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Effect of Soil Salinization and Nutrient Inputs on Soil Fertility

of Paddy Field
XU Shang-tao!, CUI Jin-hu'*, HOU Li-gang? QI Chun-yan®*, LIU Liang?
SUN Hong-jiao?, SUI Peng-ju?, GUO Xi-ming?, FU Sheng? XU Chong?
(1. College of Plant Science, Jilin University, Changchun 130036;
2. Rice Research Institute, Jilin A cademy of A gricultural Sciences, Gongzhuling 136100, China)
Abstract: By comparing of soil nutrient condition with fertilization and no fertilization treatments, the
effect of soil salinization and nutrient inputs on soil fertility of paddy field was clarified, which provides theo-
retical basis for formula fertilization in soda alkali-saline area. The results showed that the contents of total
N, available N, total P, available P and available K in alkali-saline soil decreased with fertilization and no
fertilization treatments. But change of total K content was different. It decreased in no fertilization treatments.
In fertilization treatment, the content of total K increased. After chemical fertilizer was applied, the contents
of total N, total P and available P were increased, respectively. However, available N decreased correspond-
ingly. The contents of total K and available K were influenced by soil types and plant variety.
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