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Abstract

In order to study the effects of soil amendments on the growth and development of crops in arid
regions, the experiment was conducted in different years by using different kinds of soil amend-
ments. The single factor randomized block design was used to study the growth and yield of potato
and oil sunflower under different amendments. The results showed that different modifiers had
different effects on the growth and development of crops. In the experiment of potato, type II had
the best effect, and the yield (1163.05 * 191.14 kg) was highest, and the plant height and leaf area
were also promoted. In the experiment of oil sunflower, the improvement effect of type I and type
II was significantly better than that of the modified agent and bio organic fertilizer, and they can
significantly affect the stem diameter (Ningda modifier type II 33.13 mm and Ningda modifier type
I 29.82 mm), dry matter (Ningda modifier type II 1581.398 kg and Ningda modifier type I
1472.305 kg), leaf area index (Ningda modifier type Il 6.72 and Ningda modifier type I 6.18 was
most suitable), and the results also showed that the highest yield was the best type I and II of mod-
ified agent, and Ningda modifier type I (255.57 * 25 .93 kg) was highest. The results showed that
the application of amendments had a positive effect on the growth and yield of oil sunflower and
potato, and the best effect was found in the type I and the type Il modi- fier.
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Table 1. Chemical properties of soil in concentric oil sunflower
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Figure 1. Effects of different soil amendments on plant height of tested crops
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Figure 2. Effects of different soil amendments on plant stem diameter of tested crops
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Figure 3. Effects of different soil amendments on the leaf area coefficient of plant crops
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Figure 4. Effects of different soil amendments on total dry weight of
potato plants
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Figure 5. Effects of different soil amendments on aboveground dry matter weight of tested crops
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Figure 6. Effects of different soil amendments on the dry matter
weight of potato plants
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FIE P B T 16.02%. 2.81%. 10.58%. 31.28%. D1. D2. D3. D4 5 CK Z[AlfF ¥ %), D2. D3
5 D1 Z A B3 200 o PR 7 RS R R 10 3R A 3R e O 3 7= 2% 1 . 2R Ak B D1 (255.57
+ 2593 g) Bk, b D2. D3. D4 R E T 11.59%. 14.98%. 8.02%, H. N D4, Xt D2. D3
P2 7 3.89%. 7.56%, D1. 2. 3. 4 Z[AIJCZ R, BT RS R A I B0 2577 & 1) s md LR . PRl
YL, SRR R TR = 3G 0, X S R S s — B0, e Ke R 1 B
SR B N B
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ANF S B AISHERAE KR T BA AR, VR 2 535 FIE 708 78 2 R R A 1 3 7 K
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XCEFE R, LIRS R A RIEMRERKRE, &aEWRr=g&12]. AR5 782 2T
AR, SR AR REE g S 7 SR FAMZENkE . 22l IR, TYiE
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Table 2. Effect of different soil amendments on crop yield
= 2. NELIRS RFIXHED =20

PRERHE N7 i (kg/90) B kg R el
D1 131.80 +5.12b 976.78 + 37.96b 22.15%
D2 156.93 + 25.8a 1163.05 + 191.14a 45.44%
LS
D3 152.53 + 11.45a 1130.44 + 84.86a 41.36%
D4 140.40 + 4.69ab 1040 + 34.75ab 30.12%
CK 107.9 £ 7.84c 799.3 £55.41c
FROREE R 7 (kgloom’) L7 kg Rl
% D1 34.5+3.5a 255.57 +25.93a 481.78%
D2 30.5+0.87a 225.94 + 6.41a 414.33%
D3 29.33+2.08a 217.29 +15.42a 394.6%
D4 31.9+6.77a 235.07 +51.14a 437.94%
CK 5.93+1.5b 43.95+11.12b
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