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Abstract: River sand pot experiment was conducted to study screening of the potassium high efficiency
among 47 cotton varieties. The result indicated that there were great difference among cotton varieties
in the low potassium ability, cutivars 602, Xinluzao 6, Xinluzhong 15, Xinhai 16, JiaoMian, 18-3,
and Xinhai 13 had higher K utilization efficiency, stronger K absorption ability, and higher K utiliza-

tion index in low K level; while cutivars ShiK 7, Xinluzao 10 and Xinhai 14 had lower K efficiency ,

fewer K absorption ability and lower K utilization index in low K level.
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Tablel Number and name of cotton seed
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Fig.1 Genotypic variation in cotton screening index at
different K supply
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Fig.2 Difference in biomass yield among cotton varieties
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Fig. 3 Difference in potassium absorption amount among cotton varieties

2.4 FRAKBHAFETHRINABHRNER
Siddiqi #1 Glass # i #] FH 38 $ (KUI, K uti-
lization index)fF R PEHY 8 57 8 3% A FH RO 5 AR S
B 4 B FERE AP &0 T (KD &1 78 & Fp 4 AR
YR AR BEAREH (K)BERFABERTE,
HF M AL BT G 2 5 40 B A8 2B AT BR AR N P YR
M, BT — B R, W 1.3.8.16,22,23,
263144 SEMELMMNHREMEXN LR HE

BB » O ol (B 480 A0 78 o Bl

3 i

8 1o 45 07 3 i A 7 R AR RGBT 2 A
A ARG R RN A BB ESR
R MmEE XEMARAHE R —
U S X = AN B AR M R AR L K



R, ML 602 BT RER 6 5 fMR . 18-3. 37
13 5 M RMERE MM, A K7 HHE 10 5,
Frig 14 SRR RMERB M, AABRSERN

70

o | —— RHEHAFE T RARE
—A— 57 7K F T A 3R
—e— AHx ] B fe

RERGHIATE F BN (2. )
2 8 & g

-
<

HE— 20 B X 26 i B R 7 S B R O R B A PR
T AR

7 12

1 10

HIXHER R AR ISR

9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29 31 33 35 37 39 41 43 45 47

BT
B4 RRMESMGRRARER

Fig.4 Difference in potassium use index (KUI) amount among cotton varieties
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