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F1 BT BMAFEHR

¥R
wg FEEE gy ALK 2 = C/N MmER BER WER+EEN
(g/kg) (g/kg) ! (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)
1-1 0~20 12.5 1.09 6.67 6.70 — 6. 70
1-2 20~40 INR 10. 4 0.98 6.17 5.58 0.76 6. 34
1-3 40~60 7.6 0.71 6.22 4.43 - 4.43
2-1 0~20 13.0 1.01 7.48 13.63 5. 61 12.24
2-2 20~40 £ 3 10.1 0.97 5.99 7.19 0.91 8.10
2-3 40~60 7.6 0.78 5. 66 0.35 3.04 3.3%
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1.2 BEnkig

ERERYKER—EHHERALREHFT  HTRBHIRES HEEYREED
REARHMEEE, EXRBT 19926 6 5 19 H%FM, 45F 7 H 19 B (BHD.8 B 5
B OMILORE),8 H 25 B GEEED,9 H 29 B GRBIEH),10 A 7 B (RERD SRR
HEER EZEF RS FARREENTHEIFRS T ISR EFS AR ERR
HEERAERN, %S 20cm 4 EFRE 0~100 cm #1+#,H 1 mol « L'#) KCI B3
%, AEEHB BTN EH L PHHESE ESRETNFE3d Bt TERE0
~20em T EKE HERFHEKE: AR TFERER 9:30~10:00 W& 10 cm
1B HEETHLR. AEIRRT 1992 46 10 A 12 B8, 3 90 kg/hm? #E P,O,
RIERE RS, R AR 25 F 19924 12 F 15 0,1993 42 A 15 8,3 A 14 H ,4
HI13H,S H17HM6 A 8 AT RFEKKER 0~60cm 4B L4, B/ NERRER
THESR EDSE LR ERRIBHUERAEXRRR. EX.IERRHEE 2
W RERTRAR P AR R IE , R K.

2 HiREsH

2.1 FHERIRTCBRBBLERER

TRAXVAEREGREVMLYE N B, TH—-RR S I EERER:

dN
W—KN

LR B 48 log (No—N,) =logN,—Kt/2. 303

KF N ALFE R ERBRT LR R L, K bR,

Stanford R fERBIR BWHRE S ENTREE L XFTEENS, ERESE
B No Jalog(No—ND 5 ¢ BERFMEL KRR, ARAFANRIFABH N 5 HE—%KshH
ERERKE AR KAEE. NTIEAT —RREE ¥ ER R L R KT L B
HIEREHE, AZEEIC PRI DA R AT TR A — R R N 3) fF BRI 1 55
BERHEHSTERES RS R 2, X REEAR 1 %A BEKHE.

F2 RIRENXTUERT SR

AlE o E A BB & (mg/kg) a3

#s 7d  14d 284 42d 63d 84d 112d 140d (mé"/;‘g) (d’f,) r

1-1 13.9 19.2 30.8 42.8 53.9 64.3 82.7 98.3 126.51 0.01008 0.9876
1-2 8.2 11.1 16.9 21.8 28.7 34.9 51.4 62.4 88.06 0.00812 0.9753
1-3 2.6 3.3 5.6 7.0 9.5 11.7 13.7 18.7 24.17 0.00922 0.9663
2-1 6.3 9.8 23.3 36.7 43. 2 50.1 62.9 77. 8 159.85 0.00491 0.9926
2-2 10. 8 12.6 17.5 21. 4 27.0 29.6 37.6 46. 4 55.28 0.01089 0.9658
2-3 4.0 4.6 5.5 6.0 6.8 7.5 10.3 15.7 17.94 0.01078 0.8548

Btk B o] LSRR R WA 2 U B ] SRR B K IE WL A ¥ . Stanford "R
RO ER R BRI TEEST AEER YK X R EREA TR AT
FREFRESRF.EBEFAFENDEL, HEERTRESTHEEHR K HXEA
B, A BTSRRI R T (] 8RO DD BE SR AR RO R N B 1 5 IR R .
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B BE B X FF logK =6.80 — 2497/T 4D
] B A I S logK =4.19 — 1817/T (2)
R, T HEMNBE,
Wt ERREEVAERKEH. MEAHMESNTARERSHALHENFERE
E#TRE, RAREQEBERIFNIREXEKETHIREEVLEBFRYLE.
TR BH L WAKS R IERM Stanford B AHERE XTI EREHMKS &
BHXREE y=2,80:

RN SBTHTHER _ ¥—Kkoa R
BOEKS SBVAARE BOEKD SR

BEAREE KT TR THTLEE.
HET No ATV HEEER K ZFFAHENEE, RTNA— RN ETBHERTR

BIFR N=N,  Ke, R Fw{LEE, B,

$1ATILER =N, - K, - (B/A)

FB2HATHAER =N, — N)) <K, (B,/A)

F3FTAEE =Ny — Niup) - K, - (By/A)

%;sﬁ ......

KXH,B,,B:B RN 1,2,3 AL MEKE A NRIEKSGER. BREIEJLEN &
RUAE B, B Sy 5 B b ] 4 3R 4R (3R 3D

%3 BHRNMEHERRRT LTBIE mg/kg
E % h E
24 0~20 cm 20~60 cm R A 0~20 cm 20~60 cm B
(H/AY 4 B c D A+C B+D |CB/R) 4 B c D A+B C+D
19/6 22.8  22.8 f12/10° 16.7 167

19/7 13.9 6.6 5.4 3.0 43.1 32.4 pf 15/12 6.9 4.6 6.2 4.1 29.8 25.5
5/8 8.9 41 4.1 1.9 56.2 38.4 | 15/2° 1.4 1.0 1.2 0.9 32.4 27. 4
25/8 8.1 4.1 3.7 1.9 68.0 444 14/3 2.3 1.6 2.0 1.4 36.7 30. 4
29/9 11.0 6.4 5.1 3.0 84.1 53.8 13/4 3.5 g-3 3.1 2.1 43.3 34.8
7/10 L6 1.0 0.7 0.5 86.3 55.3 17/5 5.3 3.0 4.6 2.6 53.2 40.4
8/6 3.7 2.1 3.3 1.9 60.2 44.4

H14,C R AN 1B, D R (DOATHHM: + % 1992 FHRM, KRN 1993 FHM.
2.2 HERFTHETIENITH

ERERERFTHEEY BEREBATECHLREGY AR W 2 WRFEFHA
BT RAUAR LR LR BARAE TR EY R R, R —C LB R
e T RBREANT HABALU—ELERENLEIRARTHE MARBRNETH LR
BY, BELAFLEANTRY T, ATHRETHHEA 0~60 cm LEAFHEEL 0.53 mg/
kg, GRGETHEEM BT ARBEMHL, TRERAS I, EREXGETHKED 60 cm UTF
MV RERLRL, BT AR EELHFE O~60cr EREF , HEBHTR:

Naviez = Nuwaw + Nua — Nawvsn (3>

R@OGL3THEKEMEME, A T KEEDEREFN A SRR CE
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x4 BEXKNMZERERMETLTRE mg/kg
EES A2

o e REE Zxm @ Cmax  REE Zrm
19/6 22.8 0 22.8 12/10° 16.7 0 16.7
19/7 27.7 0 27.7 15/12° 12.4 17.9 30.3
5/8 28.2 10. 2 38.4 15/2 26.7 21.5 48. 2
25/8 21.8 277 49.5 14/3 30.4 26.7 57.1
29/9 20. 4 KRR 55.3 13/4 17.8 65.0 82.8
7/10 19.8 2~ 48.7 17/5 5.5 60.5 66.0
8/6 7.5 47. 8 55.3

Hex B 1992 EMEE HANL 1993 FEMEHE.

2.3 EXBARARTLERENERE
HAER 3.4 EXEEBARTABRENLRE ETEIDHE.

W IEFHER New =10.02 4 0.51Ngn r=0.954""
AN IEFH A Nyw =0.078 + 0.98Nygy 7= 0.946""

UEE S OMBHREB+D) ELMEE+F) BRMEXERIF, HENER
EWmTLHE. BWOOPMEA ST RIES ENEF B ER/D,WEHEELTF 1(H
B, HEAR@ORXTEAFRESTRENSRERF . REETOXERF AR+ M
O, ET ARG T LB R E K ERA, FRTBMELH. WX EFIR
BARMD , EATEEFEERERFVLUEART LA LRER.

69 4 100
fwso " 80 B
g 40 60 4
% 0 s
fa 20 40
;é 10} 20¢ 1

19/6 19/7 5/8  25/8  29/9 7/10 12/10 15/12 15/2 14/3 13/4 17/5 8/6
H#i/R-B'

ME EXDEWMMESLNELE
A EXB. DR BB N2 B3 RME 4. WM

2.4 PNEBEIARTABREHER
R 3,4 MEHMERT ABRES L BE, #THXI TR E TR
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Checking upon Models of Predicting the Intensity and
Quantity of Nitrogen Mineralization on Dryland
Ju Xiaotang Li Shengxiu

(Deparment of Natural Resources and Environment Protection, Northwestern Agriculture

University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100)

Abstract The predicting values of the intensity and quantity of nitrogen mineral-
ization were checked up with maize, winter wheat plot experiment in fields. The soil
mineralizable nitrogen potential (N,) was calculated from first-order dynamic equation.
The suitability of two models of nitrogen mineralization ratio constant (K) affected by
soil temperature that we have set had been compared. The results of Stanford et al. for
quantity of nitrogen mineralization affected by soil moisture were used. As the results
showing, the model of leaching at intervals without sands was good for predicting the
intensity and quantity of nitrogen mineralization in maize growing season and both of the
models were not good for winter wheat because the variation of soil temperature was big
and the quantity of nitrogen uptaking sharply increased in the period of returning
growth,

Key words N mineralization, the intensity of mineralization, the quantity of min-

eralization, predicting models, ckecking upon.



