20

3 338~342
002 6 JOURNAL OF MOUNTAIN SCIENCE

Vol. 20, No. 3 pp 338 ~ 342
Jun., 2002

: 1008—2786(2002) 03— 0338— 05

BEE 3 HA LR, ERE, B, N

( , 625014)
: 1997~ 1999 “« 7
. (0cm ~ 40cm)
3 3d, 025C~0 %4°C, « ~
80%. « 7
: 157 A
,
, ) .
,
) 7 1
’ ’ ’ 1.1
49. 1%,
%4101 ’ 16.7°C,=10C
38 1X 10°)/ m?,
, - 82%,
’ ~
« ” .
, )
’ o «“ ?

’ 50cm .

1

Table 1 The water physical properties of soil in the experimental area
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20 55m*/ hm?
78%

5296 °C,

882. 5mm, 5~9
0.3~04, . .
70%, 95%, 51 %,

K °

Cem) (g/ em®) %) % mm % mm % mm
0~20 138 47.9 28 28 78 03 367 15. 65 22. 60 62 38
20~ 40 17 35.5 22.97 78 55 10. 17 34.78 12. 80 43 71
0~20 139 47.5 26. 80 74. 50 7.25 20. 16 19. 55 54. 34
20~ 40 1.70 35.8 22.40 76. 16 9. 24 31. 42 13. 16 4. 74
0~20 1.43 46.0 29.90 8.51 3.98 11. 38 25.92 74.13
20~ 40 1.73 34.7 22.90 78.32 9.28 32.45 13.52 45. 87
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Fig.1 The planof © Cmu)” planting Fig.2 The wlid of (o) planting  Fig. 3 The sketch map of generalplanting
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Fig.4 The suficial soil(Ocm ~20cm) water dynamic of the Fig. 5 The suficial soil( Ocm ~ 20cm) water dynamic of the
different treament trench(maize) different different trench ridge( sweet potato)
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Table 2 the comparison of soil dought— resistant capability of the different treatment
(T— s X— 96X 100) (D kg/ hm? %
T=—0.28X+18 44(R=—0.95% * *, n=6) 12.4
« » T=—0.53X1+20.45(R=—0.9730 * *, =9) 23.0
7697 128.7
=—0.40X+17. 67(R=—0.982 * *, p=10) 23.6
7=—0.85X+17.09(R=—0.9791 * *, p=15) 10.4
T=—1. 11X+ 19. 20(R=—0Q %69 * *, n=6) 11.3
« » T=—0.75X+18. 89(R=—0.9873 * *, p=238) 17.6
6 692 111.9
T=—0.51X+16 48(R=—0.9576 * *, n=11) 19.2
T=—0.88X+14.95(R=—0.9723 * *, p="7) 9.4
T=—1.16X+17. 74(R=—0.9404 * *, p=15) 9.5
T=—0.93X+20. 19(R=—0.9667 * *, n="T) 598
€K 598 100. 0
=—0.76X+17. 5(R=—0 W50 * *, n=9) 13.6
T=—0.76X+13. 00(R=—0.9730 * *, n=06) 8.3
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Table 3 The effect of “mu( )” planting on soil temperature
( ) (OP ( ) O
15cm 30cm 15an 30an kg/hm? %
(CK) 25. 83 24.21 24. 99 - 5982 100. 0
“«o7 25.74 24.54 25.93 4.23 6 692 111.9
“«7 26. 60 24.24 25.24 24. 00 7 697 128.7
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” | —@— “H A
o |~ E
& ~ —— iR
~ 26 &2
i -
-2 e “H" i B
H oo “ AR = 24
A L 3
20 777 1277 1777 2277 2177 2/8 7/8 12/8 17/8 2
B (1) /7 )1) 2 7;7 12'/7 17/7 22'/7 27'/7 2/8 7/8 12/8 1778
I} (13 7/ H)
6 ( ) (15em) 7 ( ) (15em)
Fig. 6 The surficial soil (Ocm ~ 20cm)temperature dynamic of Fig. 7 The surficial s0il(0em~ 20em) tem perature dynamic of
the different treatment trench (maize) the different treatment ridge (sweet potato)
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Table 4 The pwofits of soil and water conservation of the different treatment

mm % ke/ hm? % kg/hm? %
“« 7 0. 094 224 1%. 25 19.9 66915 114.4
(CK) 4.040 100. 0 977.25 100. 00 5847.0 100. 0
NO) 7 15 .24 8 17 .19 4 ;@ 55,
30em ~50em
3 , 7 Ocm ~ 40an
1 359. 75m’/ hm?, (1 375.2m*/hm*)
3 2

“« o7 20. 55m /hm”. 3.3d,

: 11.9% 28 7%.
1 . « ”» 2 (3 ”»
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Study on the Tillage Pattern of Preserving Soil and Drought-resistant in
the Dry-farmland in the Central Hill of Sichuan Basin

PANG Xue-yong, LIU Shi-quan, ZHANG Shi-rong, XIA Jianguwo, CHEN Yuan-xue, and XIANC Shuang
(Sichuan agricultwe university, ya’an Sichuan 625014 China)

Abstract: The tillage pattern of ©  (mu)” had the very good profits in presewing soil and drought-resistant in slope dry-
famland of Zhongjiang county, Sichuan province from 1997 to 1999. The results have indicated that planting pattern of
“  (mu)” had the effects of retaining water and drought-resistant, enhancing soil temperature and soil and water
conservation and so on. The soil retaining water of the planting pattern of ©  (mu)” (Oan ~40cm) was more 20. 55m’/
hm’ than that of general planting and prolonging drought-resistant 3.3 day in the different bearing period of maize and
increasing soil temperature 0.25 C~0.94 “C.Moreover, the planting pattem of “  (mu )” also had significant profit of
soil and water clonservation and decreased 77. 6% of runoff and 80. 1% of soil loss. It was better the measure of

preserving soil and drought-resistant in the diy-famland in the central hill of Sichuan basin.

Key words: the central hill of Sichuan basin; dry slope-land; presewving soil and drought-resistant; the tillage pattem of

«
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