Hans Journal of Agricultural Sciences &NV/R}2#, 2021, 11(4), 285-289 h'ansixmi
Published Online April 2021 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/hjas
https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2021.114042

B i 3t 1 358 S R AR I R AR

3‘]‘ E’ x X‘ﬁ): J‘J‘ﬂ)ﬁi, ’E /é%’ %@%
HramAOl Bl IR 5 A KA AT, BiEE SE AT

Email: sunchen2010@sina.cn, ‘wbx_wm@126.com

Weks Hi: 202143 H14H; FHER: 20214F4H9H; KA HM: 20214F4H16H

=

NPRZR T e P 2 e et 33 e R IR AL R SR R AR R B IR, 201 SR NITH MRS TR T
MEEEA e R A AR . S5RR0: HMK RS A BN iR E R E BZ KM ER P <
0.05), #. F. KAESHENEE™25%. 19%M14%. AT, HXHRELEETHATEE KM ER

Xiid
WEE, M, TEEMEF, M

Study on the Effect of Soil Conditioner on
Saline Alkali Soil

Chen Sun, Bin Wang", Jiusheng Sun, Lei Cui, Guolong Huai

Institute of Soil Fertilizer and Agricultural Water Saving, Xinjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Urumgqi Xinjiang
Email: sunchen2010@sina.cn, ‘wbx_wm@126.com

Received: Mar. 14", 2021; accepted: Apr. 9", 2021; published: Apr. 16", 2021

Abstract

In order to explore the effect of drip irrigation saline soil amendment on cotton yield in Northern
Xinjiang, a field experiment was carried out in Manas Xinhu farm in 2015. The results showed
that: with the increase of the dosage of saline alkali soil amendment, the yield of cotton increased
by 25%, 19% and 14% respectively. However, it had no significant effect on chlorophyll and leaf
area in cotton growth period.
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BTG IR A T O A, IR R R AR — M SRR 1] [2] 0 5t AR KR KR A
Bree k2 Bl Ay X Ak, HoAt X LF- 244 Eh Bt A, SR BT AT AR oK AR
oy VEElRSROMIX . SRS, BrsREReR AR b A SR S AR 22.01% [3], ZAFRRE TG
FHHHL 200 3L, JUF G BHTSEEHC HAR K 40% [4]. o ERBRAL T E ] AR R AR KA
FECREARRE S BTN PR AN B R PR, BT SR EEE I L A O 2 O
SEAOY T HF S SR AN KPR 2 1, R RIS RN AT S R 3, oM IR, nid 3 AL
MR et R IRARLRE R, R HIRAL T SEAE (5], SRR —Fhr TRAL. ThReHE g, BAK
S A BRI R A — R TOK BRI SR [6] o AR BT SRAL B SR B X I, SRR L C ) i R, AT
o TR R, SRR, O BAE TR SRR ALK, BRI BRI [7]. T
KR T SRR AANERT ERBR L A B RAT T D, OIS IE s R SR B . 1R m A, R R
JTHIRCR 2015 S £ s Bl 550 B PO SEL P 200 4y ELBI 80 AR 7 T Sl - 39 2 R 576, PR R T It
AR R0 b S R TR AL S F AN i B R A 1 B RCR , N AE S Ja TR S 3R R A 1K A

2. MRIE A%
2.1 REXER

RIGT 2015 4F 4 H~11 A{ELg i Bz 337 4 %, ZHUX AL TR &b b By, R R 72
Wvtrd 2, AbT SRR AT, JE AR KRR R T RAEX, BRBERTHRKE. KM
TIE, HEEMEA, BRIRZEK. FEFHRE 7.2°C, &RHCEH)FYAE 24.4C, A A H)F
WRIRZET 18.4°C, HimkmAiR 39.6°C, (KSR ET 37.4°C. F¥HMKE 2886 /T, TR
135~170 K. R X LT NR AL, WTF/KAE3IM LT,

2.2. It

AR B it o R ARG, BRI A K R BRI . A2 ol A P2 i AR AT S R, B A
Ehmg 3 R, IRV EY AR IE (2 710) . RIS 4 NMLF RN CK (RIANHEE R 57)). 10 kg/HT
(B e FH 25 BL77) 10 k). 20 Ko/~ 30 Ko/ o VMR 7 35 MM e, M55 125 em, ARAERFHNLR
FaREE . BI(10 + 66 + 10 + 70) cm. St R AN 5k 5B — UK IR R I i IR BEVE S N . A
REGACFRTAR 1w, 56 X S AR 4 .

2.3. MEmMERFZ*

23.1. WBEFERNAE
R, SN MR AEARE B, kRN . . B BRI ISR 50 Z5E At SRR AT E A
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TR R, MfEmrrmiH AR R = Wbk x B8 x A E,
232 HERSEME
IH-23 25 M 5 5 (SPAD 1)K H] SPDA-502 143 25 25 8l 52 A I 5E

2.3.3. HEFANE
T EMIE PIEBA N KB A HEFREMMM R, ol m B L m-K Ry 5, mHm AR A
K T e A e DL 5248 0.75 [8].

234 BEEAEBSHERE
i F Excel 2007 F1 SAS 9.1 #AFXHRIEHEIEAT ST 7047, R LSD 5 F i3t AT 2 i,

3. BZRE 4R
3.1 ARIACEXBERE. RRERFENFIN

Table 1. Boll number, boll weight and yield of cotton
T RN, BRERTE

L E BH(ANmu) LR35 () 77 (kg/mu) Hr= 2%
CcK 84667+0.01b 4.46+0.01D 378+15C

(5= 9348420.01ab 4,62+0.01C 432+17B 14%
i 92755+0.01a 4.98+0.01B 461+7AB 19%
[k 97418+0.01a 5.06+0.01A 492+21A 25%

I RPEEFEME + peilEZ; FSIA R REROR B 0.05 KF EEREZE. TH.
Note: The values in the table are average + standard deviations, and the different letters in the same column indicate significant differences at 0.05
level, the same as below.

M A FIACBRAR AL B2 ek 1 W AR, it R SR At 3R RS, MRE S RS E] TR E IR
B R R AN MR R E AR E R IE S, RAE. P IR A CK 17 14%.
19%A1 25%. TR ERIBIARNE 225 OHE N 1 ARAETS At ., Hirh CK ARBERRAE AL H 2 i/, X AR
PRI R [, P R RN BE X R AR BOE IR B3
3.2. FELIEXHRIEH LR R SPAD EHAI M

Table 2. SPAD values of cotton leaves
%2 2. t87EMH SPAD &

b 2015/7/22 2015/8/27
CcK 59 + 2a 58 + 1a
(5= 51+7a 55+ 3a
o 63+2a 62 +2a
i 63+ 3a 58 + 2a

AR AL e AR BHRR AT 4% 2% SPAD {HZE 735 2 TS H, AFR A EASFABESI AR AL S R
SPAD fE T2 3% 2% 5 -
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3.3. FRIAEFHRIEH E AR

Table 3. Cotton leaf area (cm?)

3. #RIEMER(Ccm?)

b3 2015/7/22 2015/8/27
CcK 201+7a 209 + 16a
(i 181+ 18a 200 + 18a
i 201 +11a 220 + 6a
s 210+ 23a 244 + 5a

FE S [ A B % AR [ SRR AL I TR 2 S 22 3 AT LA, RS [R) B AR R AR B R A I TR (2 2
4. #Hg
4.1. BEBREREIEFENE I

Wrate o746 [9], 1 A SRR S IR A AR “ Hieak " HEAT T R, SRR, BURIRIRAC
AIBEA AR FiR F R NEATEE G 8. XNESE[10]4E K AR, 2588 W], it SRR e
532 e M o T SCAF [ LTI K FH s, AN (7] 338080 1R )00 e R A K i Jo PR S 45 SRR,
it FH 33 R R e R 3 B I B R R R R S AW S A 12

4.2. BEEREERH%E SPAD EAF M

SEZEE[12], BT AN E IR R AR SR AR AL W e AR A A K s, g5 AR, B
MRS AT o R RS RE AT BE(CK)ARLE, 3m T A at & m. EHAEBIRI R : S EFIk
HiG, MERSEAMRE. HS13RMA BRI 7T T A ERQ2 gkg ). BRI gkg 1)
TR A N BRI S B F AR R . S5 R, SRR E SR SR m S R S B
MAHF R S50 R, B 35 0k R AR AE 4425 SPAD 535 2 5 . AW 51 AW RS 18 A T,
A RE -5 o5 R 70 4 e R O Rt FH 2R T A o
4.3. BB REEXH mER AR

F R[]0 ek B A% KB W A K R B A B AR R, SRR A B AR K
T K B SR v R P T A ST S N . XS /NS [ B0 IE B e P R 1 - I EE R i T AN R R . RS
[13]iE i AR RIS UE I T . SRR B AN B TR A SR = AR T R . T Y EE (1038 K RIS,
I3 AT AR ) 398 2 R TRt e MR A K R R RS . 45 SR, it P 43 5 R A R S B e M ) i AR
AWFREWRY, WG R AE T AR T B35 2 7. X2 B TR e B a5 A Kz, M
ME CK EZRARE.

5. &P

LR A X R FRIRE A s e B B R R, SRR IR S . B K= E S
BN BRZABEFE 25%. 19%F1 14%. A1, FEXTRRTEA:F PN -4 25 3 TR 28 TG S 3 5 ) o

AT, EZXHECR A SR e R 7, o R IO B, B R AT A& N AT A .
E&InE

KILEFEHRITE (2017Q006).  H A X E A & XI5 H (2018B01006-1) .
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