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Comparative Study on Coupling Relationship between Soil Properties
and Land Use in Northeast Agriculture and Animal Husbandry Ecotone

CHEN Qiang, QIN Fucang, YUE Yong jie
(Inner Mongolia Agricultural University, Hohhot 010019, China)

Abstract: Soil properties of different land use types were studied in T ook Baer dun channel small water
shed. Cultivated soil bulk density and soil porosity conditions were the best, forestry-pastoral land was the
second. T here was a little difference between forestry and pasture land, and these two parameters for agrr
culture-forestry land were the worst. With the increase in soil depth, soil bulk density rose and the soil po-
rosity delined. Soil average natural moisture content and water storage capacity of 0— 80 c¢m in arable land
were maximum, the second for griculture forestry land and forestry, the lowest for pasture land. For soil
total element contents of different land use types, cultivated land is the highest, the second is pasture
land, next is agriculture forestry land, forestry-pastoral land and forestry land. For soil available element
contents of different land use types, they are the highest in cultivated soil, next is forestry land. And there
is no difference in forestry-pastoral land and pasture land, the lowest is agriculture-forestry land. For or
ganic matter content of different use types land, the highest is pasture land and cultivated land, and no
difference in the other different use types land. Comprehensive analysis showed that: physical and chemical
properties of cultivated land was the best, but agriculture forestry complex land was poor in this water

shed.
Key words: watershed; land use; soil; physical and chemical properties
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/em (g* em™3) ! % | % ! % /mm
0- 10 1.14 66.43 7. 30 58.39 66.56
10- 20 1.14 65.05 6. 59 57.03 65.01
20- 40 1.31 57.91 8. 29 44.30 116.07
40- 60 1.43 50.79 6. 56 35.50 101.53
60- 80 1.57 44.94 6. 36 28.47 89.40
0- 10 1.33 68.19 7.12 51.24 68.15
10- 20 1.32 59.17 7. 91 44.65 58.94
20- 40 1.39 56.48 5. 50 40.56 112.76
40- 60 1.56 45.83 5.52 29.29 91.38
60- 80 1.52 53.62 6. 65 35.19 106.98
0- 10 1.45 58.87 6. 36 40.34 58.49
10- 20 1.43 61.73 9.43 43.12 61.66
20- 40 1.53 58.79 9. 34 38.46 117.69
40- 60 1.59 52.66 5.75 33.17 105.48
60- 80 1.61 48.03 5. 64 29.84 96.08
0- 10 1.35 57.44 6. 01 42.46 57.32
10- 20 1.40 59.99 7.35 42.88 60.03
20- 40 1.38 56.19 9.13 40.68 112.28
40- 60 1.36 57.32 6. 77 42.19 114.76
60- 80 1.48 52.62 7. 09 35.53 105.17
0- 10 1.28 65.73 11. 89 51.48 65.89
10- 20 1.34 61.18 11. 65 45.62 61.13
20- 40 1.41 60.89 13.79 43.31 122.13
40- 60 1.50 54.14 15.37 36.20 108. 60
60- 80 1.43 53.38 12. 90 37.37 106. 88
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