432.3 il
A4B4 4308.9 jl
A5BI 2022.2 1K
A5B2 642.0 nL
A5B3 1085.6 mL
A5B4 1056.9 mL
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Table 3 Correlation coefficients of sowing date and main agronomic traits

AR A T RO IR T I
Variety Sowing date  Plant height/em  Effective branch number ~ Seed number per pod  Pod number per plant weight/g weight/g
g 1 5 Al 45.1 1.8 1.9 29.4 291.1 74.0
Quxian 1 A2 43.8 1.5 1.9 22.3 315.3 75.0
A3 43.7 1.2 1.8 15.6 231.2 57.0
A4 40.5 0.1 1.5 14.5 232.3 45.5
AS 28.0 0 1 8.2 208.2 42.0
MEFEE CC -0.842 -0.961"" -0.933" -0.980" " -0.868 -0.956 "
g 2 5 Al 43.4 0.6 2.0 27.8 296.2 74.5
Quxian 2 A2 44.9 0.2 2.2 16.5 304.1 71.5
A3 41.4 0.2 1.7 8.4 237.3 54.0
A4 34.5 0.3 1.1 8.0 245.2 34.0
A5 31.0 0 1.1 2.5 196.1 29.0
MK FR % CC -0.927" -0.79%4 -0.904 " -0.950 " -0.917" 0.974 " *
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Variety Sowing date  Plant height/em  Effective branch number ~ Seed number per pod  Pod number per plant

weight/g weight/g
AHAE Al 45.1 2.3 1.6 34.3 283.3 75.0
Liuyueban A2 43.1 1.8 1.7 20.3 272.2 73.0
A3 38.3 1.0 1.4 13.3 230.4 60.3
A4 32.7 0.9 1.3 10.3 230. 1 47.0
AS 34.5 0 1.1 5.1 182.2 35.0
AR F KL CC -0.935" -0.981 "~ -0.927" -0.958" -0.963**  -0.980"
Mteg 5 2 Al 45.1 2.2 2.1 38.3 270. 1 73.0
Quxian 5 A2 43.0 1.3 1.9 20.0 301.2 74.5
A3 39.4 1.3 1.8 16.0 244. 1 54.7
A4 41.7 0.2 1.3 10.5 223.2 42.0
A5 34.7 0 1.1 4.1 197.4 32.0
A Z B CC -0.878* -0.963"* -0.974 -0.952* -0.876 -0.967"*
S Al 44.7 aA 1.7 aA 1.9 abA 32.5 aA 285.2 aA 74.1 aA
Average A2 43.7 aAB 1.2 abAB 1.9 aA 19.8 bB 298.2 aA 73.5 aA
A3 40.7 abAB 0.9 beAB 1.7 bA 13.3 cC 235.8 bB 56.5 bB
A4 37.4 bBC 0.4 cdBC 1.3 B 10.8 cC 232.7 bB 42.1 cC
A5 32.1 cC 0 dC 1.1cB 5.0 dD 196.0 cC 34.5 dD
A Z B CC -0.972** -0.997 * * -0.957* -0.963* * -0.923* -0.974*

TR 1% WK, Tk 5% WK

*

** significant difference at 0.01,
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Table 4 Effect of growth stages under different sowing dates

significant difference at 0.05. CC means correlation coefficient.

e S m@mﬁ i B FFTEE%% 2R
Variety Sowing date From sowing From emergence From ﬂower}ng From emergence
to emergence/d to flowering/d to pod harvesting/d to harvesting/d

et 5 Al 4 29 51 80
Quxian 1 A2 3 28 49 77
A3 4 26 49 75

A4 5 27 52 79

A5 4 31 52 83

SE-14 Average 4.0 28.2 50.6 78.8

Wt 2 5 Al 4 32 49 81
Quxian 2 A2 4 30 47 77
A3 5 28 51 79

A4 6 30 50 80

A5 5 35 49 84

SE-F Average 4.8 31.0 49.2 80.2

vaViE S Al 4 31 48 79
Liuyueban A2 4 29 45 74
A3 4 28 47 75

A4 5 30 51 81

A5 5 33 49 82

14 Average 4.4 30.2 48.0 78.2
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Vuu- ¢ Sow ’ dat From sowing From emergence From flowering From emergence
anely owing cate to emergence/d to flowering/d to pod harvesting/d to harvesting/d
it 5 5 Al 5 28 52 80
Quxian 5 A2 3 27 48 75
A3 5 25 50 75
A4 6 27 54 81
A5 4 35 49 84
144 Average 4.6 28.4 50.6 79.0
14 Average Al 4.3 bcAB 30.0 bB 50.0 abAB 80.0 cB
A2 3.5¢B 28.5 beB 47.3 bB 75.8 dC
A3 4.5 bAB 26.8 cB 49.3 abAB 76.1 dC
A4 5.5 aA 28.5 beB 51.8 abAB 80.3 bAB
A5 4.5 bAB 33.5 aA 49.8 aA 83.3 aA
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