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Fig-1 Influence of light enrichment and shading on dry matter distribution

2.2 KREBEMKRE =B RFEMIRE RN
HHSOCIM . 6 s M BRI T K Ak
PR AR SE RO BRI R, DR R A N i
339 Mz 35 fIR A 18 MpkFr RN 71.7% 53.1%
R 27750 5y B I BRIEALR 71106 41300 Fn
33. 390 43 I W4 0 bR L Rl 85. 700, 66. 690 Fl
35.500, SUARIR . MR B AR T Sk i bk
SRR B RROR S, EERA 31 i 339 AR 35
B 18 MRkFE o 45.3% 34. 4 Y0 Fn 49. 7% ;43 51
U BRIERL Ny 47700 43. 006 R 44. 104 43 51l

/B RRRI R 46.3% 33.4%F152.6%,
NEEAHMEI RN BEEGER D, H55%
Fhf e, JEE EEH i 339 f & 18 fyfIhs
BAERARE OCE LB ERMEL 35 P
B IR R 1. 78 BN 2. 13, WA f5: 3%
R A 2t RO S AT 5. R 339 KR
IR HORA BE R, EAMSRAK 18 g3k
BB N N 2. 11 SREE] 178, (A 15 R4k
35 BRERECA B N L. 78 EE 2,07,
HALOCHX . St EE ALK T B E



5 2 11 R FeAE AR B A W B BRI B X O T B 73 B i S R 105

Y (B 339 AR ER, R Ed 28.7T1 g BEZAL T 339 MEAK 18 KE HR EIKA L
TRER] 26.30 g, WEFEERAR 35 MFRE AR EL T EHERARE,

R ALEWAEKE MR~ EREMKE R0

Table 1  Effects of light treatments on yield and yield components of different soybean cultivars

ity Fif fb 3 R (g) HRRIERL FEIERLEL HRRL % HHLE(g)
Cultivar Treatment Yield per plant Pods per plant Seed/’ pod Seed No- Seed size
HE&(LE) 21.8a 40. 24 2.05a 83, 26. 34
#3339
I{-Iﬁai339 H %I (CK) 12.7p 23.5h 1.934 45h 28.7)
HERA(S) 6.95¢ 12. 3¢ 1.98a 24¢ 29.2h
HEE£(LE) 15. 44 41.44 2.13, 88a 17.7a
.
I-i;ifnSZS A#E(CK) 10.1p 29.3p 1.78b 53h 19.1a
HERA(S) 6.6¢ 16.7¢ 2.07a 35¢ 18. 54
JCEE(LE) 19.3a 60. 5a 2. 14, 130, 14.9,
B
K::nfnzglg H 2% (CK) 15.1p 45. 4 2.11a 96, 15,94
() 7. 6¢ 25.4c¢ 1.78 16¢ 16. 6p

T AR RR % Bk SU B KR T,

Note: Different letters mean significant at 5% level, the same as the fnllnwing-
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Fig- 2 Influence of light enrichment and shading on

protein content of different soybean cultivars

3o i

REAYER 7 B e R Hos AR R v R 58
FIFEARRIEER . TEFT A IR IE O 2R K

M 3 AIAE L AR A KA T B 6 %
KPR B 2 B A a3, Hodh 5 R 1 339 K kP hL
FE B 5 B S TR AIG, o Eb AR R I 0 & A T
0.89%, Hsc 35 FEEAk 18 K ENPh R o & B
BREAG (B2 AR, 0500 8% 58 hkrhz P Ag
Wi, AR A E B M2 R, i 339 Bk
35 AR AL 18 HFhL i i & B2y BN T 0. 90%%
0.68%fm1.03%

25

24t 3LE
23 @aCK
en S

AN

339 MR35 RRI18

B3 XEEMERMNESRMHAXEFNEHRSENZW
Fig- 3 Influence of light enrichment and shading on

oil content of different soybean cultivars
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Effect of light enrichment and shading during reproductive stage on
dry matter distribution, yield and quality of soybean

LIU Bing"*’, WANG Cheng', JIN Jian's LIU Judong's ZHANG Qiu-ying' »
LIU Xiao‘bingl . S J Herbert"
(1. Northeast Institute of Geography and Agroecology, CAS, Harbin 150081, China:
2. Graduate University of the Chinese Academy of Sciences Beijing 100049, Chinas;
3. College of Life Sciences, Jilin Normal University, Siping 136000, China;
4. University of Massachusetts, Amherst. MA 01003, USA)

Abstract ; Light intensity intercepted by soybean canopy during the reproductive period is an important en-

vironmental factor determining soybean growth and yield- Responses of dry matter distribution, yield and quali-

ty of three soybean genotypes differing in protein and oil content to light enrichment and shading were investi-

gated- The results showed that more dry matter was distributed to sink under whole plant light enriched condi-

tions; while more dry matter was distributed to source under shading. Light enrichment increased seed yield,
pod number and seed number per plant from 27. 7% to 71.7%, 33.3% to 71.1% and 35.5% to 85.7% re-
spectively- In contrast, shade decreased seed yields pod number and seed number per plant from 34. 4% to
49.7%, 43.010 47.7% and 33.4% to 52.6% respectively - Light enrichment increased protein content and

decreased oil content in seed; however, shade decreased protein content but increased oil content in seed respec-

tively - Differences existed among cultivars-

Key words : soybean; light enrichment; shade; dry matter accumulation; protein; oil



