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FERLAR I O R AR AL B ML E T V8 b A& OB 47 K 2%
BE IR B 2 B 52
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F 2 HHEA HLRR % B (SOCD) 2 Bt 1 + SR 7 48
By AR SCHHBRL 1 30UAR /DN dat S P 300k, A R AS T] 4 il ) ]
X 0100 em 20 850G HLAR 2 L ILAR .

SOCD=S0C * BD » = (D

K. SOCD A - HEA HLER % B (kg/m®) 3 SOC K
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XA ER .S T AR X L&
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E L ERE (m),

ARSCREH] Excel X g Bl #4778 B, 2%
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FEAE 5 A5G [ Z X b Y b 0200 em R E £ 2
SOC & w5,

2 SR 550r

2.1 AELHFAARXSOCEEER
R 2 Al 3 ARG /N I Y, B D SOCD R

LA K, 6.48~7.79 kg/m? . ARl /NL 4k
B SOCD 78 Z2 8 R, A R b 30T 48 3k 1l 9 199
SOCD k. A 4.85 kg/m*; B It 1 1 11 ¥4 3 3 14
SOCD ft . A 7.21 kg/m?, AN, 3 AN B8 N B
# SOCD 43 %14 5.24,5.80,6.30 kg/m?,

Bl 3 R T AR+ H R ) SOC 1 2 B4 A A
D 1t UL 3 R b, S TR A R R 2R R R R 0—
40 cm SRAE IR SOC 7 5 bifi 2R FF TR 2 16 Pkt f
il . 7E 40200 cm MR FE 1 )2 N SOC & it A8 {88
/NGB SOC & 1 76 2 R AR TR B2 = T 38k b A
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7.0 g/kg TREE] 4.3 g/kg., C J bR X Y AS[F]
2K SOC BI7E 060 cm R KE L 2 P Bl I8 B 48 b
Wb, HAFE 40—60 cm RAERE NN 3.9 g/kg /&£
i 7E 60—200 e RFEEZE N AE L ZWE A
[ 261 SOC 22 58/, ¥R 3.7 g/kg.

F2 HEENRERE LR A+
BHLHE E (SOCD) #1iE

Table 2 Soil organic carbon density of different land
uses at dam-controlled watersheds

MENEE A SOCD(0—100 cm)  TIEATE/ IR

R JeHl (kg/m*) (geem ™) WHI/%
Bt Hb 4.85 1.34 15.87

A B H 6.48 1.25 9.33
B 5.24 1.35 74.80

Wi A b 7.21 1.34 6.28

B B H 6.62 1.35 41.97
o 5.80 1.35 51.75

B b 5.67 1.34 4.21

C B 7.79 1.35 23.54
ol 6.30 1.35 72.26

B3 HiE/NmiE AR R AR T EFYE(SOC) MEE S 1t

Fig.3 Vertical distribution of soil organic carbon in different land use of dam-controlled watersheds
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Fig.4 Soil particle characteristics in dam fields of different dam-controlled watersheds
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(1 i SOC B I 1 40 i R k. A 34 Hb 300300
M1, SOC 7E 020 cm + )2 & E i & . £ 2080 cm
+ 2 I BETE RN, SOC F s F F, SOC V3 {E
FERT A JE R FE X 4T AN 6.5.6.8,5.3 g/kg T FE
F|7T 3.5,3.6,3.2 g/kg. 7E 100 cm LA F ZE PR IR
Ak, SOC ZZ AL g BE 5/ B H 2 3.35 g/kg. B A M
H 0—20 em +JER SOC &&= i . 7E 100 cm 2 E
FEN . SOC 75 i Bl R BE 3 il F R, 80—100 em 19

FAEL R A RAE M SOC F8H1E4.0 g/kg /&
fi. #£100 cm DL A EZWRE PN, SOC MR E 2%
18 TR, C U H 0300 b i BOR AR X L, SOC 728 4k
G AL C I b FE A ][] : 0—20 em 12
i » 7E 2080 em 4 )2 PIHREE T [, 7E 80 em DL R
HEENZE TR, hBRBCRHEIX N, SOC & &l
B HFAE 80—100 em, 7E 80—150 em Y + 2 E SOC
FadGE FRE.150 em DL 2289 SOC & & 7F 3.0~
3.4 g/kg W/INMIRBE DB (B 5) .
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Fig.5 Vertical distribution of SOC in different sites of check-dam fields

(2) W SOC WK or A ek, K 6 B 7/
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ik A T I HE P L AN [R)SR FE TR BE ) SOC & JEAE
0Lkt A7 3 3 38 A 1 5 VA 980 30 KO 1) s DA /DN B 30U Sk
FHAR,SOC & Bk b BT

B 8 Hb 300300 4 Py + K SOC Y48 e K, 76 A [a] I
FE 2, SOC 5 52 76 300 7 BER R X AR e LS
BORFEX B, AR [A — LSRR N, SOC Ik K
(B LT 359 Hy B0 22 S5 W

C WA HB I Y 0—60 cm SOC & &, W UK ] 1
T PESK 7 1A S R RS . 78 80—150 em AYAN[A) KA 1
PN 3T ] SRR T 1 SOC 571 B X R AR AE

2.4 ARE/MNFREH SOC =%

B Y b 300300 b Py, 300 kb R K g SOC 3 {8 F0 b fif
B KT 4.0 g/kg, IR E T ALC IR, A, C W
W SOC F LT 4.0 g/kg, [FIAF A Jit b3 SOC &
T C b3, SOC BMHE 437K 3.9,3.5 g/kg. 3 Ik
FEIUHD, , B L S N R SR A XN B SOC & i 19 1= %
5Ty 55 4 A A 1R, B 3T SOC 5 2 B 8 =
T ALC U I, A YA HL 3T SOC 5 1 ¥ w5 T C it
Hu L,

A Y b UG Y T PR DA R R BE AN [ A
AU SOC & it AE BB/, & o8 3.8 g/kg, G BR
FEIX SOC W AR [F] 1 A2 32 30, v 457 R S48 43 )
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Fig.6 Horizontal distributionof soil organic carbon in
different sites of check-dam field
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Fig.7 Soil organic carbon in different dam field of
dam-controlled watersheds
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o7 L A R b 5 iz 2 SOCD 1y Z oo 1, 4 m)
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o, ASCGHEATT SOC f & 5 LA L 3 Fh A FH Y
AH AR St DL K A BERn 9 B RLAR (9 R S PE 34T

Wi N R4 R SOC &5+ 5 (ki .
TIEDR S EEAHCKR, S BT RED
EFIEMHXLR,

FEARTRHZE T, SOC & 5 e #F b 1w A2 5 L 3
BRth 5 LL AT SOCD By Z oo fR 1 5 30U Ay SOC oW
BAHEPER R, WL SOC 586 M i A 5 L Bk
di AT SOCD ) o e fU 2 W E W I L R,
i M UL N SOC B £ 55 55 1l 1y AR Ll L B b
1 SOCD ) oo fRY 2 i E AAH R (K 3),

F 3 FUE/MRIE SOC REEEH N EZHHEXE

Table 3 Correlation between SOC and its potential influencing factors of different dam controlled watershed

Wi H i T H .8 A T4 H .8

di b/ % mite/ % ditk/ % (H Hx SOCD) (i H * SOCD) (5 x SOCD)
B R b AH P —0.021 0.321 —0.407"" 0.087 0.272"" —0.443""
sig. 0.774 <<0.001 <<0.001 0.239 <20.001 <<0.001
I H FokL braR A ki H{E K 4%/ mm
B IR 30 AR 5 0.270" " 0.293"" —0.294" " —0.350" "
sig. <<0.001 <<0.001 <<0.001 <<0.001

Heoxox SHFE 0.01 GO CGRUR) L AH G i 3,

3 W
3.1 SOC 7Eith P Y == i8] 4 7 45 1iF B 22 0 B 3=

1E SOC M I B 43 AR AR AE b AR UL Y SOC %
WY B AE 020 em L2, BLIEME)E +
JEN SOC bifi + 2 1% B 14 P sk~ B 5 DU BF 58 25
We—2 T SR A R S MR M SOC B %

o] U R i A, SR Z SOC & REm, RE L
Z NI R B TR A AU B9 BR L SOC 1
A AR 5 DR Bl 2 R B 3, SOC 7 B 23 PR g
AR . TRJZ 1B OME A R 422 A S B A 3% ) D
559 AL BRAK, SOC & S AR E . 1 C I
U 3N Al RS T 300 R AT T TR SR
G e S BORFE X, SOC 3% 4 1 (5 R ) 3L
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