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The Distributing of the Residue Film and Influce on Cotton Growth Under Continuous Cropping in Oasis of
Xinjiang
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Abstract: Accumulation, distributation and shape change of residue film in soil, its effect to soil physical character, the growth of cotton’s

root and yield of cotton were studied by field investigation and fixed—point trial in the continuous cropping field. The result showed that acco—
mount of residue film was increased with 11.2 kg-hm™, residue film was mostly distributed in 0~30 cm in long—term continuous cropping cot—
ton field, accomunting for 85%, proportion of residue film was continually decreased with the root-layer adding below 0~30 c¢m. More than 50

cm? film was 30%, from 10 to 50 cm® was 36.5%, and less than 10 cm? film was 33.4%. With increasing of continuous cropping years, number
of residue film was droped accordingly in 0~15 cm, and it was gradually increased in 15~30 c¢m and the shatter ratio of residue film was en—

hanced. The soil porosity and field capacity were increased with the content of residue film increasing, but the soil bulk density was de—

creased. The Residue film in soil can inhibit the vertical growth of the roots and force it to form okra roots and cluster roots, but it didn't affect
cotton’s yield.
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Figure 1 Distributing of residue film in cotton fields under different
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years of continuous cropping
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Table 1 Proportion of residue film of different area in cotton fields

under different years of continuous cropping

RS T cm? 5 Hefl/% Proportion
Areas of residue film 1a Sa 10a 15a 20a 3 Average
>100 21 126 71 7 48 10.5
50~100 286 248 166 144 136 19.6
10~50 357 392 414 354 308 36.5
<10 147 234 349 432 535 334
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Table 2 The influence of the residue film on physical and chemical properties of cotton field soil under different years of continuous cropping

EIFERA  Bghm | Allgem®  AURNEM EEEKR%G  WRmeks  AABmgke A ks
Duration  Quantity of residue film Bulk density Porosity Capacity Alkali-hydrolyzable Available P Available K
1 88e 1.396 a 453 ab 17.5d 47.26d 32.6b 182.5a
5 54.6d 1.374b 457b 19.8 be 70.05 ¢ 40.8a 183 a
10 101.2¢ 1.382 ab 464b 18.6 cd 7455 ¢ 231¢ 1103 b
15 161.5b 1.352¢ 46.3 ab 21.5ab 84.06 b 254¢ 655¢
20 2328a 1.328d 471a 222a 119.08 a 20.1¢ 726¢
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Figure 2 The proportion of diffience form root in different years of
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continuous cropping
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