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Effects of Leaf and Pod Removal on
Dry Matter Accumulation of Soybean Plants

Rak Chun Seong* and Ji Hee Park*

ABSTRACT : Effects of leaf and pod removal on changes in leaf and seed number, and leaf, seed,
pod and stem dry weight of soybean [Glycine max (L.) Merr.] cultivar ‘Hwangkeumkong’ were
measured at the research farm of Korea University in 1992, The upper 40% and lower 60% of
leaves and pods were subjected to treatments at the growth stage of beginning pod(R3). Leaf
number and dry weight of lower part were increased by upper leaf-lower pod removal, but seed
number and dry weight were decreased. Upper leaf-lower pod removal increased lower stem dry
weight and decreased upper pod dry weight. Leaf-seed ratio of the upper leaf-lower pod removal
was the highest with 3.54 and harvest index was the lowest with 27% among the treatments.
Lower leaf-upper pod removal showed that more assimilates from upper leaves were translocated
to lower seeds than from lower leaves to upper seeds in upper leaf-lower pod removal treatment,
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Fig. 1. Leaf and pod removal methods of five
treatments,
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Fig. 2. Leaf dry weight(a) and leaf number
(a) of upper and lower parts on the
growth stages from R5 to R7 of soy-
bean plants in five treatments.,
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Fig. 3. Seed dry weight(®) and seed number

(o) of upper and lower parts on the
growth stages from R5 to R8 of soy-
bean plants in five treatments,
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Fig. 4. Pod() and stem(m) dry weight of up-
per and lower parts on the growth
stages from RS to R8 of soybean plants
in five treatments.
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Fig. 5. One hundred seed dry weight(®) and
seed moisture content(o) on the
growth stages from R5 to R8 of soy-
bean seeds in the treatments.
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Fig. 6. Proportion of seed, pod, leaf, and stem
among five treatments of soybean
plants.

-327—-



Table 1. Soybean stem, leaf, pod and seed dry weight(g /5 plants), leaf /seed ratio and harvest in-

dex(HI) of five treatments

St L P S L/s Hie
Treatment . % 2 % . % 2 %
1. control 106.0 24.7 126.5 295 72.6 16.9 124.0 28.9 1.02 53
2. upper L-P 88.6 310 69.6 24.4 47.7 16.7 79.9 28.0 0.87 46
removal
3. lower L-P 86.5 36.5 58.1 245 36.8 15.5 55.7 23.5 1.04 44
removal

4. upper L-lower P 107.9  41.9 100.9  39.2
removal

20.1 7.8 285 111 3.54 27

5. lower L-upper P 101.1 386 66.3 25.3 36.3 13.8 58.5 22.3 1.13 41
removal
LSD 0.05 6.5 14.7 4.8 9.9 0.25 8
* HI was calculated with the data of R8 growth stage only.
note : St : stem, L :leaf, P :pod and S : seed
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