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Sk Rl T R R IS A HE 0~ 20 em - HEH AL &
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Hk 128 mgekg!' B S FEE, FIFER/INE.
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25 Kb Bt FH B R — Bk 150 kg hm® | i iR 4
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Table 1 Effect of different strains on soybean above ground

o3 B /em B CK/ % ‘ iﬁ/i%ﬂ Above gr:)u‘nd/U i’d_ij:%ﬁ Above %ranév
Tetment Plant height Compared to the CK BE/e B CK/% RT /g BCK/%
Fresh weight  Compared to the CK Dry weight Compared to the CK
MWW H 86. 20 7.62 78.99 5.32 21.50 4.37
Rhizobium H
M K 81.25 1. 44 80. 20 6.93 21.91 6. 36
Rhizobium
AT 79. 80 —0. 37 72.90 —2.80 19. 98 —3.01
Rhizobium huanong
45 79. 56 —0.67 79. 96 6.61 21.98 6.70
4 Rhizobium
MWW HK 82.52 3.02 80. 50 7.33 22.15 7.52
Rhizobium H and K
Xf it CK 80. 10 75.00 20. 60
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Table 2 Effect of different strains on soybean root weight and root nodule

. ¥ Root nodule R % The underground section
Ab g . L )
Treatment ot /A /g TH#H/g T /g TH/g
No. Fresh weight Dry weight Fresh weight Dry weight
M E H 53N .
Rbisobium H  Eacly rowth 120. 50 3. 68 1.82 6. 50 2.70
# CK/%
Compared 14.15 12. 20 11. 66 6.21 5.06
to the CK
R K S5 .
Rhizobium K Early growth 126.78 3.96 1.98 6. 60 2.76
# CK/%
Compared 20. 11 20.73 21.47 7.84 7.39
to the CK
o T
o 2255 371 1Y
Rhizobium B heiis 85.56 2.91 1.50 6. 05 2.56
Early growth
huanong
i CK/%
Compared —18.95 —11.28 —7.98 —1.14 —0.39
to the CK
45 4530 W) - -
Rhizobium No. 4 Early growth 127.78 8. 85 1.92 6.58 2.11
# CK/%
Compared to 21.05 17. 38 17.79 7.52 7.78
the CK
MR HK iy
o 2L

Rhizobium 132. 60 4.12 1.95 6.61 2.78
Early growth

H and K
B CK/%
Compared to 25.62 25.61 19.63 8.01 8. 17
the CK
sy
Xt 1B CK A 105. 56 3.28 1.63 6.12 2.57

Early growth
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Xif 7= A R P HE AT A BT (UL R 3D 5 AR
BRAEAR B A1, 25 Ab B AR =7 359 Lo X B L Bk o 1 AR b
W22 R 1. 84 %6 ~2. 77 %0 s 45 Ab P45 %5 5 % HE G B
BER,

45 b TR RR S K A ey R Ak 24 B I 3
s BARR SE B B I A 0. 76 ~2. 50 3, FALRR R
(30 A 1. 16 ~ 5. 03 Bi. BBk R B Y B4 IR N
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Table 3 Effect of different strains on yield components of soybean

PR B/ R

Seeds per plant

LR3I
Pods per plant

PRRRL T /g
Weight per plant

b3 FR i/ cm Rk Ot
Treatment Plant height Section number
R H
83. 37 17. 30
Rhizobium H
RO K
83. 87 17. 47
Rhizobium K
1. K‘H‘
ERE 81.03 17.22
Rhizobium huanong
45 TE
83. 34 17.42
Rhizobium No. 4
R A HK
84.10 17.73
Rhizobium H and K
XfiE CK 81.83 17.43

31.57 60. 77 9.51
31.87 61.87 9.72
30.13 58.03 9.17
31.60 61.50 9.67
31. 80 61.90 9.85
29.37 56. 87 9.16
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Mz AFH B THERES eSO
A W A B P sk L R B A B 0. 8206 ~
3. 18 % K= g 35 4. 00% ~6.99% ;5 R
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Table 4 Effect of different strains on soybean yield

b HERLH/g B CK/% 774 /kgehm™ B/ %
Treatment 100-grain weight Compared to the CK Yield Yield ratio
MW H

16. 38 0. 82 2514. 45 4. 00
Rhizobium H
IR K .
o 16.58 2.05 2569. 11 6.25
Rhizobium K
e AR
16. 10 —0.92 2399. 55 —0.75
Rhizobiumhuanong
45 H
o 16. 45 1.23 2553.33 5.61
Rhizobium No. 4
W HK
16.77 3.18 2586. 67 6.99
Rhizobium H and K
Xt CK 16. 25 2417.78
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