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S a3 A i X DA ) b A 5 SCRY
U PETE bR HEAT T B 5, 45 Hh K B 1k 141 3R AR S 4 A
J S b G Y R AR bR . DA B ESE R
X AR 307 4 3 DX B B AR K O o A P Y
P55 R 5 ZR I 5T, X AT R X
FT I B AR AN [ IR B i A AN [ st ) 5 X
F4 398, 0l e 30T R M DR B R S i A v Y S T
P AR TR, AR SC LA R T3 B R /N i 380k T 58
DX, 3z JH 2 1] e 90 AR 18] 7 810 6 O 3, I T &
HHIT PPN ST Pk i LA R B, BT TR SRR
b DCAB B R S20d A rp i b S BT bl R AR AL RRAE . T
FUME R o e T e A S B T, LU
W ST AR 3 DX ) R S R A 2 o A A L A

RS ik

L1 HERHR

WHFE X AL T 590 4 K07 B4 O A AL 22 5 R
FRIRE X, Mo B AR A5 O 7R 28 105°37712" ~ 105°44'
517,464k 27°07'31" ~27°02'34" 73K 1 304 ~ 1 697
m, J& MR AR b L R A S B M2 2 O Bk R £
Fof R A Pk M B A K D T K
PRI B H B3 - b T B 98. 6% o A
PR A, AR R 12.8 °CL, BRI
254 d, ZAEFH M 1 118 mm, /K Z 4 F
T—9 H 5 AERE T Y 81. 4% , W58 X P 526 A
H T AL AREL e 55 5t AL, 3 2 3 A SR 7 A B O, )
PR IR AWK, Fr K S AE KA ( Trachycarpus fortune) | 2

11 ( Ligustrum angusum ) | ¥k ( Quercus fabri) | R £k
( Quercus acutissima ) | Wi M- 1% ( Populus adenopoda )
&5 HER Z AT ( Myrsine africana) | K ( Pyracantha
fortuneana) .5 2 ( Coriaria nepalensis) 4 22 8k ( Hy-
pericum monogynum ) 5 M FlZ% ( Rhamnus heterophyl-
la) SM M ( Zanthoxylum ovalifolium ) %5 | Wi AR £
B 3 ( Imperata cylindrica (L. ) Beauv) 4 3¢ ( Eulalia
quadrinervis) T B ( Senecio asperfolius) %5 .
1.2 #HmRERMNE
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W B R TG T AR AR ) I 2 0 05 468 A SR BR S )
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BT 43 B A 250 5 3o R o R W DA B e 0 R
(A AR ) AR B 7 T S R Al 2R TS R S K
A2 3 T PR WA ML M AR TR R bR 4R
VR S R BRI ST 4 Y O AR R VK Y S TR
TINS5 4, T 2010 4F 4 A 75 K7 BRI A 5
SR B 28 5 A v 3o ST M 4% 17 B A A 81 1 2 b
SR B R )R B BERE M B (MT) | E B
(FM) 3 A (FX) | 77 8 i 3 K (AF) | F% K 8 Ak
(AR) , IFEHC 15 a A M2 A T Mk HL (AC) F3E #F Hb
(SC)FXTHR(F 1), FEHUT R A 20 m x 20 m, %
AEEHR T 2 5 R B, T b e o ke
ETRZ R EER, B LA RE AR &R 4R
0 ~20 em FJZFURTRE, I F B BEHLR BUR 2 +
e SEHLRR A AR 1 S R DT SR R SR 2 R ke
TR 5 P 5 A e T O 0k A 5 e AT R
PR —W0 5 k5 A DL R — T 45 R 40 A0 o 3 ik, LI
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Table 1 Basic features of the samples plots
A IR e for Heim . I ) ﬁ?i%ljﬁ TEAHY
Type Altitude(m) Slope position Slope aspect blope(gor;dlem Vegewtzo; ;Overage Dominant plant
MT 1510 [ K1 20 20 SEANSE SN IR 27 TviAS
FM 1509 Y A 20 40 St AR RS
FX 1482 e T8 | 0 30 LM BAT B ISR S B
AF 1510 3 T 2 0 80 BT R B 5 W
AR 1453 =il Jerm 28 60 LA AR R 2 0T AR A
AC 1 504 i R A 20 30 LN 7R
SC 1 500 g o 5 — Je& 4

T MT 78 REIE FM R R R FX SRR A AF Fon I i PE B B AR R Ie K5 AC SRR MINAZ N Tbk 5 SC R 7R 308 i Notes : MT stands

for meadow thicket; FM stands for mixture of frutex and meadow thicket; FX stands for frutex; AF stands for mixture of arbor and frutex; AR stands for

arbor; AC stands for artificial woods of Chinese Cryptomeria; SC stands for slope farmland
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(>0.05 mm) 43 Hr{E ; (6) H R JE (X,) = HRRB/
AT RAK( >0.05 mm) 43 Hr e ; (7) 4 BUR (X,) =
A AR (< 0.05 mm) 43 B (H/HL B AR
( <0.05 mm) 4 H7 i ; C 7K & % H1 ki 25, (8) >
0.25 mm/KFa kB R E B (X)) 5(9) >0.5 mm /K
Tk AR AR i (X ) 5 (10) >0.25 mm R AR BIR
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(T >0.25 mm) ;D FHARZE, (11) FHLE S &=
(X)), ik g kg™ '
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) 3 PR OB KPR R R 25 R T B O AR
g o TIOR3 B 4 R R WY (3R 2) , U w0 Ml R
d AR, N TARERL S & 5 AR 45 FE M < 0. 01 mm %)
PRVE R 5 S B Sy < W B > T U >
HEARMR > NTLAR > B > Bk s > Iv R bk >
0.05 mm FbKL 5 il 5 BIMIRE TR R B AR > T 2ol I
> PHEHL > FEARM > wEhE > R > A T, B
T2 YR B, — g B P A 4 SR 2 A kL 4k
SRR, B E A b i 2 R 2% B Ok 8, VE M DL S
T IERRL A BIAR RS o BB b R B D kL
SRR X PR S B VETE SO E AT DL B
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Table 2 Particle size composition of the soil in the process of vegetation restoration

syt +HER A R4S - HEWK & & Contents of different fractions of particle size in the soil (% )

Type <0.001 mm 0.005 ~0.001 mm  0.01 ~0.005 mm 0.05 ~0.01 mm <0.01 mm >0.05 mm
MT 17.91 £4.90 18.73 £5.78 18.15 £2. 13 27.22 +4.31 54.78 £2.21 18.00 £2. 54
FM 25.74 £11.70 24.20 £2.83 13.13 £2. 69 21.20 +4.27 63.07 +7. 14 15.73 £8.96
FX 19. 65 +0. 55 22.43 £2.18 15.26 £1.79 23.03 +2.35 57.35 +6.77 19.62 +2.70
AF 19.58 £0.00 21.90 £2.76 16.21 £2.75 18.30 £0. 00 57.69 £2.27 24.01 £0.00
AR 19.59 0. 00 19.36 £2. 10 13.92 £1.03 17.86 3. 69 52.87 £9.58 29.27 £0.00
AC 15.73 £2.54 21.54 £2.99 18.67 £2.53 30.80 +1.12 55.94 +2.38 13.26 £2.56
SC 20.15 £1.06 21.38 £1.12 12.22 £1.82 22.41 +1.83 53.76 £2.39 23.83 £2.42

2.2 TEARK

- S A IR AR 4 0 R M R A i
G Y AR bR, A RARTE R KRBT 1 S5 44
PERE R 2 100 B 2 2+ HE P M i AR bR . K
Rtk B R £, 0P ih vk s, B0 76 b R P
BAR ST, PR AR 435 4 At N B, B AR A A 1R T U
WP R A 2 M 0 T A SR (3 3) WA, A

ARG H BRI, >5 mm,5 ~2 mm 12 ~1 mm =
AR R, L H R >5 mm H R, & E X
30% VA b, Hon NCTARFISEF A, 530 ok 22,77 %
F125.91% ;322 + T i 45 R >0.25 mm R AR5 5
H e BRI g 7 2o AR > TR R AR > B o >
HERMR > FERED > By > N TAK; >5 mm BIRIK S &
A = BRI R T o o AR > TR R AR > HE R AR >
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Table 3 Composition of soil aggregates in the process of vegetation restoration

KT F ik KRR AR+ AR R4 Particle size of soil aggregates (% )
Type Method >5 mm 5 ~2 mm 2 ~1 mm 1~0.5 mm 0.5~0.25 mm >0.25 mm
MT F i Dry-sieve 31.09 +9.35 16.90 +2.27 16.30 +2.50 17.51 £4.62 8.64 £2.12 90.43 £2. 14
120 Wet-sieve 21.63 £9.04 12.37 +4.99 7.60 = 1. 06 20.56 £3.27 10. 88 +4.52 72.95 £6.65
FM T Dry-sieve 39.68 +£10. 35 19.96 £2.53 15.08 £3.76 11.89 +4.75 5.95 +£2.00 92.56 £1.70
10 Wet-sieve 32.96 £17.24 20.38 £10. 62 6.54 +1.65 15.01 £5.12 6.61 £2.79 81.50 +20. 38
FX T i Dry-sieve 52.76 +7. 87 16. 60 +2. 08 11.01 £1.95 8.70 £1.85 4.61 +£1.15 93.68 £1.36
{0 Wet-sieve 45.96 £19.72 18.41 £3.51 3.86 +0.94 11.29 +3. 61 5.05 +2.85 84.57 +13.28
AF i Dry-sieve 65.15 +8.12 14.53 +3.03 8.43 £2.09 5.82+1.47 2.81 +0.95 96.73 £1.29
10 Wet-sieve 60.61 +11.31 16.36 +2. 36 4.70 +1.97 6.96 £2.19 3.07 +£1.48 91.70 £7.61
AR T i Dry-sieve 60.23 +6. 81 16. 58 +3. 04 9.36 +1.79 6.29 +0.97 3.32 +0.46 95.77 £0.75
10 Wet-sieve 54.51 +5.75 19.63 +3.92 4.17 +0. 89 8.51 £1.20 3.72 £1.27 90.70 +3. 88
AC Ffifi Dry-sieve 22.77 £5.46 18.28 +0.93 19.19 +1.70 19.96 £2. 11 9.67 +1.45 89.87 +2.70
H i Wet-sieve 11.40 £3.55 11.12 £3.29 7.83 £3.23 26.17 £2.61 12.77 £4.77 69.29 +4.19
SC F§ifi Dry-sieve 25.91 +7.27 22.13 +1.32 22.20 +£2.72 22.20 £3.45 6.47 +1.26 94.06 £0.79
120 Wet-sieve 6.75 £6.41 8.35 +4.40 4.51 £1.53 21.50 £5.87 13.92 £3.93 55.03 £13. 15

2.3 HMERK

- B P B A A A A A M — A
JrELE S A PLET R g i Hh A % DT G
Fo HAAFEHL D) R SRR B (3R 4) o0, 4%
FEHb P <0.002 mm F1 >0.25 mm A B &5 BIR
A< 0.002 mm [ A E R, — B 1.20% ~
16.31% ;3 #F Hb < 0. 002 mm ff A1 5 4 4 H Ath 28 7Y

ML BBk > 0. 25 mm fiff A1 58 1A A H At 2k
A £ 2 A R DL 1 ~0.02 mm & &
1o, MR BIAR U A« TR A AR, HE A bR, T 5, T
IV R, ON TR, SRR, nT WL, AR AT R K
149 2H B LR DK 235 4 OR8N TR 1Y 7 it
AR, UL LI C SRR L R H

oA R

x4 HEERELEPHIEREAREHENR

Table 4 Composition of soil microaggregates in the process of vegetation restoration

H A HEAS DR AR S A B AR 4L K. Particle size composition of soil microaggregates (% )

Type <0.05 mm <0.02 mm <0.002 mm 1 ~0.25 mm 1 ~0.02 mm
MT 30. 46 +10. 95 23.16 £9. 28 4.87 £1.78 3.57 £0.47 76.84 +9.28
FM 17.25 +6.41 11.10 £3. 11 2.02 1. 00 4.70 £2.24 88.90 3. 11
FX 16. 16 6. 62 10.42 +4.57 1.20 £0.75 5.49 +1.05 89.58 +4.57
AF 22.99 £11.11 15.11 +8.63 2.79 £2.28 4.35£1.15 84.89 £8.63
AR 13.16 5. 17 10.31 +3. 66 3.60 +2.45 6.36 +1.81 89. 69 +3. 66
AC 31.42 +14.39 23.89 £12. 67 4.41 £2.26 3.44 +1.34 76.11 +12. 67
sC 54.79 +13.57 45.33 +13. 88 16.31 £6.57 3.02+1.25 54.67 +13. 88
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TR R A AR R AR X 2
TBPFRE S, fER AN Ty —E M AE OL R, i) e e £
e AE K LR RAFAE, 5 L A E O R
Yo Ml L SEPT (3R PR AR 22, A [R) BF 5 IX i
e 18 bR AT — E 19 28 5 o AR SCIE 5 [ A F 5
TR AR AR R R > 0.5 mm KRR TR
PR 45 R T IR 30 45 0 X S BT ok vk O AT
Mo MAIFFE DX K 52 5t o op 9 47 ot P8 95
(£ 5) T RLA I AR B AR B A LB 5 i s (18
104. 4g kg '), LU HEACIR T HE 18 U AR B | R
e N TTARFNS B M, T LB AR B A AN WK R, 1
SEA LR & B2 AN W . PR R O, A

o P A 5 2 R, e S R 0 ot
- A SR B RN 43 IR 0 43 B R R RN AR
VA 58 i A, 1935 3] 80% , 33k #F by #dy A 588 8 i /N
43.77% , FAh 2 7Y () + 198 AT 5 B 3 3K 31 60% LU
s NIRRT B 3 ) - 4 AR R iR R A1
H36.25% F1 37.17% , 3 #F H (14 7 HOR B =5 >

71.31% , Hofth i 4~ F 20.30% ~ 37. 17% 2 [a] ; 3 Bk
b P AT SR A 45 ) S B R 6 e K, 7 B o U bR 1) AT 2R
RZE R R IR F 85/ 5 > 0.5 mm Fl > 0. 25 mm 7K
P T SRR O i B 38 h g D FL A A T 56. 52% ~
88.63% . NI UL, Bk - T il RE R 25, K -
TR B A IR PR MRS BE R A 0 AS B
S, P AR AR S AW

RS HEEMETLE P TESIMEER

Table 5 Soil Anti-erodibility index in the process of vegetation restoration

B3] Yot PEFE#R Index of anti-erodibility

Type X, X, X, X, X, X, X, X, X, X, X,
MT 82.00 54.78 17.91 27.95 51.54 74.12 37.17 72.95 62. 15 19. 38 61.12
M 84.27 63.07 25.74 43.98 67.02 80. 99 20. 30 81.50 74.90 12. 67 75.31
FX 80. 38 57.35 19. 65 32.35 64.21 76. 60 20.72 84.57 79.52 9. 842 87.38
AF 75.99 57.69 19. 58 34.72 52.99 68. 82 27.32 91.70 88. 63 2.254 84. 63
AR 70.73 52.87 19.59 38.29 57.57 66. 29 21.20 90. 70 86. 82 4.474 104. 4
AC 86. 74 55.94 15.73 22. 15 55.32 80. 94 36.25 69.29 56.52 22.92 57.69
Sc 76.17 53.76 20. 15 35.97 21.36 43.77 71.31 55.11 41. 11 42.82 30. 85

N T SEAE R S A AR i T ik AR A, AR
SCEBP AR bR £, & TR bR Z A — 2 B A DGk,
FEFTREE S FrLIA SCR A SPSS #fR Xt + 4t
TPk AR HEAT B8 3 BT, B BRURE 98 DA L SR BTk
PRI A FR AR, IR X A R A2 o B b R BT b RE h
PATLEA VRN, T4 R EE WK 6, WK 6 W LLE
AT 3 AN FERST (Y, LY, Y,) I BT 22 BT GA
98.09% , HFFEM IR T 1, £F5 F 15 o0 A 25K,
FEH T HE I 3 A 32 A L AR BB B e - 4 1 T ph e
JrE G, Hoh, B — FE AWM Z TR RN
57.30% , 7855 — E W5 > 0. 25 mm ZKERME A R 4K
it (Xy) 46 b5 R F 8y Je K, HOKOE > 0.5 mm K
TP A1 2R ik B it (X ) RUA HLRT (X)) L H R AR B
(X)) 58 EWor M 22Tk E N 21.85% 55— F
BLAr T <0.05 mm By RS R (X)) AT L AR
=LA T 25 STER Y 18.94% , Horfr < 0.001
mm kL& i (X)) F1Z5 o BURLHE B0 (X,) B .
FIFH SPSS v 1) J5 25 d5e K e % vk W) 25 R 2 pef i AT

WERE G — T = T A B T 22 SRR R 4
H52.46% 23.82% 21.81% , Foh e 45 — F K4
H>0.25 mm KR RBAE S E (X)), >0.5 mm
KRR A AR B (X)) A AL (X)) 1 B 1 48 A
B R <0.05 mm f BB R (X)) 3
R, 8 = B < 0.001 mm Bk A
(X)) TGS FE Ve ORI B (X,) B o BT LA, M6 32k
G343 BT BT A9 14 DR 8 e R R AT DABR IR 5 AR £
BT PR B RS AR, B > 0. 25 mm /K R 1 A B A
EE(>0.25 mm f1>0.5 mm KEEHARKESES
) A ML . <0.05 mm ¥ Bk & &, <0.001 mm
BORL S B RN K PR ORI TR B, R o BT g
T R BB AR B RT3 A 3 Y R 1 pR B R
KN Y =0.584Y, +0.223Y, +0.193Y,, &)
B Y = (A /A )Y, + (A4, )Y, + (A/A,) Yy
LA A, A R EEAS RS R B RRAE AR, A, =
A+ A, + A5, Y Y, YO R LY SR R
A | RN =S I S5 W s R S G = I NI = o
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4 1 A S5 < 2B A TR A P S e R ) R T AR A 811
F AT E R 38 3 885 2 B 3k 45 1 35 B 20 0 B (3% Y, =0.617X, + 0.235X, - 0.188X, - 0.410X, +
6) T 4F 3 |5 UL T 77 J5 HH I B A AE MR B AR 3] 45 48 0.241X, + 0.458X, — 0.097X, - 0. 144X, - 0. 174X, +
B BT X LA R B o HZRAE R ER B R 0.068X,, - 0. 164X,

Y, = —0.020X, +0.202X, +0. 139X, +0. 136X, + Y, =0.197X, +0.515X, + 0.614X, + 0.473X, +
0.363X, +0.276X, — 0.390X, + 0.377X, + 0.374X, - 0.005X; - 0.022X, +0.058X, - 0. 135X, - 0. 114X, +
0.381X,, +0.366X,, 0.160X,, —0. 186X,

xR 6 NEEEEIEME T HETHE
Table 6 None-rotated and Rotated Component Matrix
K i€ None-rotated Jit ' J5 Rotated
1 2 3 1 2 3

X, -0.050 0. 957 0.284 -0.279 0. 953 -0.119
X, 0. 506 0. 365 0. 744 0.176 0. 695 0. 654
X, 0. 350 -0.291 0. 886 0. 080 0. 100 0. 987
X, 0. 341 -0.636 0. 683 0. 187 -0.281 0.934
Xs 0.912 0. 374 0. 007 0.795 0. 575 0. 096
X 0. 694 0.710 -0.031 0. 555 0. 815 -0.119
X, -0.979 -0.150 0.083 -0.920 -0.358 -0.118
Xq 0. 946 -0.223 -0.195 0. 980 -0.027 0. 150
X, 0. 938 -0.270 -0. 165 0. 969 -0.062 0. 192
X, -0.956 0. 106 0.231 -0.984 -0.072 -0.076
X, 0.918 -0.254 -0.269 0.983 -0.085 0. 088
FRE{E Eigenvalue 6.303 2. 404 2.084 5.770 2.621 2. 400

BTk % Contribution rate( % ) 57.30 21. 85 18.94 52.46 23.82 21. 81

ZRFT k% Cumulative contribution rate( % ) 57.30 79.15 98. 09 52.46 76. 28 98. 09

M —E R KEF, >0.25 mm 1 >0.5 mm 7K
Rt URL & bR, A P, R R B IR R R
Sy HCRER /N, R Y R, BT M e
M FE R, <0.05 mm Hy Rk & & B, 4
PR, TR Y, K, A e oM b g S =
TR HKE, <0.001 mm FKL Al <0.01 mm 4 B 1
FHORL O B R 25 A T URL S B0 K, 32y Y
R, Gk M B B L, AE B BT Dl R 0 T M, &5
BB R, B R R 2R A TR ECH L, OF
AN B A BT R Y, R B B phd KO
KT 389 K F s PE M A O 1E, W0 3 B A 38 B ik
TR, IE A Fom 92 R i X, HER R A X R
AN TN R AR AR AL B S5 R T R T A
BT SR AR B3 T) nl S0, MR B i AR - HE BT
Tl 25 5 4 B /N S HE RE N > T Ok I AR > R
P> FTRARBIAK > N Tk > B3k > Bk, 7T Wk #F
H i) BT R B 25 o 5 B HE M A EE R R T
b AR v Sl YA BT R AE 8 o e R TR

e R FE W] 3K 195. 3% (FERL) , /N AT 32. 24%
(F) , ] UL R B 30 ARk Fal DL3g i+ S i 4 pd
PE B IFAS 2 B B R B IE 1] 38R, b g BT bl 1 B
Ok B GF, rh IR B b R 5 IS 20 9E B B B, LT
ol P 8% 5 5 PR 5 DA B T K AR B, b e
PRSI BEAR AR T35 5 ), AT RE 5 > Hl %o 7 3 AR iy
R X,
x7T ERKEIEINIERMEESER

Table 7 Comprehensive index of anti-erodibility of the sampling plots

at different vegetation restoration stages

B

Sampling plots " " h ’
MT ~0. 888 0.925 Z0.698 - 0.447
FM 0.340 0.357 1.820 0.629
FX 0.322 0.025 0. 006 0.195
AF 0.458 0.054 ~0.410 0.200
AR 0.435 0.119 ~1.267 0.036
AC ~0.324  —0.200 0.070  -0.221
sc ~1.004  -0.254 ~0.117  -0.660
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Z— X TR R bR O PF R £, B TR S X
FUIF 5T 25 A0 1A 25 5, 10 L 5% ) e ook M 1) TR 361 & 2
LN =2 - L = A N 1 P | K i S i R P
B, R B R B R OGO & R BN R
E7/ s N 1 e = 2 R =R O N i P 2 e D
O XTI b b T e B S R B, h A
K ERCA R R A E B, KRR AR R
B PO R 5 th AR R BT DA R K
B K RS M A SR A B i BAIG, h p A 2%  E
TR AR A H R R YA LR
b, T it A s 2 A AL R B, T i B
BFRE . BR4EF AT T XL TR o 1
BT PERT o L B, T B HT Pk e T
M, & AEAS A B T %) 4 5 0T A [A]  E  kL
M2z | Wy B RDOR A /D - HEP i v B AR T 4
A HLET RN & e bl M B AH OGO RN WL K %
e 0 TRy e 0 O [ A ) 28 R 10 b T ok P 9 A
JEBERE(WIBE MR B E) MEHETEILBRE; &
A4 IS AR R B XA (] R 2
By - R S FR 2 > 0. 25 mm KR A B AR &
i, >0.5 mm KRR M AT SR B A R AR IR R
PN 552 2 RS AR 95 R X AR S
STl PR B AR VT 8 bR 2 B AL B AL R
AWFIELE R W, >0.25 mm K KAk A 8 44 14 HL
Jii . <0.05 mm ¥y ki & & <0.001 mm Z 45 &
58 P P R 5 B0 o 2 B Ak 9 307 4 A o K AR
v BT b PR B S AR AR o R 2 TR I T R b
X BEhT o vE g B 5 b, SR AE & BE BT PR () B A 4R
PR Z (4518 A HLFE R > 0. 25 mm 7K R Bk &
AR SCHMFR 25 A UER T X — 05 (HA SO
<0.05 mm ¥y FkL & £ | <0. 001 mm ZfAL 5 5 A1 45
o AR 5 Kt AT LA FE SR R AE BT Xt
— B gE A R4S . B3P 42 <0.001 mm
O TR SYA A Rl o 9 o NI w7 NS R S N T
MG, BE S PH B T P R R R, DT B v T
o RS A P OE R B S 4 U A R AR
(9 TSy (T A <0.05 mm A LLAE—
FEFRE IS B 3 aT ph M s 55 . B DL AR SR R
B R AR AR A — B A BEVE . A5 A5k
BV A Ak B b A T Y RN S T A > TR

Wit v P ME A B, oo B T v Y S BT I
U TR V5 Ao P S AL R WA M e VR 2, SE
FRARY E Tl d 22 . BRAESET BERRE LR
[7] - iR 27 P | A5 A AR > TR K
> FESEH > PPk > N Ak AT UL, AR B 5 0 45 2R
FAR G SR S IR RN — B A S A E e s
ARTE, BERE AN AR BT ik P 22 . N AR
Xof - B o AR N R AR B, AT AE R N TRk S
e S A RR 0 A A I T A R T A ) IR B
T ARARME O + 38 B bk A5 3R 5T AT DL g M
L D3 3B A, 6T T8 A 2 B A D K R
AHEEFE L.

4 % i

SCEURS IR I Sl i N B N oA N R L R U
T b bl i F o, L2 SR R I R e e IR
Je, HHEA DAk B IR B MR R T DR
KRS P R B R LT % o, 8 iR b ST ik
A8, (HER B 0 MO Y ol 3% AT BB T 2 AR K 0 A
[E1) 5 BIF 5% DX 38 Bkt M B bt 1k B B 25, T A 4 4
B oM R S A, - HE BT Ik 1 BB R B A A 8 1 OE 1)
TR O B 47, X AT RE 52 b X AR E MK B IR A
%5 >0.25 mm KEEHRESE ARG E. <
0.05 mm Fy R & . <0. 001 mm B & 5 A1 45 1)
P U F5 B DT 12 b X 4 3 0l vk 0 e A S 3
T 5 W 30 45 b DX A R A 3k R b g ok 1 B 1
R T R AT
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VARIATION OF SOIL ANTI-ERODIBILITY DURING RESTORATION
OF DEGRADED KARST VEGETATION
Wang Peijiang'”>  Dai Quanhou'" Ding Guijie' Cheng Fudong'
(1 College of Forest,Guizhou University , Guiyang 550025, China)
( 2 Soil and Water Conversation Research Institute of Jilin Province ,Changchun 130033, China)
Abstract Karst areas at different vegetation restoration stages were studied with slope farmland and artificial forest

as control using the approach of substituting the temporal serial with spatial serial. And further through lab analysis using

the principle component analysis method, variation of soil anti-erodibility was explored. Results show that the contents of

soil organic matter, <0.001 mm clay, >0.25 mm water-stable aggregates and <0.05 mm silty clay and the structural

particle index were optimal indicators for evaluating soil anti-erodibility. In terms of comprehensive anti-erodibility index,
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the lands at different vegetation restoration stages mixture of frutex and meadow thicket > mixture of arbor and frutex > fru-
tex > arbor > artificial Chinese Cryptomeria stand > meadow thicket > slope farmland. Slope farmland was the lowest in soil
anti-erodibility in the karst region. During the process of vegetation restoration, soil anti-erodibility improved and then dete-
riorated with the stage of mixture of frutex and meadow thicket as turning point, suggesting that, the model of mixture of fru-
tex and meadow thicket is appropriate to vegetation restoration in karst regions.

Key words Soil anti-erodibility; Vegetation restoration; Karst
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