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FRBUNFREHERRERERS FEHBEEEHE (WERANAJE) BN
W, BENTER: SHASERALE, iEREE, FYOUNERZSRERISE,
HEEREES. Y, BDERRERFIAN, ZHANEREHENRRRRE B AR AR
58077 28,9t,hafls8, Tm?/bha, ETFAFHEEFHETEWH MRS KBGEETHR
FR BN,

XRE R BEENE

AN GEREHY BEOKTEERE R EAAEERR LR ZREHRE 5 4
R EERNEN EARKNERRDEEFEENEN. ERE, AXEKEH B 5
WD AR E Y PEMAE BT S 8 6 ) 1B EEL R R R 35
HEATEREXHE BHEDELEN e FREFREEEREETOaEE—
EHRE M ERRE TAREMNSE. RFHPTE HYRFT TR LMEE 9 &
BB ——SERH A E BN fR KL BRI KBRS TSR . EE R R,
AT G ARk B IR AR B B R AR

WREAS FmEENEEEEN. BEXSERAAYOELERSHAETE EZ R
HE, ESRNDH X ERNSHE 15.6°C, i EHFEKERI. 2mm, 6 —10 A X R
F,% K E£666.9mm, 54 ER BT, 8% ,11— 4 A XNTF,[EKH204, 4mm, {5 5
REBR28.2%, FTRERITERRESHKEZIL 1,34,

REEMZ T ERERNFLABA, AT FLLET SRS, X 2
AP, 2 HAT EP AR EERES IR —, KRBENSERMARA T B
B 300 £ A tidb s, HEBENT, S8 (Pinus venanensis) B 12, £S5
F2915m, Wy 40 —60 F , B A0 FTCIL 8 (Castano psis orthacantha) , L 58k (Lithocar—
Dus dealbatus) %, —IEE T EERZ T .FAERBHAEL.6;ARZFL1—2n, W
A0 Y2 L L 1B (LTEH S (Rhododendron spinuli ferum) B 2TE (Lyvonia oveli fol-
i@ JNERTF (Myrsine ufricana) B8 E (Ternsiroemia gymnanthers) ,ZEWH (V accinium
Fragile) . GRS FE (Michelia yunnanensis)ZAE; AAEEH0.5m, FEF10—15%,
XEFH N eF (Eulalia guadrinervis) I B E (Arundinella setosa) ,=EE LR

A TF10884E 5 Al B, 198041 B o 3 0k K.
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(Ainsliaea yunnanensis) ;52 (Corex si).) » K 8B EE (Leontopdium sp.) %, s EBLL
BHESEERG,, FHEEF 1 —2cm, M B % 8 — b5 cm, FRHl - 85 #4718,

=.H R A E

7E50 X S0m* N N Z B 10N ER 40, sm* W HEE P RFE. THEER X B, H
WEMBEHERERER AT KR,

ERBHN , i1 B A Ay ER N BRI AN NS —H X405 H 24
FABEABEN (EEPHE, IXBEASEE L IRRABORKMEBEY 8B #,

[ER M 1R, K - M E) W R ER RSB, B, 5— 4 0l r
FREFOERRE RENE. PARRFRUATAFEARRDY: (1) RSl @ 8 ‘
TEM R ERE i, R B Gerlachy 32, BT G U M H 2 FE 4 S (25 /D X #3510 % .

Im*, BWEREREEARAICRETNSG. (2)FTHNEEB10—15ecm B T BE&K
2 () EBIRENE A B &, EE RS RN 5 2 &S, 0 Bl E #E RS &R
BT A s R R E R A 5,10, 15 0 20em #Y 4 SR B, & XM=k, ZEEE10
Ko HH##F 4 Ror5IERE LKA 8 K IFE 200 EHME, 2T A B & EE k.

E.HEGERSEaSK

(=) BHNERER. EHEEHREREXRXEKE

BT AN ESEESE RIESANEN,. ST F —EHENH B KBRS
FHE .EENAEINER, CIEAA TBEEHREEABEEH R, ERE0N & R,
B 4 — 5 ATl1—12 8 IR R B % i, SF B B 045, 27t /ha , ZE 0B 4. 46—
5.85t/ha, K #H-B B EHHNI LI ERSE .H EAARRNTON LS.

it ERREM LB EYNIER T EF o BRE. K FunEEN A H 7
R B E S A0 AR BN R SE2 BRI = W E L BIL (Litter) \D(daff) 1
H(humus) =WE, AR EEENMEH TR LAHEHE. aERRNEREHER
B.ZURRESEAFAKBABRILE 1. iR TE U, R BRFIHEAHRTBEEH-
HiFcEH B, 428,80t/ ha, 3Kt R, 558, 7T1m% ha , E R W E T X LI T4
BRAENHEHRKER R

#1 ZRRERENHEATRERERZABREFHKR ]
Table 1 The dry weight of litter and its the maximum N
soil retention of Pinus yumnanensis forest ‘
- _
B
LEg DX E HE 2 8 #
EH l
FEt/ha) 7.05 12.03 9, 87 28,89
| EF KR (m?/ha) 10.88 36,19 12.64 58,71

1) Morgan, R.P.CORBMFE), 1985 EMEHAKTRRACR. KLRFER, PEXLRFEEN
{1)38—il. .
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2} MRS, =R RRERHE Rk B R aig 1938

(S RiSE. SNk RN
1. B R RE N R Bk R Em
IREN AR ISR, FESHE N TR AH(5—6 B) JhE(T—s H)

FUEH (9 —10 B) =4~ I JHREAT 5347 o 3X RERE 5 S0 TR R B 1Ly 3 7K = M 2611

BRE" ), MEEFBRRBRE AR RBES I SRHNE PR EEE RIFM 8B4

KA MEMUNBEMSERZURALBA M ZLR W EERITFISRES R0 4
FREGKZRBSEG RWEHESENE AR ENT . 280%, SEXEHET

P<0.0189BE KT %2, . HTFHEENENEE ST, S ARNSE FROMR 2
Sk, '

2 BERAERE. EESERSEERAXE

Table2 The relation between the amount of soil losses (S g/10m?) , the
amount of water runoff (W, mm) and the amount of rainfall (R: mm)

!
L

; B % & K i ¥ ok B K
Moom | % 2 m :
| * 5 B & HWER® ¥ B = AR
5—8 8 % B #H  5=0.5690R-2,9872 0,9551* W =0.0322R - 0,1444 0,9673"
L
B WA §=0,0408R-0,3111 0, 9245 W=0,0131F - 0.0400 0.9577"
T—8h = ¥ o4 §=0,2404R - 1,5873 0,907 W =0,098LR — 0.1667 0,9184°
| a S=0.0535R~0.7636 0,9073 W =0,0086 R—0.0428 90,9457
5—108 # M 5=0,1255R- 0.8275 0.$093" W =10,0248 R - 0.0640 0.9010*
B ¥4 W =0,0043 R-0,0068 0.9239*
* p<<0.01
#3 HFEESERE FEERESREERENXR
Table 3 The relation between the amount of soil losses (¢ g/10m?), the
amount of water runoff {(F1 mm) and rainfall intensity (J,mm/h)
t A
B & & & WO B R
B} 1] it L | .
F OR.A WXER M xR A HERM
| ;
s—eRB | % ¥ A §$=0,6500/- 13,6185 0,9014" W =0,38047-0,8242 0, 045"
£
B oW o4 §=10,85527-0,8460 | 0,9135* W =0,16971-0,3425 0,9316°
T—B A = 4 §=12,48621— 4,2876 0,9216" W =0,43867- 0, 7231 0,9350*+
T S =10,48287- 0, 6O4T 0,9566" W =0,0704f- 0, 0988 0,9124¢
e—10H = Ho4a §=1,28237-1,8176 0,9293° W =0.23000- 0.3627 0,9530*
B #Ha W =0,08057-0,0224 0.9146°
- <0, 01

A HEROEGERERD,RBNE XA 015ke/10m?, 3T BH/LPERAE
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HZHK. ‘rﬁiE%E?ﬂﬂh,E-"r*h‘,wm%Eﬁiﬁl’ﬁﬁﬁiiﬁmﬁgﬂf$%‘ﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ=ﬁ i #Ho
R MMNI0m, , MR A B MR, BT B S5 8159 0.32mm/ 1om?,
0.39mm/10m? 0. 25mm /10m* (8§ 544> B %0, 13mm/10m? 0. 07 mm/10m? 510, 04mm,
1om®) ., G RERIERPNELFLRE, REEBEW R 0. 210kg/10m?, SRR 1 14
e EMFN.PPBROEELRES, A5 SEHMY . “EEAEEHNERHE
B @A TR A, 209 8mmE 4 (RBEH A9 15mm)

frl e L Bk Rl 988 B2 -5 R ) A TR 401 19 B B 12 5 B IR 4 2 I B DU 3% B 9T 4 4L T,
HERH K BN R AR RE T MR B RNER. ANERETESE S H R
2mm/h, ZEMZEHTER, WA AN B &R & 4 B 3% i 0.004kg/10m? F1 0. 067
kg/10m® 2o o B Ak R IR B AU E N0, 7mm/10m?, J53 BRI 4. 39mm/10m® L4,
WM LN MEHE BAERENEWMTEATFHEEH.

HEEHPHX, TEFHAR, TEEEEN T8, T8 kER, FEETSHF E
BETOUIMHEN AR THA ARBEEZH . HEEFREREE SRR R &
Rb BEE A 7 Th B 2 B R B0 ML B TR S R R K L LB T RS
B, R B B ET B9 F K B SR8 1 R B M B B rh R, 2 M TR SR 1B W, R AR R o B W
AR R M TR i M R R B AR, U R R R R NR R LT BB
BAGEROM AR RSB KFEL B A %5, 8 T 108 &, FEmED,
—ESEHAEYOE LR, LI ERIrEL, BFmEek, ARYPHARIRD. BU
WIMEREHEREENERAFAILE O BELTEY, FRBEFEL, SEEEEK

4 WHIPERRTE LT A L 5 R A

Table4 Effect of tainfali of early petiod on the amount of soil ergsiun
of different treatment plots

|
S NN W R

(¥, A, B Cmm)

| & B # W # &
W+ R

(mm) ‘BEHERE EASHRE HESEE AES KR
Ckg/10mM)| (mm} (kg/lom?)|  (mm}

EWEg
(mm/h)

1586, 48 ,11—15 3¢, 9 ’ 3.2 , 0.6 ' 0,006 0,30 0,0011 b.14

19%6. 7 ,11—15 35,8 2.5 54,0 i 5,011 1,10 0, 0017 0,12

g Rk EmE B InL T2, T E AR A E N B RN B W R AN (U
4no, 5500, 3% . FURL AT KL F 7R S SRR MR e T » LA TR & B R BT ) T .
2. MR tA B R RAF A L (035 R
M RERA SRR ENER, B THEERT ERE B THERE k. &
BRER BTN EERN. MFE MU EER (LK 6 R, XME K £ KK
BHRBBE, FUSFRREERBEETH 8. 4mn, B EZHA K N 2.62%. &
A AR AR B, ¥ 27 5 R E R R IR N B 470, 210k g/ 10m?, 1T B Rh4H #dk

13 Rerk B Y EE0IR,, HE A B L. 3mm , M B2 i A B 50, 60 % B gk 225 {10 k.

2 WEAEF0.015ke/10m%

}
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R THLA AR S XL EXRARKE
Table 5 The comparison of the amonnt of soil erosion of different plots

p A EWR FR YR ¥ WEREN LRSS REE
it A g -3 44 3 t £33 £
. H. B> (mm) {kg/10 m3y {mm» {%)

L H-#4E | 198,06—10 04,8 58 0.321 56 21.0 2,32
1987.6~-10 838.5 22 0,008 48 , 16,7 2,92
LR - | 721.7 27.5 ¢,210 52 18,4 2,62

| oA 1986, 6 —10 904.8 16 0,027 41 5.2 0,57

1987.6—10 538,86 4 0,003 81 8.4 0.83

J b b ) 721.7 10 4,015 38 4.3 0.60

s B, R R A R R AR, A LA KM B /D R i RS iR,
T A2 2 B P A9 fR3E K L e '

(=) FELEA T WS KRHETE

R AR L N, B
A BRI SR 1 A K I
B A PRI 38 W , R T s
THEKBOESLERARME
1), EHEHFEE MTERE,
LA KR 7.8 AT A "
Ry R AR R 20 = I
RS, K B R B B, 5 6 7 8 8 o112 A
WAk FI RS, BETE A 5 sl -
FI10 » A KR A 7 (. D) B R R a
E‘Eﬁmiﬁﬂ? ;%ﬁﬁﬁf&? at: o Fig.1 Monthly changes in soil moisture content of
mﬁﬂEZTﬁé,i&ﬁﬁﬁﬂ’ﬂiﬁﬁ. different treated plots
R EER, HEAKE TR St A T RS, HE T EEAE L W&
KR F AR, X AANEEREFRN.

m, # i

MRS ER LB LR B T 2 BB MK Tue %+ SR W E & 1T
HRIREIR 2 FEAI I SF , Bt —H R B & W e Rl L M B fF . BT
ARETEEE,BET XN T HEENEHEES LT LHER,BNR F
A EEEOHEEEE EERSNRIFER. W EEEHTSR R FEE
KK, BRHEM SRR T AR EETE FTR HABRHAEHLELD. B, & H 1
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HEEH ENE SR ESRENBENTHEATEEEX.

ERERSRN KX, AREA D EhEQK 853 5 E0F R R Ao
B B KRR R KB R M S F AN EREN AR X &
RERERARN YL I, ERNER T RIAEET B E RS M &
HRBT —AAEE WREUSHRPE HLERS . 8.3 5RERN 2,7 f
ERPHFHBRONE L, A0 T BMEREN ENFER. EXENABIHE 58
A B R FRRG 15 2 BB ERGE L 1R A TRIE BL E RIF S MR K K
HL” X R R A — AR I U M K L B Sk B R TR i B th B bk S R R A 0, B
8 B BB AL, — BB IR D Fek R, Rt Z2R{PIE AN R
A R {RE R A ERIHOR T AR ERRP A EENE.

# # X W
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PRELIMINARY STUDY ON THE WATER AND $OIL CONSERVA'ﬂDH
FUNCTION OF THE LITTER OF THE PINUS YUNNANENSIS -
FOREST

Liv Wen—yao Zheng Zheng
(Kunming Institute of Feology, Academia Sinica)

Ahbstract

In this paper, the amount of soil losses and water runoff, soil mois-
ture content, soil temperature at the plot without litter (AIO) and the plot
with litter in Pinus yumnanensis forest in middle Yunnan province have
been observed. The results showed that the amount of soil lerosion and
water runoff in the plot without litter were 12 and 3,3 times higher those
in the plot with litter, The mass of the litter was 28,9t-ha~! and its m-—
aximum amount of soil retention was 53,7m® ha~'. The scil moisture co—
ntent in the plot with litter is always higher than that in the plot with
litter in drought, Therefore the retained forest litter has fine ecological
benefits.
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