R FESHREZFR
2017 4 11 A %5 34 #:-55 6 1. 531-535 November 2017+Vol.34-No.6:531-535

W8, SO, R, S B OB SR R A K R IR RIS Al B IR PR AR AR, 2017, 34(6): 531-535.
FAN Na, BAI Wen-bin, WANG Hai-yan, et al. Effects of Vinegar Bad and Flyash on the Growth of Sorghum and the Improvement of Saline Soils[J]. Journal of
Agricultural Resources and Environment, 2017, 34(6): 531-535.

Be i MR 2L iR B SR AE KN TR IR S B B 35
B QAT ZER AR B2E L D

CLIPYA AR BHBE m 3R ST, 1174 Frp 0306005 2.1 3354 SR AT LI P A E i 9830, IhPE b 0306005 3. 11174l K
SEAAEBE, IPY R4y 030801)

i E LSRRG RERE U RAE YIS BT BERE RO R0 it 0 B A R I AR ot RAICR , A R SRR 5t
+ ok BRI TE S A AR o IRIRAREHLIX LB, 439 B A EE R (bR 1) BSRE SRM LK 101 i b (A B 2) JSAR S5t
WK 2:1 e B (b 3)Fnd A8 4 b B JRIGSE R A K 0y 4 A, 3R oS RS 2B L IR TR RA S, S |
AR A K TG 5% e, e DB RE R AR 11 BiC B RCR ettt BEA 3+ 3 A5 SRR b 5 T BRI B /N, AP 1 Ab B 2 Ak
B3 A ARG/ N 19.6% .28.6% (11.32% ; AP 1 AbFE 2 Ab3E 3 A4 43 ] LL X B4R &5 T 6.25% .9.06% 3.93% ; T 543 5]
FEXT BT T 8.41%.9.26% . 1.35% ; Btk r &40 W L X FRIR T T 10.53% ,13.26% .8.89% ; AL B LAFEKE HHEIK 1:1 B FL SRR o
ZE LR R O R 0 T b5 M T, O TR IR AT A AR AR T AR RS AT B T S i
IR =B BRI A WA R R

HESHKE 51564 SCERARARED : A X EHE:2095-6819(2017)06-0531-05 doi: 10.13254/j jare.2017.0132

Effects of Vinegar Bad and Flyash on the Growth of Sorghum and the Improvement of Saline Soils
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Abstract: Based on the sorghum growth and salinity soil improvement, the effects of vinegar bad and flyash on the growth of sorghum and the
improvement of saline soils were studied. The experiment was carried out with random block design, in 4 treatment, which were pure vinegar
bad(treatment 1), vinegar bad and fly ash 1:1 ratio( treatment 2 ), vinegar bad and fly ash 2:1 ratio( treatment 3) and control respectively.
The results showed that the contents of available nutrient in the four periods of sorghum growth increased firstly and then decreased, and the
effect of vinegar bad and flyash treatment was better than that of control. Among them, the ratio 1:1 of vinegar and fly ash had the best effect.
The results showed that compared with the control, the soil bulk density of treatment 1~3 was decreased by 19.6%, 28.6% and 11.32%,
respectively. The spike length of treatment 1~3 was 6.25%, 9.06%, 3.93% higher than that of the control, respectively. The yield per plant of
treatment 1~3 was increased by 10.53%), 13.26% and 8.89%, respectively. In summary, vinegar bad, flyash could improve the physical and
chemical properties of saline soil, improve the environment of deep soil for plant growth, thereby increase the yield of sorghum.
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Table 1 The physical and chemical properties of saline soils
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Table 2 The basic physical and chemical properties of
vinegar bad and flyash
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Table 3 List of treatments
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CK — — —

I R P AR AR 5 10 7 325 Al = 35 em, HAZ 30
cmo A T REGR K IR ER T FRAEHR R, R
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Figure 1 Changes in soil available phosphorus
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Figure 2 Changes in soil available potassium
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Figure 3 Changes in soil alkaline hydrolysis of nitrogen
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Figure 4 Changes in soil bulk density
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on growth and

emergence rate of sorghum
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Table 5 List of sorghum yield indicators

. .
Lﬂi K em THLEg . 7 kg hm™
Experimental . Thousand—grain ..
Spike length R Grain yield
treatment weight
1 27.7+1.15ab 24.8+0.2ab 4 453.5+£2.05b
2 28.1+2.20a 25.0+0.2a 4 467.0£2.15a
3 27.0+1.25b 23.6+0.1b 4321.2+1.89¢
CK 26.4+1.03¢ 22.15£0.31c 4 298.2+1.20d

fb¥E - MEAYem? A em TH/g %
Treatments  Leaf area height Dry weight ~ Emergence rate
1 9.72+£0.45b  6.92+0.88¢  0.94+0.05ab  61.00+2.65b
2 10.09+0.26a 7.30+0.72ab  0.98+0.09a  71.33+1.73a
3 9.58+0.55bc¢  7.36£0.55a  0.92+0.03b  61.25+2.65b
CK 9.53+0.55¢  6.90£0.44b  0.83+0.03¢  60.00+2.65¢
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Figure 5 Potosythetic rate changes under different treatments
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