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Fig. 1 Effect of different treatment on Acetylene Reduction of different soybean varieties
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Table 1 Effect of pod remm-/al on young stem ureide content of diffenent groﬁ'th habit soybeans

=R | AFRE RS  Days after treatment Ty
Varieties Treatment 7 13 - 21 27 33 Mean
R 41. 21 55. 21 42.90 77.75 144.18  72.25
EROT Contrcl
Tongnang 9 F=H 79. 34 86. 41 89. 58 92. 28 182.65  106.05
Defoliation (4+93) (4570  (4109)  (+19)  (+27) (44D
X 36. 18 16.12 48.58 30. 81 39. 60 34.26
KRS Control
Changnong 5 = 31.80 17. 20 45.97 28.23 38. 45 32.33
Defoljation (—12) (+7) (-5 (—8) (-3 (—6)
MR 15. 61 25.91 31.39 41.58 - 28.62
HEH3E Contral
Jiling 3 = 18.89  26.62  30.74  45.50 30.39
Defoliation (+20) (3 (=) (+9) - (+6)

* S AP HIZR A R (O R (- E A RCTRD.
* The figure in parentheses represents the percentage of the treatment higher or lower than the control.
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Table 2 Effect of tip removal on 8-7 internode ureide content of different growth habit soybeans

Bfh s ) SbFR T Deys after weatment I3y
Varieties Treatment 7 13 21 27 33 Mean
X
30.30 - 37.03 17. 28 36. 24 66. 63 37.50
#AR9S Control ‘
Tongnong 9 Bl 56.74  65.55  46.07  39.06  112.21  63.93
Tip removal (+87) +77) (+167) (48 (4-68) (+70)
pog:cl
. 20.10 18. 91 31. 25 15.59 16. 98 20. 57
kRS Control .
Changnong 5 i L 30. 87 50. 47 56. 06 32.35 20. 91 38.13
Tip removal (+54) (4+167) (479 (+4108) (423 (+-85)
pcy:]
12.70 13.10 12. 60 11.562 - 12. 48
HHh3 G Contral
Jilin 3 B> 16.78  21.43 2190  13.86 18. 49
Tip removal (+32) (+64) (+74) (+20) (448)

3. e MR EMAEK JEKRENETRR I BATHERAY . BRI SH
HHRNZEBR S B S FHEB R 219, KR 6 SHm 12% JHHIEEH 3 5
LF-BEZw, R R 195GE 3.

3 KIIARERIGATHERBRTROBE  H{l.umol - g - DW

Table 3 Effect of pod remova.l‘on young stem _ureide.coment of different growth habit soybeans

Cr 4E " MRS RS Days after treatment ¥
Vaticties Treatment 10 16 i 22 29 36 Mean
pofi]
‘ 42.90 77.75 144.18  97.37 - 90. 55
AR9Y Control
Tongnong 9 % 88. 48 80.59 164.07  105.59 109. 68
Pod removal +106)  (+1D  (+D (+8) +21
R '
48.58 30. 81 39. 60 0. 02 105.80  62.96
kR5%5 Control ‘
Changnong 5 ¥ 55.98 44.22 57. 40 87. 26 109.07  70.79
,  Pod removal (+15) (+44) (+45) (-3 +3 +12)
W
25.91 31.39 41.58 119.39  126.30  68.91
EH3E Contral ,
Jilin 3 ¥ 32.67 3112 45. 06 115.35  125.51 69.94
Pod removal (+26) (—1) (4-8) (—3) (=1 (+1)
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R R 6 B RV HERR AT 27 K KX BRI AL S ; 8T (55 0 AR H
10 20% s R4 3 BHBRAEE 27 XM EBI HAB L REGE O, X5 Fui



232 X 5 #® % 15%

5 E A X RBRER TN ERAR, B RERLE L EMRRFRRY S
RUR—HH . '

2.0 - MAEBER IS KR5S SHEN S SRATHRRE B FHEL LR
H1 20%.10%.5% . MOLEE, EMRHAERRFEBRAZBEREX RS RE
EKIJEXEERBVBENBRRAFERFEXLGE D,

£ 4 EHPFOMAEELIEATRAMRIBHEN A pmol - g? + DW
Table 4 Effect of defoliation and tip removal on nodule ureide content of different growth habit soybeans

ey Jis: AMNEJS F$ Days after treatment FH
Varieties Treatment 7 13 21 27 33 Mean
N 6.18 6.39 13.40 8.92 27.80 12.54
Control
koS xnt 10.50 9.46 13.15 13.50 31.69 15.64
Tongnong 9 " Defoliation (+70) (448 (=20 (51  (+14)  (+25)
TR 7.71 7.82 13.48 14.26 32.14 15. 08
Tip removal (+25) (+22) (+1) (+60) (+16) (420>
ki 7. 46 10.85 14. 46 13.59 15. 06 12.28
Control
KkRs5E % 8.59 11.34 16. 30 8.09 29.30 14.72
Changnong 5 Defoliation (+15) (+5 (+13) (—40) (+95) (+20
Q‘ £ AN 5.63 9.86 14.33 11. 47 17. 46 11.95
Tip removal (—-11) (-9 +1 (+44) (+16) (+10)
ki 14.23 11.54 18.37 17.71 - 15. 46
Contral .
#hk 3 B EH 11.586 9.63 18.18 29.23 17.15
Hin 3 Defoliation 19 1D (=D (4-65) (+1D
- PN 14.49° 1115 13.81 25.75 16. 30
Tip removal (+2) (—3) (=25 (+145) +5)

#£5 WIMAREK IEXTREBRAROLH  H6Lumol - g « DW
Table 5 Effect of pod removal on nodule ureide content of different growth habit soybeans

T P15z 4B X3 Mays after treatment Yy
Varieties Treatment 10 16 22 29 36 Mean
*+H
. 13.40 8.92 27. 80 62. 20 —_ 28.08
BRSE Contral
Tongnong 9 b 20.63 18.92 51.31 67. 72 39. 65
Pod removal (+54) (+112) (+85) +9 (+41)
hoy:l
12. 86 7.97 15. 08 12. 27 40. 63 22.20
KR5S Contral
Changnong 5 ¥ 16. 07 8.91 42.24 23.83 83.88 34.99
Pod removal (+25) (+12) (+180) (+94) (+4-106) (+4+58)
*H
12.08 20.51 17.71 24.02 29. 98 20. 86
HH 3G Control
Jilin 3 3 10.55 12.55 28. 46 25. 44 59. 56 27.31
Pod removal (—13) (—39) (+61) (+6) (+4-99) (+3D
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EFFECT OF SOURCE-SINK MANIPULATIONS ON DINITROGEN-FIXING
ACTIVITY OF DIFFERENT GROWTH HABIT SOYBEANS

Li Xuemei Zhu Changfu Miao Yinong Zhang Lihong
(Biology Department, Liaoring Universily)
Abstract

In this paper, we studied the effect of pod removal, tip removal and defoliation on dinitro-
gen-fixing activity of different growth habit of soybean nodules. The results showed that diriitro—
gen-fixing activity of indeterminate soybean did not chang markedly by pod removal, while that
of determinate and semideterminate soybeans decreased significantly. Dinitrogen-fixing activity
of different growth habit of soybeans decreased by tip removal and defoliation. Ureide content in
soybean nodules of different growth habit soybeans increased by all treatments. Ureide content in
young stem of determinate soybean increased obviously by defoliation, but in indetérminate and
semideterminate soybeans hac little change. Ureide content in young stem of determinate and
semideterminate soybeans increased obviously by pod removal, but little effect on indeterminate
sovbean. Ureide content in the stems of three growth habit of soybeans increased markedly.

Key words Soybean; Dinirogen-fixing activity; Ureides
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