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Coraparision of N concentration and DW. of each organ on different growing stages
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Fig. 3 The seeds yield and protein
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Fig. 4 Comparision of P concentration in soybeans
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Fig. § Comparision of K concentration in soybean organs
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Table 4 Coparision of P translation rate on different organ
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PRIMARY STUDIES ON COMPARA [IVE NUTRITION OF TW(O SUMMER SOYBEAN
Wy Mingeai  Xiao Changzhen
{Iastitde of Oud Crops, CAAS)
Abstract

The experiment was carricd out to study the chanpes of organs dry weight and N, P, K con-
centrition in all grewing stages of Yudoeu 8 CV. z2nd Zhondou 19 CV. that were widely planted in
Yellow River and Hui River plain. The tesearcnn results showed that; (1)Zhondou 19 was lower
than Yudou 8 in dry weight of organs, N, I, K contents per plant, absorption speeds; and
translation rates in all growing stages. (2) The necded amounts of N, P, K producing 1. 0 kg
seeds in high-—vield densities in the two soybean CV. were lower than in other densitics. The
high—yicld density of Yudou 8 was {2,000 plants/mu and the nceded amounts of N, P, K pro-
Juecing 1. Okg sceds were 0. 1529, 0. 0174 and 0. 0643kg, respectively. However, the high yield
density of Zhondou 1 S was 3 6. 00 0 plants / mu and the nesdod amounts of N, P, K producing
1. U ke seeds were 0. 1610, 0.0218 and 0. 0967ky respectively.

Key words  Summer soybean; Comparative nutrition



