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Table 1 Influence of biogas slurry on

chlorophyll SPAD of soybean

W/ g3 55 07 BB L S H
Biogas slurry concentration SPAD Increment
0 45.4 bC -
5 46. 1 abBC 0.7
10 46.9 abAB 1.5
20 47.5 aA 2.1
30 47.0 aAB 1.6

KNG F 843 1 R AE 0. 01 A1 0. 05 /K- 28 5 3 1k
T,
The different capital and small letters mean significant differ-

ence at 0. 01 and 0. 05 level,respectively. The same below.
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Table 2 Effect of different treatments on soybean growth traits
o Ho BB/ (ge bk ) R/ (g k) FR RS/
R AR/ 7 Al | Und J . 5
' bove ground nder groun (Ao kD) ¥k /em WK /em
Biogas slurry
fof T T & o T T No. of root Plant height  Root length
concentration o . o .
Fresh weight Dry weight Fresh weight Dry weight modules
0 19.5 3.29 14. 10 2.12 59.4 B 62.55 25.10
5 19.7 3.30 14.71 2.23 59.3 B 62.58 25.11
10 19.8 3.31 15. 14 2.34 62.0 A 63.18 25.17
20 19.9 3.58 15. 80 2.53 63.0 A 63.22 25.17
30 19.8 3.31 15.15 2.52 62.5 A 63.17 25.16
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Table 3 Effects of biogas slurry on yield and yield components of soybean
TR BE/ Mtk B/ (kgehm™®) FORIE /g Fo e/ (kgehm™®) /%
Biogas slurry concentration Total weight of plant 100-seed weight Yield Increment
0 3797.0 20.12 bB 1675.5 bC -
5 3819.0 20. 12 abAB 1699. 8 abBC 1.45
10 3841.0 20.75 abAB 1769.7 abAB 5.62
20 3872.0 21. 00 aA 1806. 0 aA 7.79
30 3891.0 20.77 abAB 1800. 5 aA 7.46
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Effect of Biogas Slurry on Growth and Yield of Soybean

REN Yang
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Abstract: In order to determine the effect of biogas slurry on growth status and yield of soybean, the effects of

spraying different concentrations of biogas slurry on the growth and yield of soybean were studied under field

experiment conditions., The results showed that, spraying biogas slurry increased the content of chlorophyll

SPAD, the number of soybean nodules, the nodule weight, the biomass production and 100-seed weight of soy-

beans to further increase soybean yield. The 20% treatment was the best,the SPAD content of chlorophyll was

increased by 2. 1,the fresh weight of the shoot increased by 0.4 g per plant, the dry weight was increased by

0.29 g per plant,and the fresh weight in the underground increased by 1. 7 g per plant. The number of root

nodules increased by 3. 6 strains per plant.the plant height increased by 0. 67 cm strain per plant,and the root

length increased by 0. 07 cm per plant. 100-seed weight increased by 0. 88 g, soybean yield reached

1 806.0 kgehm?,and yield increased by 7. 79%.
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