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Xof A FH S HLBR PR L B K 7™ 1k RS FF I8 S 3R 00 Ak R B S W, 25 R SR W] 5 BIHEAE Lb L TR A L e B RLES B
T FE G T 0 ~ 10 em FZ LFEA YLK (SOC) AW itk (MBC) K& MR (WSOC) iy & i Fufig i, HiR & T
MBC/SOC Hil WSOC/SOC i &k [t o £ 0 ~ 10 cm 2 T3 £ B4 AL 21 ) 3k AL A MLk (HOC) & & T W] B 22 57,
{HEAS G A B it 43 538 i T 10 ~ 20 em 35 ~ 50 cm 120 ~35 cm + JZ ) HOC/SOC Jit 5 b ; Gk Ak B i) 3 1
Y 0~50 cm 2/ HOC Gififitt, 5 BHAHLFAH LG, TR0 e bE FIEC B AL PR 5 T 1K™ 1 Rl EOR RS FF 4, Horp NS
A IR R A5 K, A3 AR B 13, 79% (CFFRL) Fl 12, 04% (FEFF) 17 8 4 FORAEFFIE W, 76 BHARE it T H 32 0 7t 1k
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Effects of Different Tillage Methods on Soil Organic Carbon
Pool Composition in Dark Loessial Soil on Loess Plateau

WANG Xudong' ZHANG Xia' WANG Yanli' LI Jun®
(1. College of Natural Resources and Environment, Northwest A&F University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China
2. College of Agronomy, Northwest A&F University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China)

Abstract: To investigate the effect of different tillage methods on soil organic carbon pool, straw
returning apparent humification coefficient and maize yield, an eight-year(2008—2015) field experiment
with six tillage measures under straw returning in dark loessial soil on Loess Plateau was conducted. The
tillage measures included three single continuous tillages ( no-tillage ( NN ), subsoiling (SS) and
conventional tillage ( CC)), and three rotational tillages ( no-tillage-subsoiling ( NS ), subsoiling-
conventional tillage (SC) and conventional tillage-no-tillage (CN) ). The results showed that compared
with the conventional tillage, the measures of NN, SS and rotational tillage increased the content of soil
organic carbon (SOC), microbial biomass carbon ( MBC), water-soluble organic carbon ( WSOC) in
0 ~10 c¢m soil layer, improved the ratios of MBC to SOC and WSOC to SOC. Although there was no
significant difference in the hardly oxidized carbon ( HOC) content for different treatments in 0 ~ 10 c¢m
soil layer, the ratio of HOC to SOC was increased by SS, NN and rotational tillage in the soil layer of
10 ~20 em, 35 ~50 ¢m and 20 ~ 35 cm, respectively. The store of HOC was increased significantly in
the NN treatment in 0 ~50 c¢m soil layer. Compared with conventional tillage, the yield of corn and the
dry mass of corn straw were increased in the treatments of SS, NN and rotational tillage, the maximum
increment was found to be in the treatment of NS, by 13. 79% for grain yield and 12. 04% for straw dry
mass, respectively. After eight-year straw returning, the apparent humification coefficient of straw in
conventional tillage treatment was 8. 94% , which was lower than those in the treatments of NN, SS and
rotational tillage. The apparent humification coefficient of returning straw was 14.09% in the NS
treatment, which was the highest among all the treatments. Based on soil carbon pool and corn yield, the
tillage of NS was the most suitable measure for the local soil conditions.
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T AT WL MR R - EIE ) B B AR AR, EE R
A B R MY A, SOE RAH CO, 1 PRI
T B 0 A BRER G 2R R AR T EAR AR S
ARG B e kA BT 1L i 2
2R, LI JRE AR 52 ) - AT LI A 11 J] 5 35, A
TS AT HLBR & 5 o DRgE R W, LA B S A
R FF Al F Dy 32 A A PR 7 P 0 A 0 328 i e 2
KOV R SRS BT B
PEABUE W A PLaR S &, 8 2 AL, £/
FHE& LR BE T B A 7 25 AR AR X S A
BUBKR ZH 73 19 52 0 v A2 B, 5 BB LL , S B AE 25 4R
i i PR A PLBR (K8 R BoA o i 5 A Bl
)R, RS BRI R W PSS G R AT
BRI R S, BEB g
WFFE 1 G 25 77 O A HURR 199 52 i, 5 0 A A
L, RRASE R AT AL S BE PR 75 0 ~ 40 em IR AL
B AE A HLBK S, HLAEWS B R i AH 2 I A
PUBK i A LER LR o B A — S 55, e bk |
PR SF A R A e LA AL S & H RS R T
RIZ R E A LR A A K R
IR R I, Bk AR 0 ~ 5 em KJE
AT LR i S PR L (B MR A A T R R,
0 ~30 cm - JZ 8 1 3 B B4 19 I - A7 HLBK ik
o AFEBHE AT EERRRAZR T 5
SO/ AT AR T 00 AN TR R AT B0k R Y
AN TA) AT R R 51 - A B 22 R ) Ak —
MR

T B R R — A — BRI AE X, H R L BB
TBF RN SF Z B 05 5, B BEAT AR B (W) B A 9
A CRBE) o AFBHESRTIE T 1A HLaK & 76
BILAL A BARA — B e Z &
GEbk s A LERT ST R A7 7 L3RR o DA KA ] X
NI 25 5 Bk Z 0] Ok . IR, T A R —
X f] — b 5 T R e AR, BT R ST
o3 Oh R b HAE ) — B BEAS [ Bk 15 7 20T 1
VLG T AL 2 RO 25 SR AE AR PT 5T . T,
A LB P48 AL A T BE R CRIBE L S BF TR A
ol P A L S B R PR ) K D i 5 (2007 4
JEUR) 9% 4, 0 5 R AT b B 2% 0T A [ BF A 7
O b S A L B S AL TR b R A R A T L
1 B4 52 W SRR AT a8 T AE A TR B A O 2T i R
WL 58 A 22 K% 5w, LASYI O R T g e %R R 4 B
PR K e

il

1 HESHE

1.1 MRRBAER

AN TRV BIEAE A0 i o T B VG 48 T R T & B
S, R T8 4 v T G I AR Y R AT
D i 5 DX, VAR R E 850 m, AE S H AR 10°C A
A7 AR B OK B 520 mm 2 A7, 00 M 4 3 R
+ 08 T, B s A o I AT A BT
1R,

F1 2007 FiX 50 FrIA AT K LI AL R
Tab.1 Physical and chemical properties of tested

soil before beginning of experiment in 2007

TEBE/em HHLBIUIL/ (s0kg ™) AFE/(grem )
0~10 7.4 1.35
10 ~20 7.2 1.35
20 ~35 5.8 1.48
35 ~50 4.3 1.45

1.2 Kwigit

T 2008 £EJT A6 HEAT B £ K AR E AL, 1
HABLE 6 FhB 1 AL B S B —TR A (NS) TRAS B
(SC) BB B (CN) (A B (NN) (3% 4R TR P
(SS) EAEFIHF(CC) o B (N) ZIGTE L KUK
A ERAG AT by B A i 3R JC AW I, PR AR RS AT T 9
Mo B 2 TR 3 s TR s (S) BIVHE B R W3R e 4 R Rl
FFoby 0 7 52 3%, ) T T b AL E A7 B A, TR
30 ~35 cm, FAAGF I SO em, FR 35 H5 A1 5 o6 1L 3R
I 28 PR YT 5 BEAE (CC) B TR W3 G 42 W0 G AT #y
TR i 1 25, T A A0 4 THT IR 8 20 ~ 25 em, H ARG T 42
PRI EE , b 22 R o B 4 PR BT, 2007—2015 4+ 3
BT a2 2 iR o

TG P A ) B2 O R K — 4 — 2 . /N IXH
BL112.5 m* (5 m x22.5 m) B FPFEAR TR 3 A&
5,418 A/NIX ., IR AR K R O RSB 958, 1
Fh i 37.5 kg/hm® | AS [ Acb B[R] (10 ol 30 8 00t A
RO —2, HFEARFEFWIESY 4 ATH),9 HTA)
Woako % Bt bR R B R A ST R S SR IE,
N jiti & 4 75 kg/hm* | P, O, jii Ff #& & 120 kg/hm?*,
K, O Jiti FFI 5 2 90 kg/hm™ ; K WU 1 357 L5 it FR 3
FH S FEAE — 3, 150 300 () 1 ) A BEAE O 5 24 R
FH 7 2 — 3
1.3 #MRFE
L1301 LSk i R AR A BLAR S 20 73 (30

T 2015 4F £ KWK 5 R 4% 12 (0 ~ 10 em
10 ~20 cm 20 ~35 ecm 35 ~50 em) +££, % H R
AT BRI SR AR IS 4 2 mm B B AR 200 2 4y, —
5 B 0 5 BV R OR AT, — 13 T XAk A AR KT o
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Tab.2 Sequence of soil tillage systems from 2007 to 2015
ef b e T4
(2007 4£) 2008 4 2009 4 2010 4 2011 4 2012 4 2013 4 2014 4 2015 4
NS C N S N S N S N S
SC C S C S C S C S C
CN C C N C N C N C N
NN C N N N N N N N N
SS C S S S S S S S S
CcC C C C C C C C C C
S A PR P T S R B A ke
2 HBREZW

T B PR S0 B 2R B R T 5 KU T R 1
ME 2 W J 8 TR BRI e A LB 5
B LIRS RS 5 A A HLIR A R 25, S AL
AL I E 2 % g ] A 3R Y K, Cn0, &
ek,
LB T A
Spc, =0. 1C,P.T, (1)
R Sy, ——H— )2 L HA PGS & 1/hm?
C—45 i J2 A DLBR & i e/kg
P—45 i R HIERTE, g/ em’
T—45 i |2 em
13,2 K B RIRE AT AR 4 i o ) s
TE T K JE BN /0N X 6T 1 48 07 1) 6 HUK: $43
ST 3 4T, BEAT I 20 Bk T K IRE R 7 R AT 9 2
Pk (D) R RS AT TR o, R e - 4
TR T I RS A 5 Bk A
TORAE AT B T i 3T A K
Oc =Dy, O, (2)
Kt 0, —— FRFEFFR A, g
D, ——FEFF A kg
0, —FEFF &k, g/kg
FVE T AL R BT AR R
S

=S,
Ayp =5 % 0 100% (3)

Cses

J—Etl:'j S()csl—iﬁgﬁﬁ 0~50 cm i}%i%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%i ,

t/hm’

Soc, IR 0 ~50 em 4 JZ T RRAK 5,
t/hm’

0o, — BRI (8 45 ) B A 0B FF I 24
= ,t/hm’

1.4 HFESH

Fi Microsoft Excel 2007 #4174 5B 11T E 5
REIEAEE . SAS 8.0 Hf HEAT H M 4 AT R
R 7 225007, W E PERL IR A Duncan 3 &2 A% 22 1%
(P<0.05),

2.1 AEMEAXTLEENHREERMBETL
2.1.1  LHeA LR S B2

ANFEBEAE 7 R 3T (0 ~ 50 em ) A HLAK
FE(SOC) tilE 1 iR, fE#R)Z (0 ~10 cm) , AN A
AR AL H ) - A LA S i (BT F) H e BRI
J¥ 1 :NS NN SS (CN ,SC .CC, 5 CC AbHAH L, HoAth
BHELLHE SOC & & 447 Frig fin, Hovh NS CN NN FI
SS AbFRIE N W . BEE )2 I, & PEEAL L SOC
SRR, b 3 Bl B — BEAE AL B (RP SS NN AN
CC) FWET 47.86% ~58.71% ,1fi 3 Fpée#f4b 38 (B
CN . SC F1 NS) 19 K i B2 AH XS &L/, Ry 27. 54% ~
39.12% , 7 10 ~20 em + 2,5 CC AL HAH b, NN
1SS b FHY SOC 7 & B % 9 />, NS #l CN 4b 3 @
FEH N, SC AL B JC B B AR fk . 7E 20 ~35 em + )2,
5 CC Ab AR HL, NS .SC Fil CN 4b F ) SOC & &
G, NN F1SS b R B . E 35 ~ 50 em
F 2, B NN A3 LLAE , HoAt B A AL Y SOC & # 3
Lt CC Ab ¥ 5 & 34

FTHUBR it Hol (g k)

4 6 8 10 12
G 1 1 Il J
104
= —e—NS
< 204 SC
M 20 —a—
Lﬁé ——(CN
IX 30 — NN
H —*—SS
40 ——CC

50-
K1 & RA UK S B2
Fig.1 Changes of soil organic carbon content

in different soil layers

2.1.2  -HEAPLERAE R L

MO ~50 em +JZAHLER A EMEERAKE (F3),
5 CC AL FRAA LL, OB 2 1 — A IR A (SS) | % B
(NN) 4R, 38 2 58 HF (NS SCLCN) 4k B, + 84 #L
A e 249 0 5 o, LR L NS NNk B i A
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YRR, o ik 54, 6% 3.43% , (HAEARZR 1
g, 5 CC AL FRAH L, 4540 B HILAR 19 6 5 28 1L
[fo 760 ~10 em £ )2 T 58, [FHFE AL 3G LKA
1 BRI R NN NS (SS CN ., SC.CC, 5 CC
Ab P AH Eb, NN NS SS Fl CN 4b 3 % fin & & ok
14.01% ~45.55% ,2& 73k 3| B & K7, R B 1S
M4, WAE 10 ~20 em 20 ~35 em + 2, ¥ CC b
B WL A fi e, JH Al Ak DU 5 B A AT RS
Hp 10 ~20 cm + 2 A9 SS AL B LA 2 20 ~35 em +
JZH) CN NS NN F1 SS &b #, 3 /b ik 3] i 3 K F-.
35 ~50em 1), 5 CC ALBEAHLL, CN A1 SS 4b 3
9 SOC fif 1t 2 35 n , HCAth Ak 3876 Wk 35 22 5

x3 LTEBEVNHBMEE

Tab.3 Soil organic carbon storage t/hm’
+2
—— NS sC CN NN Ss cC
0~10 14.51" 11.67% 12.94° 16.52* 14.14" 11.35"
10 ~20 11.90* 11.78* 11.96* 11.92* 10.88" 12.22°
20 ~35 12,13 13.39* 11.92" 11.39" 11.77" 13.60"
35~50 11.67™ 12.09" 12.59" 9.82° 12.49" 10.84"
BT 500210 48.93° 49.41"™ 49,65 49.28™ 48.01"

Y RTINS A % IR — e J2 R 7 B A k380 2 o 22 5 4
#(P<0.05),
2.2 HEARXMIEFNBRAS =N
2.2.1  HHESPEA PR =

AR W e (MBC) K 1 A LB (WSOC) &
A LR (9 TE PR RS o 13 MBC & i (iR EL)
B 2R MR B T REE(E 2) o ASFE B
VERS T B 51 L3 R 2 R A P =ik i A2 b —
EZES . E0~10 cm £ JZ L3, MBC % &y K
IR - NN NS |SS .CN . SC . CC, H: ftls &k 1 4b 38 4
WE T CC A, R IMIM S . 1€ 10 ~20 em
F120 ~35 cm 1 )2, 5408 CC Mt , SC Al CN Ab 2
) MBC & 3 i 0 s NS b3 A 38, 2 7 A
2NN Fi SS 4b PR B E WD 7E 35 ~50 em L2,
Bk NN 4b# ) MBC 5 &t AR ] CC g 3 k2 o,
B A b 3 34 2 B . U AE R )ZE (0 ~ 10 em)
PR, B — 1 TR A B G B4 e 25 5 5 | ke B A 0 ke 1)
TRE . ANRIHEAE AL B ] 43 WSOC & i (JlT it L)
A DL BB R VR AR AL AR 5 MBC
RO EE— 8, H2TE 10 ~20 em 20 ~ 35 cm
2 NS Lb B I K, ik B W K
2.2.2  HHEEEACA PLEKR (HOC) & A8 fk

ANTRIBEVE S 0t T Sk S Ak A HLEKk (HOC) 11
A AL AN 4 R, 76 0 ~ 10 em + 88| 4% #F4E b 3
1) HOC & i (i bb) KW B 22 5% o 7E 10 ~20 cm
+J)Z,5 CC Ab#EAH L, NS A1 CN 4b 3 ) HOC 5 &

S R i EE/ (g - kg ™)
o0 S0 100 150 200 250 300

104 ——NS
- ——5C
£ 20 ——CN
% ——NN
I 30- =SS
H ——CC
401

50

B2 2 B W A i fE

Fig.2 Changes of soil MBC content in different soil layers
T HOREEERR BT L/ (mg - k™)
010 2]0 3p 4]0 5[0 6‘0
104 ——NS
= —a—SC
E:P( 20 ——CN
-
1K 30- S
+H ——CC
40
50-
3 kKB A 2
Fig.3 Changes of soil WSOC content in different soil layers

AN, SC NN 1 SS b # U A 920 5 7E 20 ~30 cm
135 ~50 cm + 2,5 CC AFRAH H, £ %040 28 (R
SS AL FEAR) () HOC & it 3545 BT 3 fin, H.22 53k 31
FKN- o BRE K, BEE 2N, HOC & & &
RS A FERHEZ B SR HOC & 4 22 54 1
K, H 2 8ak BT BRAK

MO EAAT HLAB T H g k™)

0.5 1.5 2.5 35
0 1 1 J
104 ——NS
= —=—SC
#\2 204 ——CN
€ —»— NN
I 30 —»—SS
+ ——CC
40
50-

B4 %% 2 A WL & R AR 1
Fig.4 Changes of soil HOC content in different soil layers
2.2.3  BHED A LA HLIK A 3 5 OB A LK [
1] F) 5 T
+ 309 MBC/SOC Jit & Lk Bl % 1 J2 ) i ¥ 22 8
W N (FK4), 70 ~10em + )2, 54 H CC
AHEE NN 4b 3 ) MBC/SOC it Fb 2 25 1 i, Al
AR AL A HE 0, {H 25 5K 1B 2 MBC/SOC T b
R M 78 10 ~20 em + )2, A6 Hf
fE4L 3 MBC/SOC Jit & L Hy i 3K« SC
CN NN ,CC NS .SS, 5 CCAb B AH kb , SCHICN 4t 3
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x4 ITERFENBRASSEENKRNRER
Tab.4 Proportions of SOC fraction contentsto total SOC

+EZEE/ HHE

MBC 5 SOC WSOC 5 SOC HOC 4 soC

cm Ak B Joi 1 b/ % Ji i /% it b/ %
NS 2.41% 0. 44" 23,2240
sc 2.38% 0. 42" 27.084
CN 2.39% 0. 430 25. 324
0~10
NN 2.57% 0. 4754 21.83"%
SS 2' 401\1\ 0. 428“"‘ 24' 771\411‘-,
cC 2,374 0. 408 27. 724
NS 1.9484 0.383¢ 22. 4] BCb
SC 2.23% 0.411% 19. 18"
CN 2.14% 0. 450" 20. 91 Babe
10 ~20
NN 2.07"% 0.384"% 20. 97 Babe
Ss 1.87% 0.380" 23. 124
cC 2.03% 0.382% 20. 13"
NS 1.40°% 0. 409" 25. 344
SC 1.59¢ 0. 443" 21.31%
CN 1.74¢ 0. 4894 22. 6378
20 ~35 . .
NN 0.94% 0.355% 25, 1548
Ss 1.46% 0. 4254 23,314
cC 1.69% 0. 4314 20. 16%
NS 1.16" 0.383% 20.27%
SC 0.98" 0.334% 21.18%
CN 0.81" 0.257" 23. 6418
35 ~50
NN 0.95% 0.328"¢ 27. 524
Ss 1.27% 0.366" 16. 485
cC 1.08" 0.339¢ 21.11%

VE < R /N5 5 R 2 AR ) J22 S [ A A 3022 i) 22 5 1
H (P <0.05) 7 51 AR [ kB 5 6% 42 77 A [ 4 A4 b B0 ] YR B J22
IF] % 5 5 % (P <0.05) , F .,
) MBC/SOC Jiz i [t i 35 35 K, NS il SS 4b ¥ &t 2%
/N, NN A PR TG 22 7, fE20 ~35em 1 )2, 5
CC A FEAR LG, HoAh A 1 4L B () MBC/SOC Jiz & [ 2
B/ (CN AL B CC AL B WA 14 n , {1 25 57
ANEE) 735 ~50 em + )2, 540 HE CC A HL, NS Al
SS ith ¥ i) MBC/SOC Jii & Hb i 2 14 Jin, SC . CN Al
NN b3 & 208 . BA SRR, AL B (NN) £
B mR)Z 0 ~10 em 3 MBC/SOC ikt th,
BE5 WIS A (CN) BiE A 5 B 45 4 (SC) AT
DI 10 ~20 em + )2 MBC/SOC i & It .

11 WSOC/SOC it b8 fb (% 4) Box, 5
CC AbPRAHLL, £ 0 ~ 10 em FJZ, NS . CN NN F1 SS
Lb P E I T WSOC/SOC i & [ 76 10 ~20 em
20 ~35 cm +J2,SC F1 CN 43 [ WSOC/SOC Jfi &
LU 38 25 1, JFC Al A 3G B I 1 0 L 28 A R AR A
35 ~50 em + )2, Bk NS b B A, H Al BE 7R A0 B Y
WSOC/SOC i it H ¥t CC b B i &k /N, B %+
JZ I m B, £ B4R AL B WSOC/SOC it i [ LA
35 ~50 em + 2 A X AR BARKE, BF(NN) |

DA (SS) fii it E 24 7 0 ~ 10 em K2 HIEM
WSOC/SOC Ji7 & Lb , 1M & A4k il (NS .CN) AAL AT LA
femEZ LN WS0C/S0C Jit & [, if 7] DL 2 5
10 ~35 em + )2/ WSOC/SOC Jfif H (NS Zb3)

%4 vh HOC/SOC JE# AL &%, 7E 0 ~
10 em &2 ,CC ZbFE Y HOC/SOC i & H ik, Hofth
AR B/NF CC b3, Foh NS FI NN 4b 2 35 5] 25 57
BEIKF; 710 ~20 ecm + )2, 5 CC & FEAH L, SS
AbFE ) HOC/SOC Jii it L 5 25 3 i, 3 fth 4 28 6 B
255 7F 20 ~35 em 42, NS 4B HOC/SOC Ji
G CC Ab 3 5 25 1, A b 38 TG B 8 2% 5% s 7
35 ~50em )2, 5 CCALBEAH L, NN 4b# g HOC/
SOC Jifi t Lt i 25 4% i, SS Ab Y 8 & 0/ o Bk
B, GEGE A AL, B RS DL R B O ~
10 em £ JZ — & 2 FEAL T HOC/SOC Jii & It , {H
NS NN £ 3 10 cm DLF £ 21 HOC/SOC Jit & A
—EHm.
2.3 AEHMEAX T LEZSEINHRASHEETH

XFFASE] R U 5, & AL 6 MBC fiff 2 19 5% i)
AF(FS), 5 CCAIEAHLL, 0 ~10 cm FJZE T
&AL PR B R T MBC fig &, B RN
7 : NN NS SS . CN ,SC.CC; 7 10 ~20 em + 2, SC
1 CN L) MBC fifg i 25 850, oAt b 38 000 A e
WD TE 20 ~35 em )2, K HAEALEE ) MBC fi 5
B ab L CC B3 9D 5 78 35 ~ 50 em 42 )z, NS #
SS AbF Y MBC fiff it b 35 3% i, JHAth 4 23 0] A BT 9
Mo BRRTE R TR AA DL B AL B G i T
TIZMER AR T 20 ~35 em + 2 A Wik 4% &
M0 ~50 em + )2 MBC () B F i, 5 CC AbHAH
Ll , At A VR AL 334 A ) A2 2 3 I, e NS 4R B
{14 38 0 B 3k 3 S Ko

[ RE , R [FE AL FEXT 0 ~ 50 em 4 )2 WSOC i fif &
(52 M 5 % MBC G i 5 1) 52 0 — 350, 0 A NS 4b 2
G IMEE IR (6 5) . 5 CC AP I, 7E 0 ~ 10 cm
RS2 HLHY BT WSOC fifi &, Hovh NN 4t
F% A0 0 BE % K 76 10 ~ 20 em 4 )2, CN 4b B 1Y
WSOC fifiH @ & B m, NS 4b B 2% F B, Hofth 4b B
Tl 3 % . fE 20 ~ 35 em + 2, Hfh 4 B Y
WSOC fif i ¥y b CC AL BRA Fr g /b, 7E 35 ~ 50 cm
)z, 5 CC AL ¥ AH kb, NS SC Fil SS A4b 3y WSOC
fiff o S G0, CN AL NN Ab 250 55 25 9 />

MO0 ~50 ecm + )22 HOC St BF, 5 CC &b
FEAH L, NN A2 210 T HOC S fig it , LA Bk A
WA HER AR E, 0 ~10 cm HIER
2,4 B 4E 4L B A () HOC ff & C A B 2 %, 1F
10 ~20 cm 120 ~35 cm + 2, & 4L 5 CC 4B
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SRR 35 ~50cm 12,5 CC LFAH L,
CN HI NN 4k P i) HOC fiff it 2 25 389 i, A 4k 2 TG
A 25 5

RS IEEEVNHRASHGEE

Tab.5 SOC fractions storage kg/hm’
+ )RR/
ST MG MBC iR WSOC fEE HOC fif
cm
NS 348.95" 63. 85" 3368. 45"
SC 277.42°¢ 49.32°¢ 3159.59"
CN 308. 771 55. 69 3277.21°
0~10
NN 424.11° 78. 46° 3919.07°
SS 338.79¢ 60.57°¢ 3501.71%
(of0 269. 15" 46. 35" 3145.50"
NS 230. 90 45.60° 2667. 08"
SC 262.50° 48. 45" 2258.73"
CN 256. 34" 53.75° 2500. 19®
10 ~20
NN 247.00°¢ 45.81° 2499, 82
SsS 203.67°¢ 41.31" 2515.38%
cC 248.07° 46.71" 2459. 85
NS 170. 32° 49. 67" 3 074. 00"
sC 213.27" 59. 38" 2 853. 84°
CN 207. 43" 58.34° 2697. 54°
20 ~35
NN 107.37¢ 40. 46° 2 865. 59°
SsS 171. 68¢ 49. 98" 2743. 64°
cc 229. 66" 58.57° 2 740. 64°
NS 135. 70" 44.75" 2 366. 50"
SC 115. 86° 40.37" 2560. 77"
CN 102. 06 32.35¢ 2975. 96"
35 ~50
NN 92.85° 32.234 2702.7%
Ss 158. 18" 45.73" 2058. 33
cC 116.73¢ 36.75°¢ 2288. 48
NS 885. 86" 203. 87° 11 476. 02
SC 869. 06 197. 52" 10 832. 93"
CN 874.59 200. 14 11 450.89
0~50
NN 871.33 196. 95" 11987.19°
SS 872. 32 197. 59" 10 819. 06"
cC 863. 60" 188. 38" 10 634. 47"
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