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FU Dong-ying’, ZHEN Chang-sheng’

Abstract: Lower surviving rate of transplanted seedlings of paddy rice is quite common in saline /sodic soil. Several trials were done
by applying varied dosages of a salinity /sodicity soil conditioner, in Yanjianfeng, to show the efficacy of the conditioner. It has been
discovered that: (1) With field applications of 7. 0, 11. 25 and 15 kg * hm 2 decreased the soil salts, Cl1~, and pH value and the
peak value was found to be 11. 25 kg * hm 2. (2) Application of soil conditioner during transplantation could improve water quality,
decreased the contents of C1~ and pH in paddy water. The best result was observed in the treatment with dose of 15 kg *+ hm 2. (3)

Tillering rates were apparently higher in all three treatments than in the control. The treatment by 11. 25 kg *+ hm ~? exhibited the best

result. (4)There is no distinctive difference between three treatments, suggesting that the dosage may be optimized as 7. 5 kg * hm =2

for the practical application by considering economic purpose.
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Table 1 Critical point for salinity tolerance of paddy rice during different development stages

5H FATEY] IR 51 BE P2 TR T AL 9] LAY
WAL S RBEE WA R ISR kPR ISR oM WGP SRR AR SRR
WL AR /% 0.09  0.26 0.24  0.25 0.25 0.29 0.27 — 0.3 0.47 0.28 0.47
Wi+ S/ % 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.07 0. 07 0.09 0. 07 — 0.1 0.2 0.11 0.20
TR RaEmE /% 0.15 0.2 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.23 — — — — - —

JAFE 2 HRT L SIS IR A AL N X, A
+ i . Clofa . pH {E R 0.257% ~
0.359%, 0.154% ~0.217%, 0.773% ~0.786% , ¥J
I BRI N 0.26% , 0.07% , 0. 68% ; Jiti
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FRAE, DAACER 3 W, TR 510 0.119% ,
0.073% ,0.21, W5 3, AU 11. 25 kg + hm 2 [}



5 23 B4 3 ] I A W S - 557
x2 ERARBEFLENEHEHIENERSNEE
Table 2 Chemistry analysis in rice field before and after application of Yanjianfeng
e GihiE /% Cl i/ % pH fi
I 1 Il T3 I 1 1 T3 1 1 Il T8
AbET S H 18 H
CK 0.215 0.372 0.261 0.283 0.129 0.223 0.217 0. 190 7.79 7.83 7.78 7.80
7.5 kg + hm~? 0.296 0.389 0.256 0.314 0.178 0.233 0. 154 0. 188 7.71 7.73 7.76 7.73
11.25 kg * hm™*  0.357 0.357 0.362 0.359 0.215 0.215 0.219 0.217 7.86 7.80 7.92 7.86
15 kg + hm 2 0.236 0. 320 0.215 0. 257 0. 141 0.192 0.129 0. 154 7.58 7.90 7.78 7.75
AbIH)E 5 24 A
CK 0.259 0.241 0. 168 0.223 0. 155 0. 145 0.201 0.167 7.70 7.67 7.80 7.72
7.5 kg * hm™> 0.253 0.256 0.247 0.252 0.152 0.153 0.148 0. 151 7.59 7.85 7.45 7.63
11.25 kg * hm™*  0.209 0. 265 0. 168 0.214 0.125 0. 159 0. 101 0.128 7. 65 7.56 7.75 7.65
15 kg * hm™? 0. 206 0.250 0.229 0.228 0.123 0. 150 0. 138 0.137 7.82 7.61 7.67 7.70
®3 EAREBELEMEEHIELENSZUE
Table 3 Analysis for soil salinity in rice field before and after application of Yanjianfeng
e Sthie /% Cl™ &4 / % pH fH
1 1 1 -3 1 1 1l T3 | 1 1 -3
CK 0. 044 -0.131 -0.093 -0.060 0.026 -0.078 -0.016 -0.023 -0.09 -0.16 0.02 -0.08
7.5 kg * hm™* -0.043 -0.133 -0.009 -0.062 -0.026 -0.080 -0.006 —-0.037 -0.12 0.12 -0.31 -0.10
11.25 kg * hm™>  -0.148 -0.092 -0.115 -0.119 -0.090 -0.056 -0.071 -0.073 -0.21 -0.24 -0.19 -0.21
15 kg * hm~? -0.030 -0.070 0.014 -0.029 -0.018 -0.042 0.009 -0.017 0.24 -0.29 -0.11 -0.05
F4 HAEEFELEINEREEKRIER
Table 4 Water quality analysis in rice field before and after application of Yanjianfeng
e WALEE /g - L7 Cl &t/ % pH i
) I Il I} -1 I Il It T I Il Il -1
A PEAT S A 18 H
CK 3.28 2.74 2.25 2.79 0.197 0. 164 0.135 0.165 6.99 6.62 6.97 6. 86
7.5 kg + hm~? 2.90 4.00 3.03 3.31 0.174 0. 240 0. 182 0. 199 7.71 7.70 6.70 7.37
11.25 kg * hm 2.89 2.98 3.59 3.12 0.174 0.178 0.214 0.189 7.06 6.32 6.70 6.69
15 kg * hm? 2.78 3.03 2.38 2.73 0. 167 0. 180 0. 143 0.163 7.05 6.75 7.04 6.95
ABE 5 H 27 H
CK 3.88 2.69 2.45 3.01 0.233 0.161 0. 147 0. 180 7.50 7.50 7.00 7.33
7.5 kg + hm~? 2.72 3.29 2.60 2.87 0.163 0.197 0. 156 0.172 7.00 6.50 7.00 6.83
11.25 kg * hm~? 2.83 2.60 3.35 2.93 0. 170 0. 156 0. 200 0.175 7.00 6.50 6.50 6.67
15 kg *+ hm 2.71 2.84 2.25 2.60 0.163 0.170 0. 135 0. 156 6.50 7.00 6.50 6.67
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Figure 1 Comparison of salinity changes in rice field treated with

different dosages
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Figure 2 Comparison of C1™ in paddy water after application different

dosages of Yanjianfeng
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Figure 3 Variation of pH of water in rice field treated with different

doses of Yanjianfeng
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Figure 4  Salt variation in rice field after treatment by different

dosages of the chemical
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Figure 5 Cl~ variation in irrigation water with different dosages of

Yangjianfeng
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Figure 6 pH variation in irrigation dosages of Yanjianfeng
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Figure 7 Comparison of rice growing status treated with different

dosages of Yanjianfeng
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Figure 8 Comparison of the yields with different dosages of Yan-

jianfeng
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Table 5 Variation of water quality before and after application of Yanjianfeng
e WAL /g - L7 Cl &t/ % pH {8

I Il il T I Il m T I Il il T

CK 0. 60 -0.05 0.20 0.25 0.036 -0.003 0.012 0.015 0.51 0. 88 0.03 0.47
7.5 kg + hm~? -0.18 -0.71 -0.43 -0.44 -0.011 -0.043 -0.026 -0.027 -0.71 -1.20 0.30 -0.54
11.25 kg * hm=*>  -0.06 -0.38 -0.24 -0.23 -0.004 -0.022 -0.014 -0.013 -0.06 0.18 -0.20 -0.02
15 kg + hm~? -0.07 -0.19 -0.13 -0.13 -0.004 -0.010 -0.008 -0.007 -0.55 0.25 -0.54 -0.28

Fo6 TEAHSERBEM~EMNAER (Pamell, 1985)
Table 6 Relationship of soil salinity and rice yield (Parnell, 1985)

RINHALSE (ClF i pH (EREA; Al RS2 ER 0k
89 55 A ST SRt Rl o (ELAE R A W XA R Tt
b it R IR ATS A BE R 2 KA 32 $h 0 3 9 i S FR

AR % AT/ % W E /%
0.23 0. 121 5~10 BELIT
0.32 0. 168 10 ~25 < N et SRR TR
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Table 7 Biological characteristics after treatment with different dosages of Yanjianfeng
POBLEE 7 CK 7.5 kg - hm~? 11.25 kg * hm? 15 kg + hm >
K /em 19.0 21.8 16. 4 22.5
R/ em 52. 4 56.8 48.6 57.3
2598 /cm 6.6 6.8 5.9 7.1
IYBER /% 46 53 58 54
i/ i 135 2.48 2.97 2.65 3.25
R AR 0.88 0. 80 0.73 0.88
M 3.36 3.77 3.38 4.13
TH /g R Hhy 1B 0.56 0. 69 0.59 0.75
R EB 0.13 0.16 0.14 0.21
B 0. 68 0.85 0.73 0.96
R /5 23% 23% 25% 28%
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