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Effects of Roundup Ready Soybean(RRS) on Microorganisms and Nitrogen Transformation in the
Rhizospheric Soil
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Abstract; Roundup Ready Soybean(RRS) is one of genetically modified crops and the majority of study on it address only potential risks and
aboveground effects. There is little attention paid on the effect of genetically modified crops on microbial communities and biochemical reac—
tions in soil. This experiment studied the effect of RRS on bacteria, fungi, actinomycete, ammonification bacteria, nitrification bacteria, den—
itrification bacteria and intensities of ammonification and nitrification. Results showed that RRS reduced the quantity of bacteria and actino—
mycete but increased the quantity of fungi in the rhizospheric soil. The amount of ammonification bacteria, nitrification bacteria and denitrifi—
cation bacteria were all lower in the RRS rhizospheric soil than those of non—genetically modified and other cultivated soybean cultivars. RRS
had a significant effect on the intensity of ammonification and nitrification, but its effect on denitrification intensity was not significant ( P<
0.05) in the rhizospheric soil. In general, RRS had a negative effect on the amount of bacteria and biochemical intensities to some degree but
a positive effect on fungi in the rhizospheric soil.
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Figure 1 The effect on bacteria quantity in rhizospheric soil by
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Figure 2 The effect on fungi quantity in rhizospheric soil by
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Figure 3 The effect on actinomycete quantity in rhizospheric soil

by different treatment

R 1 AEALEN TRIRESAAE HEEE
R AE SRR RN
Table 1 The effect on ammoniae bacteria, nitrifying bacteria,

denitrifying bacteria quantity in rhizospheric soil by

different treatment
b SALAHTE/ AL/ RS An T/
x107 4~ g X102/~ g X106~ g
D-42 0.802+0.01d 1.248+0.03d 0.352+0.01c
D-46 1.371+0.06¢ 2.472+0.05a 0.517+0.02b
RRS 0.641+0.02¢ 1.780+0.03¢ 0.283+0.02d
RRS-S 1.887+0.02a 1.998+0.03b 0.731+0.02a
Ww-S 1.778+0.05b 1.755+0.06¢ 0.224+0.03d
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