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Tab.1 Character of the study plots
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Fig.1 Comparison of total windblown sediment among different land type
(Values among different land type followed by different letter
differ signific antly P <0.05, Bars represent one standard

deviation. The same below)
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Fig.2 Distribution of wind — blown sediment over height( A and B indicate the measured data on 2 and 17 April, respectively)
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Tab.2 Comparison of particle size distribution among different land type

A Hyp( >0.25 mm) 40%(0.25 ~0.1 mm) MY (0.1 ~0.05 mm) YA ( <0.05 mm)
KEFH 10.99 + 1. 14a 37.05 £ 10.60a 40.98 +9.42a 10.98 +2.31a
FRRH 14.74 +0.98b 55.43 £2.35b 23.34 £1.54b 6.49 £1.79b
BB 18.33 +1.70c 53.57 +14.98b 20.40 +11.59b 7.70 £2.33b
g 7is il 11.05 £0.05a 38.75 +2.65a 39.00 £0.50a 11.20 £3.20a
BRE H 9.36 +0.38a 41.89 £3.07a 38.65 +0.57a 10.10 2. 13a

Al HERREFEEE N ZR B E (P <0.05), FlF, Values within a list followed by different letter differ significantly P <0.05, The same below.
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Tab.3 Comparison of soil properties among different land type

b k3 HE(g/em’) AYLER(g/ks) 28 (g/ks) 28 (g'ke) HRA (mg/kg) TR (me/kg)
FBEH 1.35+0.11a 6.04 £2.16a 0.381 £0.136a 0.192 +0.050a 32.7 £12.8a 9.3x1.9a
FERH 1.60 £0.01b 1.84 +0.27b 0.133 £0.012b 0.092 +0.019b 15.9 +0.9b 3.2+0.8b
B Hb 1.53 £0.03be 2.72 £0.42bc 0. 146 +0.005b 0.092 +0.018b 20 .8 £2.3ab 4.4 x0.9b
St 1.30 +0.04a 4.41 +0.16a 0.263 £0.027¢ 0. 187 £0.030a 49.7 +8.8c 9.2+0.7a
R HE 1.38 £0.04a 4.30 +0.59a 0.233 £0.061¢ 0. 148 +0.026a 22.8 + 6.3ab 6.5+2.4¢
2.3 HHFATHES L
R A RS LA [ B B B R A
SR AT RF , B AV A S RS e
St A 7 PR A A T A 498 R R R A ) T TR B RiS WA
Mo SARFME+EAE . LI H 4+ R 3 ' !
BT L MR LTS AR 4500 (1 3) 3, 5 2o ,
BRI R FI% 4 TR FR R L, 3t = »
IFEAHLE SR L R AR, + HGR (LR - A
529 JEUCH B s, B E LAY + R LR
ol

12 REBHETEE T S8t R i - SR L5 BOR B
Bidest (1743, R B IF B 5 SEAT B H LB
PRI | B B AN A A 4 5 IR R AP EE L 1Y
FEREEAREREN T HRIIRE.

B3 RREMbETHGRREE
Fig.3 Soil degradation index under different land

use and management
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Influences of Land Use and Cultivation on Soil Wind Erosion
in Horqin Sandy La nd

ZHANG Hua, JI Yuan, MIAO Miao
(Cllege of Vrban and Eniron ment Scientes ,Liao ming Nor mal Vni versity, Dalian11 6029, shandong,china)

Abstract . Soil erosion results in degradation of the land resources and destroys the ecolo gical environment. This
paper investigated the soil erosive volumes and analyzed the soil properties of several typical lands in Horgin Sandy
Land with two sand storm events before Spring Seeding, aiming at appraising the changes of soil ero sive volumes
and quantitatively describing the extent of soil degradation accord ing to soil degradation index, under the different
means of land use and cultiva tion in the studied areas. The conclusions are: (1) there are differentia in soil erosive
volumes under the same sandstorm weather due to the different means of the land use and cultivation. Of the five
land types, new — reclaimed farmland. cu ltivated land \no - till farmland.in - cult grassland and Ephedra land, the
amount of soil erosion are evidently higher in the new — reclaimed farmland and the culti vated land than that of oth-
er types because of the different means of land use a nd cultivation; There is little discrepancy in erosive volumes
between no - till { armland and in — cult grassland where the erosion are not serious; Ephedra land is hardly suf-
fered from erosion. The average values of soil erosive volumes of the two sandstorms are 24.59.15.60.2.26.1.46,
0.22 g - h™. em ™ cor responding to the five land types. Additionally, different wind velocity in a sandstorm may
ca use different erosive intensity, the faster the wind blow, the more sand moved b y airflow. (2) According to the
comparison of the particle size distribution amon g the different land types, it can be seen that the volumes of mid-
dle and fine s and in new - reclaimed farmland and cultivated land are obviously higher than that of other land
types, while the volumes of extreme fine sand and silt are lower. In in - cult grassland \no - till farmland and Ephe-
dra land the volumes of extreme fine sand and silt improved evidently result in the protection of ground litter and
crop residue which not only reduce/avoid the soil being blown away, but also intercept particular material and dust
fall adding to the soil layer. (3) The ca lculated soil degradation indexes based on the soil properties show there hap-
pen ed the serious degradation in new — reclaimed farmland and cultivated land.

Key Words: land use and cultivation ; windblown sediment; soil pr operties;soil degradation index; Horgin Sandy
Land



