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Table 1 Some physicochemical properties of the soil tested in experiments (0 ~ 20 cm)

Ardh g pH THEE BT AL (gke)

(g/kg) (ds/m) COos™ HCOy SO> Ca*" Mg** K" Na"
1.0 0.49 9.0 0.012 0.202 0.488 0.169 0.054 0.020 0.059 0.396
2.0 0.63 8.9 - 0.224 0.610 0.247 0.060 0.046 0.067 0.391
3.0 0.73 9.1 0.011 0.248 0.740 0.246 0.070 0.030 0.071 0.520
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Table 2  Effect of salt stress on growth of cotton seedlings

o M IDAE AR RIS E: S
(g/kg) (ecm) R (em?) Cem/K)
1.0 48.6+6.2 10 67.0+£6.3 1.03
2.0 43.4+1.6 9 51.94+6.9 0.78
3.0 30.7+4.8 7 18.5+£5.7 0.43
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Table 3 Effect of salt stress on growth and yield of cotton

e 73 e Hi 3 R MtEr i

(g/kg) (cm) (B ANFRD €%3) (kg/hm*)
1.0 1158475 129419 177422 3314105 1896+190.5
2.0 78.841.0 109413 232412 220%7.6 33254339.0
3.0 61.3+49 63%1.5 74+%1.5 92+38.0 758+328.5
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Fig. 1 Effects of different treatments on height of cotton seedlings 5o
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Fig. 2 Effects of different treatments on number of bolls (A) and boll-bearing branches (B) of an individual plant
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Fig. 3 Effects of different treatments on yield per hectare (A) and biomass of an individual plant (B)
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EFFECTS OF CULTIVATION PRACTICES ON
GROWTH OF COTTON UNDER SALT STRESS

YANG Xiao-ying  YANG Jing-song LI Dong-shun

( Institute of Soil Science, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Nanjing 210008 )

Abstract  This paper studied effect of salt stress on growth of cotton and effect of cultivation practices on
growth and yield of cotton under salt stress. The results showed that salt stress significantly suppressed growth of cotton
seedlings. In soils with salt content being 3.0g/kg leaf area and growth rate of the plants decreased remarkably, the
number of bolls and boll-bearing branches reduced, yield and biomass declined. Application of organic manure
improved growth of cotton seedlings, increased the number of bolls and boll-bearing branches of an individual plant,
and also raised yield and biomass of the plant.
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