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Abstract: Three soybean cultivars of Tiefeng 31, Tiedou 63 and Shennong 12 were used to study the effect of different plant
densities and row spacing on agronomic characteristics and yield in field conditions. The results were as follows: The plant
height was improved for three soybean cultivars in low row spacing. The nodes of main stem, branches, the pods per plant and
the seeds weight per plant were reduced with plant density increased, but the height of lowest pod were improved. The soybean
yield was significantly different( P <0.01)in different row spacing. The soybean yield was the highest in row spacing 30 cm.
The soybean yield of three cultivars were the highest in plant density 250 000 plant + ha’ and row spacing 30 em. The yield of
Tiefeng 31, Shennong 12 and Tiedou 63 were 4 961.2, 3 840.0 and 3 539.1 kg - ha', respectively.
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Fig.2 Effect of plant density and row spacing on nodes of main stem for different soybeans
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Fig.3 Effect of plant density and row spacing on height of the lowest pod for different soybeans
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Fig.4 Effect of plant density and row spacing on branches for different soybeans
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Table 1 Significance analysis of different treatment

for yield and its components

s HBRIER BRI Seeds weight FPRLE 100 -seed P
Treatment  Pods per plant per plant/g weight/g Yield/kg - hm®
Pl 53.94 1B 2.11aA 22.26 aA 3844.57 aA
P 53.01 bB 19.08 bB 2011 aA 3148.77 bB
P 64.97 aA 18.72 bB 16.22 bB 3273.50 bB
Ml 67.29 aA 23.65 aA 20.09 aA 3197.86 bA
M 56.59 bB 20.05 bB 19.96 aA 3444.40 abA
M3 48.04 cC 16.21 ¢C 19.54 aA 3624.58 aA
Hl 55.56 bA 19.43 bA 19.94 aA 3665. 66 aA
H2 55.58 bA 19.16 bA 19.71 aA 3266.32 bB
H3 60.79 aA 213284 19.93 aA 3334.86 bB

FISIRIRI NG 5B B 22 0. 01 110, 05 kP2 5 8 3, F
7l
Different capital and lowercase letters in the same column are signifi-

cant different at 0.01 and 0. 05 probability level, the same below.
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Table 2 The optimal combination of yields for

different soybean varieties

Jb3H 1l s il
Treatment Mean Treatment Mean
PIM3HI 4961.2 aA PIMIH3 3285.9 bedefgBC
PIM3H3 4006.0 bAB P2M2HI 3239.7 bedefgBC
PIM3H2 3899.6 beAB P2M1H3 3169.5 cdefgBC
P3M3HI 3840. 0 bedBC P2M2H2 3144.8 cdefgBC
PIM2HI 3829.8 bedeBC P2MIHI 3115. 6 cdefgBC
PIMIHI 3811.7 bedeBC P2M3H3 3084. 0 defgBC
PIM2H2 3712.5 bedefBC P3MIHI 3047.2 efgBC
PIM2H3 3671.8 bedefBC P2M3H2 3042.0 efgBC
P3M2HI 3606. 6 bedefBC P2MIH2 3003. 9 fgBC
P2M3HI 3539. 1 bedefgBC P2M2H3 3000. 4 fgBC
P3M3H3 3463. 6 bedefgBC P3MIH3 2983. 4 fgBC
P3M2H2 3445.0 bedefgBC P3HIM2 2940.9 fgBC
PIMIH2 3422. 6 bedefgBC P3M3H2 2785.7 ¢C
P3M2H3 3349. 1 bedefgBC

3 GRSt

KGR T B ASEBOR B = N A AR
7752 IR e — LR S R P ORI
AR A FH [R] K AR PR ) B C O T AR R Y AR
KIAEE, 3 m T 30 KRB R R RCR , AT 3
IR E =5, Ak, T AR A i 28 F i /b
BB, A A 7 AR B AR 15% 2245, TRl H 10k
DT ORI UK FERETE R S S R AT R
i XA TFRE T

Az b i i T 2B AR R SRR S AG G B 7
X, KRGS TRKTTER, HE, BiE K8
nn PP EE B SOAEE S5 28 A, ZE AR R G 7E S Fh
JE b R TR A A AR BRI R R
[FATHE AR FRIA], K & 7= o 22 Rk 3 T 2% 7K °F
(P<0.01) 4780 30 em B, K G- it o 4%
425 Jik - hm® 478 30 em B3 AN E SRS
S, BRE 31Tk 12 Rk EL 63 1y i 4 A ok
4961.2.3840.0 F13539. 1 kg + hm”, ¥ JF g
SR AT AR /N T B ORI | 3G B 1T AR b Y B
B0, NI SEI AR 5 BEIAR A A JLAL &, 3 R ek m
T BB RE R 1 52 64518, 7840 FF BR ORI g, 45
I CRERI IR Tk =

(2]

(3]

[4]

[5]

(6]

[7]

(8]

(9]

[10]

(1]

1t 5¢,2007 (6) :38 -39. (Cong D L. The high yield cultivation
practices for soybean in flat - planting narrow - row of 30 em[J].
Seed World, 2007 (6) :38 -39. )

VFJ7. KREL“90 em ZEREHAE" 1 BAEF LA T [T ] - B
B ,2008 (21) :209. (Xu F. The yield - increasing mechanism
of 90 cm ridge culture density planting for soybean[ J]. Modern
Agricultural Science and Technology, 2008 (21) :209. )

JEI e, 4 R, PNBU , 45 R [RIRRAT BERC B X S K IR 2
FROCHERR S [) ] A2 3574k, 2010, 30(3): 691 -697.
(Zhou X B, Yang G M, Sun S J, et al. Effect of different plant -
row spacing on population structure and PAR interception in sum-
mer soybean[ J]. Acta Ecologica Sinica, 2010, 30 (3): 691 -
697.)

2R, TN, RO, AF AR TR A R EAE R R MR
)], B BAME ,2011(4) .17 -18. (Li L, Wan G, Wang
X W, et al. Effect of different plant - row spacing on growth and
yield in soybean [ J]. Xinjiang Farm Research of Science and
Technology, 2011(4) :17-18.)

WIE, BN, 288 AR, S AR BRI O SO K S AR
] 50 P it RAR AR S PARIE R [ 1] BIp LAl L7, 2013
(10):20-23. (Tan J,Lu X L, Cai X X, et al. Effect of density
and cultivation method on yield and agronomic traits of soybean va-
riety Heihe 50 [ J].
(10):20-23.)
ot et PO R O A NS (B R o N R IR
PS5 355,2004(3) :42,57. (LiJH, LiSJ, Gao S J, et al.
Studies on the technique of increase yield for soybean flat and den-
sity planting[ J]. Tillage and Cultivation, 2004 (3) :42,57. )
TR )M B, 5. R EETT R S R B K i
L RGIFFE [T ] A e gl K22 4k, 2005,36 (2) :222 -
224. (Ding Q, Yang G L, Yang Y Q,et al. Research on narrow

Heilongjiang Agricultural Sciences, 2013

path horizontal seed close planting mode and whole mechanize pro-
duction system of soybean[ J]. Journal of Northeast Agricultural
University ,2005,36(2) ;222 -224. )

X pehe Bl sk, 45, Lal i 78 XOR SR SRR B R
[J]. K&3E#2,1997(6) ;9. (Liu Y H,Yan H R,Zhang L, et al.
The cultivation practices for soybean on flat and density planting in
north high cold regions[ J]. Soybean Bulletin,1997(6) ;9.

Board J E,Karnal M, Harville B G. Temporal importance of greater
light interception to increase yield in narrow - row soybean[ J]. Ag-
ronomy Journal 1992 ,84(4) 575 -579.

Scheiner J D, Gufierrez -Boem F H, Lavado R S. Root growth and
phosphorus uptake in wide and narrow - low soybeans[ J]. Journal
of Plant Nutrition,2000,23(9) :1241 - 1249.

o5 (DM AT ASET , 301 11 AR A7 A 8 RO S T A T 9 8 3
S [T]. RER4,2008,27(3) :536 -538,542. (Gao T B, He F
L, Zhao C S. Harm characteristics of weeds in flat - planting nar-
row - row solid - seeded Soybean[ J]. Soybean Science,2008,27

(3).536-538,542.)



