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Table 1 Management models and disease occurrences of Yunnan Carnation facilities cultivation
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Table 2 Pearson correlation matrix between soluble salt and EC value in soil of Carnation facilities cultivation

CO5% HCO3" cr NOy’ ca® K* SihE
HCO3" -0.032
cr -0.005 0.082
S0.% -0.018 0.016 0.860"
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Table 3 Soil salt contents under different management models

T I A 2% NG|
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Fig. 1 Soil EC values of carnation cultivation

under different management models
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Table 4 Comparison of soil EC values under different management models

+2 (cm) Ll 8 3 BB 2EAE B2 p 18 FEIM 95% FAEIX |
I~ PR EBR
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Table5 Fertilization of different management models
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Fig. 2 Relationship between soil-borne diseases and soil EC

values of Carnation facilities cultivation
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Table 6 Comparison of soil EC values between normal group and disease groups of carnation facilities cultivation
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Soil Salinization Characteristics of Carnation Cultivation

Under Different Management Models and Induced Diseases

SUN Shi-zhong®?,  GUO Yun-zhou®, GUAN Hui-lin*?, HONG Li-fang®, YANG Pan-chuan*
(1 Key Laboratory of Renewable Energy Technology and Advanced Materials Preparation, Ministry of Education,Yunnan Normal Univesity, Kunming
650092, China; 2 Institute of Energy and Environmental Science, Yunnan Normal University, Kunming 650092, China;
3 Institute of Agricultural Resources and Environment, Yunnan Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Kunming 650205, China;

4 Yunnan Yingmao Flower Industry CO., LTD, Kunming 650228, China)

Abstract: In order to explore the methods and techniques of soil salinization control to Carnation facilities cultivation in the plateau
ecological zone, the characteristics of soil salinization under three different management models, i.e., company, network and farmers, as well as the
correlations between soil EC value and soil-borne diseases of Carnation facilities cultivation were studied. The results showed that: the main
components of soil salinization were nitrate and sulfate; significantly positive correlation existed between soil EC value and total salt content, the
contents of SO,* and NO;; soil EC values of surface soil (0-20 cm) were higher than those of subsoil layer (20-40 cm); plowing can reduce the
concentration of surface-soil salts in the short term; the degree of soil secondary salinization was in an order of farmer> network >company; soil
secondary salinization can obviously reduce the resistance of carnation to wilt disease, and also can reduce the resistance of carnation to blight
damage to some extent.

Key words: Carnation, Soil EC value, Soil salt, Soil-borne disease, Management model
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