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Abstract

By simulating the environmental conditions of saline-alkali land, the ability of planting reeds to
replenish salt in different years and the effect of different returning methods on saline-alkali soil
were studied. The results showed that planting reed had good effect on the improvement of sa-
line-alkali land. After the year, the pH value of each treatment soil decreased by about 1.0 com-
pared with the initial value, and the soil conductivity decreased by about 900 uS/cm compared
with the initial value. The soil pH slowly decreased with the increase of planting years, and the soil
conductivity decreased mainly in the early planting stage. The change in the later period is not big.
The effects of different returning methods on the improvement of saline-alkali land in reeds were
mainly manifested in the first year of planting. After the increase of planting years, there was no
significant difference in soil pH and conductivity between the three returning methods.
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Figure 1. Distribution map of reed salt enrichment test plot in
saline-alkaline soil improvement
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Table 1. Soil pH of reeds under different returning conditions
%= 1 AEREZEBRAFRNEMH TR pH

AbFE AN H(CK) YR I (T1) HIZEH(T2)
2009 (Fiie 1 4F) 10.07 + 0.06Aa 9.66 + 0.27Abc 9.76 + 0.40Aab
2011 (FifE 3 £F) 9.45+0.12Ba 9.49 +0.08Aa 9.37 £0.06Ba
2018 (FifE 10 ) 8.59 +0.73Ca 9.08 +0.42Ba 8.99 +0.28Ba

I RFENGFREFRORE AT Z M ZE 7 B (P < 0.05): ARIKE FRERR R — 52 [0 )7 57 8 #E(P < 0.05).

338 pH BAIGREAK 7.44%; T2 1138 pH BTG E K 8.36%, X R REA2 Ry AR P 35140 H W B i B o
AT CARAR 1358 pH, (E RIS SORE 5 25 IR i 498 35 40 =87 [m] 358, 1 CK A 3505 AN H B SR i B0t
T8 pH MR AR T1 5 T2 2, HATPUE RIER by, KUIFEE, SR ZCRELF, AFEEH
75 30T 38 pH a1 2 57 A 23 (P < 0.05).

CK ALFR B [F) bR AE R T 1 328 pH (7] 22 35 B (P < 0.05), B2 25 AR FI AL B R ) 3% pH 1
o5 R RIS B R A BRI I — BT TL A3 AN [RI R AF B R (19 1358 pH [ E 10 A5 FHE 1 45, Fiid
3EZEFRE P <0.05), FUF ML HE N 35 pH 1985 KSR AE P AR RECK I 00 T BUR T T2
AR AN [F) bR 4 PR R B -3 pH TR 1 AR SR 3 4F . P 10 SEEREFH (P < 0.05), RS EHERE
i T 358 pH R S0 R AR AE PR AR BRAC B R 0L N RO B

Table 2. Soil conductivity of reeds under different returning conditions (uS/cm)
=2 AEAETHAREFHTHLRBSE (uS/cm)

AbEE AN H(CK) B RIS H(T1) HEELH(T2)
2009 (Fiid 1 4F) 876.00 + 306.25Ab 1345.20 + 311.22Aa 1540.80 + 152.19Aa
2011 (Fiid 3 4F) 426.60 + 31.15Ba 479.00 + 168.13Ba 387.00 + 119.38Ba
2018 (Fid 10 4E) 253.20 + 33.71Ba 330.60 + 92.48Ba 309.20 + 73.32Ba

i RFENGFRERORE AT Z M7 7 B (P < 0.05): ARIKE FRERR R — 52 [0 )22 57 8 E(P < 0.05).
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T1 A T2 (3 SR B B IIAE, Hobh T2 (3 SR =R B b i, WG E = 28.33%,
J55E PR 5 725 2 A — £ 16 - 48 pH AR, (H T CK M7 35 AN IE H, AEARIUS ) 350 AR IE 45, Wb
SR TR, R AERR A 3 £ 10 4RI, R [EIE H AL B A)H) I8 B B 25 (P < 0.05), XA T 3 1
AR AEVINR I, J5 A ZE R A K MHE 10 /5, S FEh CK 1) 1358 i 3 2R AW AR 1E PR 78.92%:
T1 )3 SR AR P 72.50%; T2 () H 38 S RV E MK 75.24%, 1572 CK (IR ILE T .
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Figure 2. Soil pH change diagram of reed different returning methods
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Figure 3. Change of soil conductivity of different returning types of reeds
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