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Effects of Saline Sodic Stress on Photosynthetic Characteristics of Flag Leaves and Yield of Rice at Filling Stage
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Abstract
[ Method ] The pot culture experiment was conducted to study the photosynthetic and physiological indexes of flag leaves of rice at filling stage in

[ Objective | To study the effects of saline sodic stress on photosynthetic characteristics of flag leaves and yield of rice at filling stage.

different treatments by mixing 8 different concentrations of saline-alkali soils according to the proportion of the soda saline-alkali soil and natural
soil. [Result] Under light saline sodic stress,the differences in Pn,Gs and Tr were not significant. With the further enhancement of saline-alkali
stress, the differences in Pn,Gs and Tr between different treatments were significant. Intercellular CO, concentration ( Ci) in different treatments
had little changes,indicating that stomatal limitation effects were little. The decrease of Pn was from non-stomatal limitation effect under saline
sodic stress. [ Conclusion ] Under saline-alkali stress, photosynthetic characteristics in flag leaves and yield of rice decreased. Under light saline-
alkali stress, photosynthetic characteristics and yield of rice showed no significant decrease. With the increase of saline-alkali stress,the decline
became significant.
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Table 1 Comparison of chemical properties of tested soils in different treatments

Treatment Natural soil: pH Electrical Salt (irf;i /%o Organic matter
code Saline-sodic soil conductivity o g/kg
CK 10:0 7.23 52.01 1.10 20.60
A 9:1 7.92 200. 13 2.20 20.51
B 8:2 8.23 330.07 3.30 17.63
C 7:3 8.72 383.11 4.30 17.50
D 6:4 9.09 491.02 5.40 16.11
E 5:5 9.28 569.07 6.50 16.00
F 4:6 9.57 700.21 7.60 13.90
G 3:7 9.79 771.09 8.70 13.43
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Fig.2 Effects of different treatments on the stomatal conduct-

ance
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Table 2 Effects of saline-alkali stress on the yield of rice
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