+ 1# (Soils), 2026, 58(2): 382-392

DOI: 10.13758/j.cnki.tr.202501140019 CSTR: 32214.14.tr202501140019
XEMERE, Sk e, BRARAR, 5. JESAHRR VS X - S ER H R AT T 0 e AR AR T Y Meta 43T, 14, 2026, 58(2): 382-392.

TETERR A AN 15 R PERG THIRL S PR R IR FH SN B Meta 53477

: 1 > 1 1 | b) 3 1* S
(1 RV REBAO IR G4 KRB, dEat 1000815 2 frEL KR E S H AR, dbaT 1000815 3 A EA KETE
RS IE2GE, JLaT 100081)

W OE: IR R RATE, FORRI S 67 R RIS AR A 48 R AR 22 R . AWFoT il i i dE
[E AN 10 4F(2012—2023 43T 43 A SCHRIAF ST AL, SR Meta 00T, 55 TR REERMGH R (s . P, &
FNitE PO SR ME . S R AR )X AN R R . R EE)IR AR AN . IR 5N TSR RRAR L

it P B P S S AR - 5 pHL,  FRIRH 3.22%~3.80%, HISHNAJE Ca®™ #dE, IGIEIK 11.43%~50.46%. AR BT IR~ £
B Mg A BRI 8.15%~28.52% it T h R RIS R MR T £ 4 Nat A CU F A, FRIRBIA 11.50%~11.59% A0
14.16%~18.73%, FEMFFEME A=, Pt 0 TR it Yo e B A0 T R - P R AR 22 AN, b vl 3 i - Py it R R IR £ T
i, ELTRIE A AN TR) B B2 700 =2 [ %) B D P P e — 24 5k T3 R AR o 2 e b el - P T3 R 305 22 - SR R B P i
TR AP, SR AR ] DU YA R ARRR (< 600 kg/hm?); 7 EERmLrP, i & RS EMR(=1 800 kg/hm’)A
F T 987 R o fy I B R = s R, EEE SRR LR, PTRRAEAE S B B AT L, 0 T PR S A R (600~
1 800 kg/hm?)SZBUIREL F Y, WL 5 e P i S TRt — S B e 2 i o ASIRSS Mol s S PR 05 ‘B ) P B Y BBV R P O VARt T 3%
WA, SR IE RO e B 5 SRR T R TS S

KR JERER; Rkt ; IR PRE; Meta 0T

HRESZES: S156.4+9 XHERARRRD: A

Effects of Humic Acid on Improvement of Saline-Alkali Soil and Crop Yield: A Meta-Analysis
DENG Pengzhi', ZHANG Kailong', CHEN Mengmeng', FENG Wenhao', YANG Long?, ZHOU Xin?, ZHANG Huaizhi'",

LI Yuyi'

(1 Institute of Agricultural Resources and Regional Planning, Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Beijing 100081,
China; 2 College of Land Sciences and Technology, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100081, China; 3 College of
Resources and Environmental Sciences, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100081, China)

Abstract: Organic fertilizers with humic acid as the main component are widely used materials for improving saline-alkali
soils. However, the improvement effects vary significantly with different application rates and methods under different degrees
of salinization. In this study we collected 43 relevant research findings from the past decade (2012—2023), explored the
effects of different humic acid application rates (low, medium, high) and application methods (alone, mixed with other
amendments) on saline-alkali soil with different salinized degrees (low, medium, high). The results showed that, compared
with not applying humic acid, applying humic acid significantly reduced pH value by 3.22%-3.80% of saline-alkali soil,
increaseed the content of Ca®" by 11.43%-50.46%. Soil Mg*" content rose by 8.15%-28.52% overall at different humic acid
application rates. The application of medium and high amounts of humic acid reduceed soil Na' and CI” contents by
11.5%—-11.59% and 14.16%—18.73%, respectively. In terms of humic acid application methods, the effects of humic acid
application alone and combined application were not significantly different in low and high saline-alkali soils, while the effect
of humic acid application combined with other amendments was better than that of single application in middle saline-alkali

soil, and the synergistic effect between different amendments further promote the improvement effect. The effect of humic acid
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dosage on saline-alkali soil improvement was affected by saline-alkali degree. Low amount of humic acid (<600 kg/hm?)
could be added to improve yield in low saline-alkali soil, high amount of humic acid (=1 800 kg/hm?) could be applied to
reduce salt ions and increase yield in middle saline-alkali soil. However, for the high saline-alkali soil, the improvement
should be divided into two stages, in the early stage, the application of medium amount of humic acid (600—1 800 kg/hm?) has
the best salt ion reduction effect, and the application of high amount of humic acid after salinization control in the later stage
can further improve the productivity. This study provides a theoretical basis for determining the appropriate dosage range and

application mode of humic acid and provides important theoretical support for the improvement and comprehensive utilization

of saline-alkali soil.

Key words: Humic acid; Saline-alkali soil; Soil salt ion; Yield; Meta analysis
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Fig. 2 Effects of humic acid application amount and method on ECs of different saline degree soils
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Fig. 3  Effects of humic acid application amount and method on ion contents of different saline degree soils
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