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HREAHOEEREHN. KRKE, BIANBERHAIMENBLa &N, RaRE
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Bl 7y B 53, 40 TN 7%,

PR T &SR A H I, RERER S B S o Ai, sFERK /b Fo ke
H, JChEfER, MR AERE R R, XMIAFT1963ERITEE, KER
GTERNEEETENREs>MASHERHEESMAYE. TiB% (1983 RMHA%
M%ﬁ%,%%%%ﬁi*%%ﬁ%%ﬁﬁ%m—%%oﬂﬁ(m%)kiﬁﬁ%mi
AR BRI EmEA, H, R, Koller (1972) RJiE, XEALLH R
REEM K, BAL (1967 HIREIESR, KEEBLHEKS A SH FHBRRERRA
AR 2,

AHEPFFRHENET. EHRREAETERREREDHM—EXR, sTEEW
EEA RS S AR R, LMELEFE IO R RE— SRR, Bt &
F-TREHEE BN SRR B'RNXR.

* oy, EN, BKRE, 2LREESHNSMT 981, 1982, 1083RIOSHUEF T .
AT 1985488 H 23 11 die &),
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7555, #LFE18%, #6422, FIE 55, FFRT305, iE33E. AT 8T, ILE 35,
F15 4 SMiL78-4042, 1983 FITN: AF 8 5. UE 25, HEH 135, W
5%, T35, LT 85, 1078-4042, 1181-5052, PRk, &K, FFxE7305, RAK
6612, £k7621, #£78-3, FH K15, LIBT3 LEISE, 19844EMETR . H F
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105004k, 19834EsCULBRBCHE3708k, 97608kF112800 %, IRIEWABIM K AR, “k
EE, 55K, 7kiTH.
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Table 1. Stratified Distribution of Leaf Area and Seed
Yield in Soybean Canopies (1987)
21 GEX) | R® 1. 81604/ H KB 2. 5880 /R
| ExPer.meat 1 Density: 8160 plants/mu‘; Experiment 2 Density: 5880 plants/:nu
i - - . i~
Plant Height |y 5 g9 om  HER | HarE
(cm) Leaf Arca Sead Yte‘d 1 Leaf Area : Seed Yield
() (%) | (%) ; (%)
90—100 3.7 — 8.7 ‘ —
80—90 19.5 5.4 16.1 —
70—80 18.5 19.9 16.1 8.2
60—70 21.0 19.0 22.9 16.2
50—60 15.1 15.6 19.1 19.7
40—50 12.7 18.4 10.2 22.1
30—40 7.9 1.2 6.9 15.7
20—30 1.6 ' 7.7 v — 11.6
10—20 — ,; 2.7 : — 6.5
0—10 — } — — ) -
HMRXRE 1 0.937%* 0.932%%*
mmEsEg | o i
, M 0.317 - o 4.93 )
jm & (Jr/u) 424.1 478.2

Yield (jin/mu)

e SR E A EkFE 185,
KEmENE, s1s0%k7H 200,
58808 87 1H.

FERBETHE (r=0,8096), Aif, bk, H. TE

Variety; Tiefeng No.18
Sampling Dete:
Sampling Date:

July 20
Aug. 1

T 3L HR1F il 784042 ik T8—3
Lieodou No.3 Suda No.1 Liao7p-4042 Fu78-3
“ PO,
S\ I
N
LN LN LN N
N N —
3 2 1 10’.:,_ 200
- [—itar (SSISINNN Seed velght(s/m)
BH1 ASEEX HE#F&S&E%%%(N%)

B, et
The Relatlonshlp between LAl and Seed

Fig 1.

B, AMCBRE Gik/®

Weight in Top, Middle and Bottom Segments
of Soybean Canopies (1983)

TR ML BT Br G 760y RE M EHIELT T 4

ZMERE B, B, TERIORE

ZIE Y B IRE A4
Rl (F&2). HilHEH,
LENERERES LR
b, EHHEBREK
SER. REREN W
FARAREIGEEI S % B
FHIRFo BB
e 7E D Ko

2. AKERE N E
S[8] 5 P8

#4117 FISODATA
WMRETT i, Mk

By =

e . HiRFH, FIRREEKRTHK
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Table 2, Partial Correlation Coefficients between LAI
and Seed Weight in Top, Middle and Bottom
Segments of Soybean Canopy (1983)
g;%%%ﬁ B @ SR S = I

LAL Seed Wefl;t \ Top Middle Bottom
T S oses oo DT oams

'Iigé o WMiddleﬂi Wﬂfi - 0.5286 0.5223 o 0. 1199M -

T T

(13, 0.05)=0.5139
b, s TERAiLkBlsy 2, wote EERL, G BA, MRS, mikEE, o8
MR oy A b Biloy 26, WIRToy 1R EZRAY, o BRTEF S (R8, 4).

®3 REERWHLE, b, TEHELH

Table 3. Seed Weight Percentages in Top, Middle and
Bottom Segments of Soybean Canopy
| THRELS (%) |
X O Average Percentlage (%) #h fr (%)
Type x RO & l\ T 2 Cultivar

Top ’ Mldd]e ' Bottom

#F’ﬂ@ NENRO, FHEO. THED., WHH%
O, BRE@, MEBF, BXT, KFE8E, XBE,
(51.51—3) 14)(18.86——44.32)5 (0.00—«15.11)*5;5‘ AHED. WBED, &F4D. heRE.
| W, ME, BFE6Y, HEH, PRE, RN,
‘ BEW. #E55

/\}Ht@ Jﬂi$ B, /J\ﬁﬂ xmr h
B, WEXO.WMe& L, has, KalF. HEA
(11 39—35.47)(34.62—60. 82)(12 21—41. 's) B, e, KEE. e, MRE®. &% o
T, RBE, NE, KeR

60.5218.64 ' 35.21-£7.20 ’ 4,271 4.21

Pt
Top-podding
Typo

25.76£7.13 ' 50.001+8.18 | 24.2419.85

Type

K W
, Middle-podding

! MER®. MK, BT, BAK, BEE. ho

2 | 42.5815.43  46.58+5.50 | 10.84%5.29

£ - ‘ e gy KB MERD, M, DU EBRO,
B ”)(36 14—58.42) (0.00—22.2) s 3@, @B, Kb, A, WRED, KT,
T MER®, &E188, KANT. U9, SRR, B
B2 R, MU, ERERE, HF108. KEK. /

‘ JE% WREE, MBS, W, AR
1 1 | i
(1) KREREMEE Y A%M
TEH R R MR TR —RE, SEESHETE LI, BET

I %60.52 %; RRKZ, 535.21%, FRAP, 54.27%, XFEBSE5 %




2 R REHRE, BESEMERRAREE 00000 95
i 47 PR &S E ST £ o
PRE X—REWNEESLE, PREERS, 21 MEPFRE L 50.00%; LA
MTEAL25.76%024,24%, FhR L, X—REMA T ERE IS,
wEaR KBHEELESS, LR PEEEMEEARE, TERARB/D. o 84

42,5, 46.58 f110.84%, XRS5 AREEFE L —EM.
X Fhoy Bk s RN & S Sy KB T W LA B R 8.

% 4 XEERMHEE, HBNELLE
Table 4, Seed Weight Percentages on Main Stem and
Branches in Soybeans
EYRELM (%) ‘
% kil Average Percentage (%) i i B (K
Type & 2 1 1 Cultivar
Main Stem i Branches ‘
ro.4740.08 | 23594908 AMEQ. #REO. A2KO., FHAOD. FAR
rEM : @, Bk, E¥E, aBEn, EE, MRE, O
(64.06—94.89) ‘ (5.11—35,94) ﬁ@. /J‘%M. fF—:Eﬁ(D‘ RIH, NATE, BRY,
Main Stem~ ! , Ke&H, BREO, KR, MERO. &FI18F, W
bodding Type | | R@. AHT. @F105, ZHER, BE-%. AR
| DO, BMEBRK, SRRLE, £F198, MK, BE
| | R, RBSR, A, RE, RKD
| se.cr48.05 | 49.3308.05 IERO., MERO. KRR, RAK. bEK, ¥
o EB i BRE®, KB, KB, MK, MET. BET.
(213088.30) | (0.0-T8.6) | gxgn ppm, MERO. WeE. SHT, T T
Branch- %@, kak, 2%, Kal. Max, Xexn®.

todding TyPpe

ARRE®., ®EF, 8%, PRE®. KAKE, s,

|
| ; BE14%, MR, BB, RAT. RER, BX,
; \ MM, SEE, BREG. HET, W, &E5

i

(2) KTMBEETE, o8 Ry fided

FER 7L 76 EED, 36 MR RILL R EEEE S,
76,47%., 2r#523,53%,

SBE 76 ER, 405 R R T 5oy Bk WAL, SESRLFlsy B
4500 67F149.33% .

xR R R E T,

3. REAEEBUNESFRIXR

REMEHFSLEHEBE TR ERRR, SAWEAREXEAEER.
MEHIZR . BNFIH183ERBITNRFF (B T TEH2H.

(1) E, #, TEREAEFENXR

FEI7TAGF (R) &, HE33S, iIE 25, HHI3E. #7621, FHrKk1 BfmiE
BERT LB, k. &, TRERESESL G4 51 2% 60.09, 36.15F13,76% ., A%
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6612, FE 8%, g 5%, JFA7306, Wkrik, if 81-5052 T ER, |, b, F
BRrasy il 41,69, 51,78 F16.53% . #hHE 7913, WZ, i1 35, 1L 78-3, 1L 78
4042 THHT, MPIHL Yy 34.42, 42,64 F122,94%,

B by . F & BRI AL R B R A W, A4 B TR
(AR T B SR A MR Il 724 B /T DATE & 2R T 6 7™ 0y VB ARl 2 gy
fRk F5).

x5 XE8&LE. ¢, TENEMNREANEZESF
Table 5, Path Coefficient Analysis of Effects of Seed Weight

of Tep, Middle and Bottom Segments of Canopy on Yield

ﬁ K LRRESFR

|
x @ ‘ } FRERSER | TEROASER
‘Seed Weight of Top! Seed Weight of Seed Weight of
Type | Effect ‘ Segment J Middle Segment = Bottom Segment
o B S B B S
SERMMARE | _ | o .
Correlation Coefficient | F1y=10.33986 i Toy=10.5348 Iyy=~0.2601
R R o
EDifct Eﬁf‘tectﬁ" J P1y=0.0013 ; P2y=0.5614 P3y=—0.3092
R R — - -
Top-podding B % % B! roDPay=0.2817 | T21Pyy=0.0007 f F31P1y=—0.0002
TyPe ‘ oo { ,,,,, L .
Indirect Effect I13D3y=0.0566 T23P1y=—0.0273) T32P2y=0.0494
5EENEXEY - - P —
Correlation Coefficient I y=0.5268 Tay=0.4755 r3y=0.3809
B2 R - T
EDifct Eﬁigfectﬁ Pi1y=0.4470 P2y=0.3183 Pay=0.0999
Middle-podding HoB &% I r12P27=0.0644 |  T21Pyy=0.0905 | T3yPyy=0.0685
Type B
Indirect Effect T13P3y=0.0153 I'y3D3y =0.0667 T32P27y=0.2125
|
- I S R
HEEBRMEXEYR — - _
Correlation Coefficient Tiy=0.6474 Tay=0.m121 ’ F3y=0.7982
¥ oa A T T - T
EDir%ct E%fect\m P17=0.1367 | P2y=0.1139 P3y=0.6217
Even-Podding mom oM B T12P2,=0.1033 T21P1vy=0.1240 | T31P1y=0.0896
Type e
Indirect Effect ry3P3y=0.4074 r23P3;=0.4742 | T32P2y=0.0869

(B r—HERYE P—EE2RY 1. 2, 3—0HERL, F. TR y—ANEXE)
(r—Correlation Coefficient; p—Path Coefficient; "1, 2, 3—Top, Middle and Bottom Segments.,
respectivsly; y—Plot Seed Yield)

M 5 ¥R LA .
LRE DhEEEMTROESEMRK 0.5614), LEREN 5 # E H 8/
(0,0013), 1B LEE P EA —EMRIEER. TRREMHESEBM (-0,3092) Mg
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i BB (-0.0002) AffE, XIEATERESE2OMAREEE,
MFix—RE TERE R E3. 6% AL, MERMENLRERE, mBRiLETER®S
g% = R FERRN P BRI LB A Do M SXRRERL, RN R T B e
B RIEEBA S, NEE T B I in B e B i

B MR EHEREEKRNBICH EE (0,4470), HikEHE (0.3183),
TERHHEEERBRAD 0.0999), RETREIPEE—ENWREER (0,2125), X2&
T, TEEEXZREY (r=0,6677) . T ix—%k%, RILLESHEFE,
A4 H5 T Ry R T AR A

BER TRAEMOHFRHERERRK (0.6217), LB S B 5 H 3=
B EHBERR/D (0.1367 #10,1139), £, XIEARIEP LB B e e i
LREEW, HALBRE, hENESTRERREARBEGIERNRE, H2ERS3Hh
0.6553 F10,7627, RABARRE (EBER GEEIINEN, HXEHk, 1T L
Bird, R EEE B REAREEREKR (0,4074510.4742), Hk, 3 T54
MR L, . FEAET AR, Hf8EKAHEILRET.

(2) EZE, vEREL"RHRXR

BB BF (R S 80, ATIh AR A pL 487913,
B, ¥ 85, JFE 55, Bkr62l, HM13S, MWk, Jik1 5. #78-3, 78—
4042, FEFns BRI R ELL B 468, 455131.55% . AT LA Ao #EAIH R R4 6612,
FE8 S, HE33e, iLE 25, FF3E7305, i181-5052 fivk+18 2, T4y Bk
EE LGB A42,42% F157 .58% o

I 2k T fusy Bk E o > R E ST K 6 .

%6 AERETERNOBRNEN~REANERY
Table 6. Path Coefficient Analysis of Effects of Seed

Weight of Main Stem and Branches on Yield

* v % 7 B R
Tyve D Seed Weight of Main Seed Weight of
e l_ff,, ,A,f,,l:ff_ed ____Stem Ir Branches
S % R % e -
Correlation Coefficient F1y=0.5950 r3y=0.5185
EER — {» e
Dir%ct E?Ffectfﬁ \ Pry=0.4247 P2y=0.2588
Main Stem-podding Type - - ; —— -
mlnd%ectfbﬁjffeﬁ f12P2y=0.1512 r21P1y=0.2597
HEgH X R K _ _
Correlation Coefficient F1y=0.7742 ILyy=—0.0315
i
B KR T e e
EDir%ct Er?fu:tﬁE Piy=o0.7892 P2y=0.094]
Branch-Podding Type - "~ e - . L
W & # A

Iadirect Effect £12P2y=—0.0150 £31P1y=—0.1256




98 x w#® #F 5%
% 6 k&,

EER R EN RN RN (0.4447) Bk, RHEHEEAB/D 0.1512),
iy B R B N BB R HZE AR £ (0,2588 F10,2597), WA ZEA, WiXE
FIEW LN, R B E s B A T R R E R R,

A RE AP RE RN SRR (0.7802), RERE S4B
FAY RS B B A FUE . 4> BOR ELEEPE NI/ (0.0940) o XA, b4y BT & Fhoke
B, PRIFREL FERFEL T AT NN ER. o BREDLRBEREKE, HERAR
WYERT K, Fh, HayrB BT RIETy B fEH, T REMNEH, B4FT
R E M,

4, BEFERIEHNETEE

KT AR Rt 4 A4 3R 4E A PRk, M —3E R R Ebl. W
BH %, Mk, Ii—BR3EpEabs, XTX—58 HEg%kd. BERAIREN
W RBIR SRy A — e K, (ERIRA T2,

(1) A

19834EE M B ARGHET, ZRIMETITAARF L. f, TEMRAEAER G
7)) FHETHRAERKERESEBET IRRHER R &, £0EY, EEhLkR
T, ABRMERAERE LK, FBRESE, B, TELAESENEMARRRRD,
FERAS LR, FEEAERNBHERXRSGAR0 %M BEKYE, STELAGEEN
AR ZRBGREY BB EKE. TERESE. b, TRELABRAREHER R 5
HBPE20%, 2 % M0, 1% [ BEAT,

(2) EMHBESHGHEE

MEdRHEH, KREEBP &R Lt Fmel s FE&BEA & Lin TR
B (R 8), XF/A-A: AR RIT R Eay A At B bl PR, BB LI
BFEE, iyt R aEEBREANBARH, /&, B . TEHLREREs,
mEMFE, HgEL, malfeitfAE LML, WEXAERmER,

7 KXEHKGELE . TEHOREGEE ERCO/HXK/hED

Table 7, Photosynthetic Rates of Leaves in Top, Middle
and Bottom Segments of Soybean Canopies (mg CO,/dm?+hkr)

BR (R 72&%%8%%533%\%55%1'152%3-3?)*27305mzﬁeelz‘;‘ﬁws%ﬁg@!ﬂﬁ3%%kasm%
}C?:a?opy Cultivar | Kaiyu | Jindou | Dandou |Liaodou|Kaijiao Fengjiaol Jilin |[MorLiaodou| Tiefeng
Position ;E;lzel No.8 }No.33 No.5 | No.z’ 7305 | 6612 | No.13 |-soy| No.3 | No.18
-J; ToApm*m 9.40| 12.63 \ 2.60 | 14.53 | 14.77 '177174‘ 7.43 iﬁm;n?;oa 12._1_7- 10.4-3—

41 Middl; 5.60 7.57 i 2.73 7.53 7.73 6:10 | 10.23 7.67 ‘()77 6.90 6.91
T Botton 3;; 3.10 ( 0.37 0.07 1.67 ‘ 1.93 f 5.70 5.50 44.8—3 7.00 3.70

(W HM. 198347H 11, TH25HMBHASH, XRI =M ELHME)
(Measurement Date: July 11,25 and Aug. 8, 1983. Average Data)
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Table 8. Chlorophyll Content and Specific Leaf Weight
of Top, Middle and Bottom Parts of Soybean Canopies
> % |FHe BlWEse A E s BT T 2% FrA7305 MAes12 HH 13BN A LT 3 BlEE1sE
B (R) lgo) |
B Cultiayr . \ Kaiyu | Jindou !Dandou|L;jacdou’ Kaijiao Fengijiao, Jilin [Mor|Liaodou Tiefeng
Position N ;If;l;l No.8 | No.33 | No.s I No.2 “ 7305 ‘ 8612 | No.13 ‘soy No.3 | No.13
N | ) \
HHSESRE (BH/3XK2) Chlorophyll Content (mg/dm?2)
E Top 2.6 | 3.3 2.3 1| 2.9 3.2 | 2.6 2.4 ;2.7 2.7 2.5
- i ! - l__

i Middel 2.9 | 3.0 2.1 2.5 i 2.7 2.5 | 2.6 2.3 2.8 3.1 2.4
T Bottom 1.5 1 2.0 2.9 1.1 1.7 1.0 1.2 | 1.5 ‘1.8 2.2 0.9
HME (ER/EXR) Specific Leaf Weight (mq/cmz)

E Top 4.27) 3.86 “ 4.03 ‘ 3.95 | 3.77 | 4.22 14.33] 4.18 ‘ 4.00
g Middle 4,56 3.47 | 4.00 3.83 l 4.32 3.70 |4.63] 5.22 | 4.33

— | [ - -
T Bottom 3.75|1 3.42 | 3.24 | 3.43 ‘ 3.72 : 3.39 ‘ 460 4.00 j4.18) 4.79 | 2.91
(MEHY, 19834:7H17—29H)
(Me s surement Date. July 17—29. 1983)

(8) JergmE

RIFUBET KRE AN = BRI IET sy 6 M2 S5 R BRI &
aABRTE M, SHERIEY, LEXHEE LEEREZEWHXREA K (0,2238),
hmEREh BRI EZAIMMEXALH0.6562, TEXHRS FTERBEZRIMNMXARS

0.5014, ] ILE BERAFERIIRES SR BN RIKAEBETIX R,
9 BAL. B, TEHEXREE
Table 9. Light Intensity in Upper, Middle and Lower
Parts of Canopy
AN EDﬁe 11983.7.25( | A 8. 377 Lux)|1983.8.3( & #A%3R7. 7275 Lux)1984.7. 20 #A % 7% 12.57%5 Lux
N fJuly 25, 1983 (Natura] Light| Aug. 3. 1983 (Natural LightJuly 20, 1984 (Na«tural Ligh
™ Wi?gh‘t\‘lntensim 830000Lux) lInteusity: 77200 Lux) ~ Intensity. 125000Lux)
Cano * 0 OW | AEAXE 0k B SARRE | % B | SEARE
Ponition L.I* | LL/NL.I®| "L.L LI/NLI. | " L.L L.L./N.L.L
‘ (Lux) | (%) (Lux) (%) (Lux) (%)
L Top 36000 43.37 33599 43.54 86200 |  60.03
# Middel 5980 7.20 7978 10.34 14240 E 11.39
F Bottom 1015 1.27 ‘ 2212 | 2.94 2560 |

2.05

* Light Intensity
¥+ Natural Light Iatensity
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198206, EBE 18 BAT ARG AR [ RUEE SHTTHRE (B2,

uk

8 ‘ ' m
[}
£ am ‘ : m—'
| & Middle
\§ TR / §—J

, 30 @80 980 120 150 ;o
BE (F8)%2) Secd Welght (g/m2) U.8 5 Bk/E 10 5 B/ B

tion

0.6 J7 B/ T 6000 plagts/m1 8000 plants/m1 10000 plants’m1
T snr O nsuas
. Seed Weight of Branches jzed Welght of Main Stem

2 REFTRFETEPUENNESS
Fig, 2. Seed Weight Distribution under Three Densities

BiE BRI M, AW BREAL TR T N, sy Bk B, 49 i 6 T #k,
FEREINy BAL BN LBl 10431,87% F168,13% ;s AARIM, 878k, 4r7l446.99%
#159.01%; 1 J5#k, H54.38% F045.62%,
B R RAE R, BEEEENNM, BESMAAH TR EBINESE (X110,
10 AESFRREHERESHENF R/¥H
Table 10, Densities and Seed Weight (g/m? Distribntion
of Tiefeng No, 18

N 2% | E g h Bl ¥ 2
N Canopy
: Position Upper Middle Lower
HRE N £ 14 | o= i ™ N L
(plants/mu) \ Main Stem J Branches | Main Stem} Branches ‘ Main Stem | Branches
0.6 5 6000 86.3 { 124.7 48.0 | 1420 | 5.7 32.6
T T/ - - I I - ‘V T T
0.8 7% 8000 ti5.0 | 925 | 60.9 139.9 6.7 30.5
1.0 7 10000 ! 139.9 | 63.9 76.6 ' 92.8 ; 9.6 27.2

w5 ik

T OB, BE L, b, FRRELG, TLUEAT &R (B S8k
B, s RRIAI AR S AR, 5y B S R, TERR MR A IRV B, 4R T E A
SHRELG, XTUMERT S (B SR EZMmET, A0k R |
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STUDIES ON THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PLANT TYPE
POPULATION STRUCTURE AND YIELD IN SOYBEAN
11, SEED DISTRIBUTION IN SOYBEAN CANOPIES

Sun Zhuotao Dong Zuan
(Shenyang Agricultural Unitveriity)

Abstract

The experiments were conducted from 1981 to 1984. Under field
conditions, the leaf-pod relationship was studied and the relationships
between physiological-ecological conditions of soybean canopies and
seed distribution were analyzed, The results are at {ollows;

1. By means of fuzzy cluster analysis, the cultivars used in the

experiment were divided into top-podding type, middle-podding type



102 X =2 #t % aﬁ

and even-podding type according to seed weight percentages of upper,
middle and lower canopy segments, conforming with determinate,
indeterminate and sub-determinate types, respectively, The cultivars
Were also classified into main stem-podding type and branch-podding
type according to seed weight percentages of main stem and branches,
Some data of the classification were provided, ’

2, There was an apparent leaf-pod relationskip in soybean can-
opies, The greater the leaf area which produced material underlying
seeds, the more and larger the seeds im the same canopy segment,
Great attention should he paid to the phenomenon in plant-type bree-
ding and selecting cultivation measures,

3, The measures which may raise the productivity of the upper
segment of the canopy should be employed to increase the yield of
determinate type (top-podding type), It seemed that the yield of an
indeterminate variety (middle-podd ng type)was mainly dependent upon
the productivity of the middle and upper canopy segments, In order
to increase the yield of sub-determinate type (even-podding type), the
productivity of upper, midble and lower canopy segments should be
harmoniously developed and proportionally increased,

The main stem of the main stem-podding type gave leading contri-
bution to its yield, but the branches also gaue certain contribution to
it. However, the yield of the branch-podding type was depended upon
its main stem,

4. Planting density was an important cultivation measure to regu-
late the seed distribution hetween main stem and branches, If the
productivity of the branches is to be emphatically brought into play,
the planting density should be smaller, On the contrary, the reverse
is true,

5, DBecause the extinction coefficient of soybean populations is
greater and the light intensity in the middle and lower parts of the
canopy is weaker, it is necessary to improve the plant type and the
quality of leaves to compensate the disadvantages, As tbe rise in the
light intensity in the popenate the bisadvantages, As the rise in the
light intensity in the population and the improvement in the quality
of leaves, the photosynthetic rates of leaves in the middle and lower
parts of the canopy are bound to he increased and the productivity

of the whole canopy brought into full play,



