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1 [16]
Fz 1 WX TIEERELERO ~20 cm)
Table 1 Basic physiochemical properties of tested topsoil (0-20 cm)
(g/kg) (g/kg) (g/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) pH (g/kg)
0.86 0.58 0.45 8.35 3.62 9.52 5.65
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F2 TFEURFIEFLFANENEN
Table 2  Effects of different treatments on nutrient use efficiency
(kg/hm’) (kg/hm’) (%) (%)
TO 21.66+0.693 ¢ 5.69+0.34b 6.63+£031¢e 5.12+0.38b
T11 31.87+1.89 be 8.69+098 a 11.17 £ 0.84 be 724+1.09a
T12 3641 +242a 9.03+2.17a 13.19+1.07 a 8.84+241a
T21 29.16 £2.21¢ 539+0.81b 9.97+098 ¢ 4.68£0.89b
T22 27.84+2.47 cd 6.69+0.57b 9.38 +£1.09 cd 479 £0.64 b
T31 31.02+1.67 be 539+03b 10.80 + 0.74 be 6.40+0.33b
T32 20.34+2.10e 529+1.6b 6.04+093¢ 599+1.78b
T41 35.53+1.99 ab 6.84£0.86b 12.79 + 0.88 ab 4.77+0.96b
T42 23.80+5.57 de 529+0.33b 7.58 £2.48 de 5.19+0.37b
=+ P<0.05
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Effects of Different Soil Amendments on Properties and Fertilizer
Utilization Efficiency for Coastal Heavily-salinized Soil

GAO Jing'?, YANG Jinsong'", YAO Rongjiang', XIE Wenping', WANG Xiangping'
(1 State Key Laboratory of Soil and Sustainable Agriculture, Institute of Soil Science, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Nanjing

210008, China; 2 University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing

100049, China)

Abstract: A field experiment was carried out to study the effects of charcoal, gypsum, fulvic acid and effective

microorganisms on topsoil salinity of heavily-salinized soil, fertilizer utilization efficiency and barley yield in coastal reclamation

area of Jiangsu Province. Results were showed that salt content greatly threated the growth and nutrient utilization efficiency of

barley. The four modifiers improved effectively the quality of the heavy salinized soil and the yield of barley, and among of four

amendment treatments, the biochar treatment of low dosage (10 t/hmz) and fulvic acid treatment of high dosage (3 t/hmz) had the

better effects. The treatment of low dosage of biochar decreased salt content in 0 — 20 cm depth by 106%, increased barley yield by

79% and nitrogen utilization efficiency by 99%; The treatment of high dosage of fulvic acid decreased salt content in 0 — 20 cm depth

by 95%, increased barley yield by 68% and nitrogen utilization efficiency by 93%. The above results prove that suitable dosage of

biochar and fulvic acid can accelerate the cultivation and fertilizer utilization efficiency of the coastal heavily-salinized soil.

Key words: Coastal heavily-salinized soil; Barley; Soil salinity; Fertilizer utilization efficiency
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