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Table 1 The growth period of soybean in different treatments

A/ CA-HD  WE®/I-H) A/ CI-H) JFES/(-HD) 453881/ (A-H) Sekidl/(I-H) e/ (1-H)D

b3

Treatments Sowing Seeding Branching Flowering Podding Pod filling Mature
stage stage stage stage stage stage stage
1 05-09 05-24 06-22 07-06 07-20 08-06 09-22
2 05-09 05-24 06-22 07-06 07-20 08-06 09-22
3 05-09 05-26 06-24 07-10 07-22 08-06 09-22
4 05-09 05-24 06-22 07-06 07-20 08-06 09-22
2.2 AEMEEXNAEEEFTHRZERY B RE T2 SR W 2 OB MR A A A [ B Y 22
7 S o bk s FAR T, ALIEM‘}}E%HTEK

2.2.1 pAH W2 AL B 4 CRE AT IR D AbPEL ZEFF T E AL B A4 (RS AT IR WD B A T
FrA I E B o> 6 T o By TOLE AR MR T b 2 Ab RS,
®2 SEBNBEKRTHRNE

Table 2 Determination of dry matter per plant at branching stage

B 5 / cm /g MARTE /g AT H /g /g /g EMTE/e MWRTH/g

b3
Plant Total leaf Stalk Stem Root Dry leaf Dry stem Dry root
Treatments

height weight weight weight weight weight weight weight
1 13.1 bB 4.0 abAB 1.1 bA 2.0 bAB 1.9 aA 0.97 abA 0.40 abAB 0.51 bAB
2 11.7 bB 3.5 bB 1.0 bA 1.7 bB 1.9 aA 0.77 bA 0.26 bB 0.48 bB
3 13.2 bB 4.1 abAB 1.3 abA 2.2 abAB 1.8 aA 1. 02 abA 0.37 bAB 0.45 bB
4 16. 8 aA 4.9 aA 1.7 aA 2.8 aA 2.1 aA 1.10 aA 0.59 aA 0.59 aA

R 51 v R TR B K5 RIS b 43 AR R AE 0. 01 F1 0. 05 AKF ERFRE. FR.

Different capital and lowercase in the same column indicate significant difference at 0. 01 and 0. 05 level. The same below.

2.2.2 JFiedn WK 3L ITAEMER 4FE 2.3 FAEMERXANKREFTENZNE

FRAEBD AR i ZEAF R T H e A B, HI 3R 5 AT LA o A 31 4 (CREFF IR 8D 1Y 7= &
T EMZEA T E AL B Z W 2257 AR e FEAL B 2 (528 CKO #5517, 9996, 4k Bl 3 (it % 3
PR ] b PR (A] 22 5 0 35 MRS SRAF AR 22 5% i e Ab B 2528 CKOAIE 5. 86 20 . Kb BEL 1 (R e

2.2.3 #smEFH MR 4, AB 4GEFFR ZE) AR 2(J5 28 CK) 5 9. 20% ., P& T ik
BO R AR E  EFE REEK B E S TR e BlA>1>2>3, A AFEREESTAR 2,
B AR HR 2 (JFZE CK) Y32 8 KM 3 T i eIk . BB 3L A FR 3L R B A P k.
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Table 3 Determination of dry matter per plant at flowering stage
e M5/ cm AN /g AR E /g EHrHE/g T/ g WTH/g EFFTH/g
Plant Total leaf Stalk Stem Dry leaf Dry stalk Dry stem
Treatments
height weight weight weight weight weight weight
1 35.2 bAB 18. 8 aA 11.5 aA 15. 4 aA 2.69 beB 0.5 aA 0.68 aA
2 36.6 aA 17.3 bB 10.0 bB 15.1 aA 2.71 bB 0.48 aA 0.64 aA
3 34.9 bB 16. 6 bB 10.0 bB 13.6 bB 2.81 aA 0.51 aA 0.64 aA
4 36.8 aA 19.5 aA 11.5 aA 15.6 aA 2.67 cB 0.51 aA 0.69 aA
x4 BHAHTFYRNE
Table 4 Determination of dry matter at pod filling stage
A R /em  MTE/g MR/ EFFE/g HHE /g T E/g WTE/g  EFTH/g KT E /g
Plant Total leaf Stalk Stem Pod Dry leaf Dry stalk Dry stem Dry pod
Treatments
height weight weight weight weight weight weight weight weight
1 90.9 bB 40.5 aA 21.5dD 45.1dC 67.1 bB 9.40 cB 4. 80 dC 11. 28 cC 20.06 bB
2 103.0 aA 30.4 dD 23.9 cC 45.4 cC 57.1 dD 10. 70 bA 7.98 aA 13.98 bB 16.67 cC
3 90.9 bB 34.5 ¢C 29.3 bB 57.7 bB 62.3 cC 8.57 dC 5.33 cC 10. 88 dC 17.25 ¢C
4 102. 8 aA 37.9 bB 30. 8 aA 59.4 aA 72.6 aA 11. 27 aA 6.60 bB 15. 33 aA 22.44 aA
x5 MEHBEMUTER 2.4 AEMHERAWNRKEZLFHAENZMN
Table 5 Measurement of yield results in autumn M 6 AT LA A2 BUAS SR AR 3 2 B
s 4 ) A 4 470 o hm™® 35X 325 50 BR 7 AT 2
2 m? 7= /g Yield of 2 m? . N . o
s FH B AT S, BN AR 2017 4F K 5 1t 5 4 A
Tewmens |y g P 3.6 6wk HHRE I £ 40T 6 T
Average ARFR AT>12>22>3 A FE 4 CREFF IR B 7 (8 B
| —— 2 B 4 HE 0 N7
1 910 815 885 870. 00 abAB 15 23%~ 40 JG+ hm ’ BT 17, 98%, f!ﬂfﬁﬁ
FIER A 2] doe 580 55 o AR 1T 5 4 Ak PR A 45
2 790 805 795 796. 70 beBC )?ﬂ\ii 4>1>2>3, ;E\:EPALI\}E 4(*%:*{{%@),}&%&
3 765 755 730 750. 00 C fefe A 11 168. 40 Jo-hm” . X MR N 32. 3104
HU A AL B 1 CREEEZE) | Hext B n22. 3200, A
4 955 900 965 940. 00 aA Y > NAE RN,
‘ ERA AL AR B 4 CREFTF IR BID U SR df-
F6 AEMERAWNKEZLFAENZMN
Table 6 Effects of different tillage patterns on soybean profitability
WA/ (GGehm?) Costs
: PE/ TREAEAR % X X
A AT PR PRI s aase e/ %
4k 1 I 5 ) K 4 25 ik 2% (JG+hm?)  Change of . ‘ §
7 e ot ) ) (Jt+hm?)  Change of
Treatments Herbicide and ~ Manual and Production  production - I
Sow and  Fertilizer Total Profitability  profitability
pesticides mechanical value value
seeds
costs
1 570 600 1545 1050 3765 14099. 40 9.20 10325. 40 22.31
2 570 600 1950 1350 4470 12911. 40 - 8441. 40 -
3 570 600 1740 1050 3960 12155. 40 —5.86 8195. 40 —2.91
4 570 600 1845 1050 4065 15233. 40 17.98 11168. 40 32.31
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Effects of Different Tillage Patterns on Soybean

Agronomic Traits,Yield and Profitability

SHAO Shan-shan, SHI Shao-he, CHEN Wei-yuan, FU Ya-shu, JIANG Shi-bo, QU Meng-nan,

CHEN Qi

(Suihua Branch, Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Science,Suihua 152000, China)

Abstract; In order to study the high yield and efficient cultivation model of soybean,we took Suinong 44 as ma-

terial,and compared the effect of different tillage patterns on soybean. The experiment was carried out in the

Science Technology Park of Suihua Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Science, and four tillage

patterns included local traditional tillage pattern (burning ridging in spring,treatment 1) ,less no-tillage in the

original ridge tillage pattern (CK in the original ridge, treatment 2) ., shallow suspension cover less no-tillage

pattern (the earth’s surface by straw, treatment 3),and broken straw turn harrow planting pattern(straw is

deep turn to the earth below, treatment 4 ). The results showed that,different treatments had no obvious effect

on the growth period. Plant height,leaf weight, petiole weight,and stem weight of treatment 4 were higher than

other three treatments at branching and flowering stage. The yield of treatment 4 was significantly higher than

treatment 2 and treatment 3,at the same time treatment 1 was higher than treatment 2 by 9. 20% ,and the yield

of treatment 3 was the lowest. We sorted the profitability of four treatments as fllowed: 4>>1>2>>3. In con-

clusion, treatment 4 was the best tillage pattern for soybean.

Keywords: soybean; tillage patterns; agronomic traits; yield; profitability



