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COMPARISON OF POTASSIUM ABSORB AND USE EFFICIENCY IN SOYBEAN [GLYCINE MAX (L. )
MERR. | VARIETIES

WANG Wei,CAO Min-jian, QI Zuo-ying, HE Ping, XU Hai-tao
(Agronomy College s Shenyang Agricultural University ,Shenyang 110161)

Abstract Under culture condition,two soybean varieties with different potassium (K) efficiency
were selected to evaluate potassium absorb and use efficiency at two K levels by comparing the
plant dry weights, potassium contents and accumulation in plants. The results showed that the
relative dry weight of efficient variety was much more than that of inefficient variety. Distribution
of K accumulated by plant in high efficient variety was well proportioned,and K contents in root
and leal were higher than those of inefficient variety in low—K stress, which showed the charac-
teristic of effective absorbing and using potassium for efficient variety. But potassium absorbed by
inefficient variety enriched in stem,which showed that transportation of potassium in plant was
blocked. So the transportation and assimilation was key for difference of potassium efficiency in
plants.
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Table 1 Comparison of plant dry weight and root to shoot ratios of two varieties under different K levels

[ T Wi
Varieties Dry Weight(g) Root/Shoot
—K +K —K +K
Juge 15 Jiunongl 51.57-£0. 05 1.72+0. 09 0.2640.02 0.3040.03
GD8521 1.52+0. 15 1. 86+0. 07 0.2640.03 0.3740.03
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Table 2 Comparison of K contents in different organs under two K levels

i o b 7 it ES R FH PR
Varieties Treatments Root Stem Leaf Plant
—K 7.71+0. 36 6.55+2.17 7.01+0. 40 6.47+1.09
Ju4¢ 15 Jiunongls
+K 11. 74+0. 31 14.8940. 21 12.44+1. 22 13.59+0. 80
—K 5.70+1.57 8.73+0.94 6.73+1.07 7.1440.58
GD8521
+K 13.15+0. 55 14.0241. 48 12.99+0. 25 13.34+0. 30
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Table 3 Comparison of K distribution and accumulation in different organs of two varieties under different K levels

A 15 -
2L Jiunong 15 GD8521
Organs —K +K —K +K
FH Bk Plant 10.12+1.54 23.38+1.46 10. 35+3. 50 24.7744.54
& 4 The forth compound leaf 1.0940. 23 1.9340. 25 1.2340.19 1.1340.98
& 3 The third compound leaf 1.2140.25 2.27+0.53 1.1140. 22 2.17+0. 31
M 2 The second compound leaf 0.854+0.17 2.2840.77 0.78+0.05 2.9440. 43
&M 1 The first compound leaf 0.69+0. 25 2.31%0.12 0.42+0.21 2.80%1.05
H. Euphylla 0.4440.03 1.6540.53 0.7140.55 1.4540. 54
2£ Stem 3.54+1.02 8. 1340. 64 4.37+2.04 7.78+1.20
R Root 2.29+0. 27 4.80+0. 32 1.7240.57 6.50+1.05
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