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O HNAEREHERIMTEISRAN SR ENINR, SMRTREREXEIFE. SRERIISRIRERHE
RARFRMFEHRN, EEFIERR TR EENXERE, RE 5 MR 100%ERE (Nwow, LR
180 kg hm2) | i@ 1/6 fEERE (Nus) . i 13 MEEE (Nws) . ik 12 fERE (Nw2) FIARHER (No) , BMEES 3K,
FZERFHE: (1) 5 NuwoodhEEAEEE, NueF1 Nu2 QMIBRIEEF-EFMEKRBERE, BEEFAEZE (P>0.05) ; 5 Nioowih
IBMEEL, NusF0 N SMEEEZEK. s, SR, BREFFRBS TSRS ELBEMER (P>0.05) . (2) 5 Nioow
QEEAELY, Nus. Nus. Nu2F0 NoAMEEZE (P<0.05) PHETHEREZM TN FHIKRE, FEIES B/ 14.36%. 26.35%., 14.01%
1 21.34%; 5 NuooshERABEL, Nus. Nuw2F NoZMERHE TSI TN SHORE, M Nus MEIRE 780K TN BORE.  (3)
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Abstract: [Objective] Severe soil erosion and water leakage on dry slopes of red soils are a common phenomenon that
results in significant nitrogen loss. These occurrences cause nitrogen imbalance and subsequent yield losses. This study aimed
to explore the effects of different levels of reduced nitrogen fertilization on crop yield and nitrogen loss characteristics.
[ Method ]JRandomized field trials comprising of five nitrogen treatments in three replicates were set up in peanut fields located
in the dry slopes of northern Jiangxi characterized by red soils. The five treatments were 100% nitrogen application rate (Nzoo%,
pure nitrogen application of 180 kg ©im-2), 1/6(Nws), 1/3(Nu3), 1/2(N112), and zero (No) nitrogen application rates. [Result]

The peanut yield and plant nitrogen uptake of N1z and Nus treatments were insignificantly lower than those of the Nuioow
treatment (P>0.05). Besides, N1 and Nu2 treatments had no significant differences in agronomic characteristics such as the
main stem length, plant height, crown width, number of full fruits, and the number of original branches (P>0.05). N, Nus3,
N2, and No treatments significantly reduced the average total nitrogen (TN) concentration in the surface runoff by 14.36%,
26.35%, 14.01%, and 21.34%, respectively, compared to the Nuioos% treatment (P<0.05). Also, N3, N1z, and No treatments
reduced the average TN concentration in the leakage compared to the Nuioos treatment. However, the average increase in TN
leakage concentration in the Nys treatment was not significantly different from that of the Nioow treatment (P>0.05). The
nitrogen output from the peanut planting system ranged between 34.95 and 93.98 kg hm-2. Nitrogen losses from runoff and
leakage ranged between 38.31% and 70.50%, while other apparent nitrogen losses such as gaseous losses ranged between
29.50% and 60.63%.

Non-nitrogen treatment on newly reclaimed land reduced the soil inorganic nitrogen while reduced-nitrogen fertilization

[ Conclusion] This finding affirmed the significance of nitrogen loss through runoff and leakage.

increased the soil inorganic nitrogen by up to 18.66%-31.44%. Thus, reduced nitrogen fertilization could maintain a constant
soil fertility level. Based on the comprehensive production goals, environmental impacts, and soil fertility, 90 kg hm=2 is the
recommended nitrogen application rate for peanuts planted in dry slope land with red soils.

Key words: Reduced nitrogen fertilization; Red-soil slope land; Runoff loss; Leaching loss; Nitrogen balance; Peanut yield
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1 ¥MHEREE

11 HEXEDR

R LRSI R BB IAKE
REBESHFERE (29°100—29°35" N, 115°23'—
115°53' E) , BTIREREENSEX, F5IE
16.7 °C, SEHMRATEL 1 650~2 100 h, FELEH
249 d; GEfEIKE 1436.8mm (2001—2018) , BH&E
FE 48 B, S2FMIKER 62.93%, ZEIHLL
BKERSAENP OB, TEFERNFENLT
IRTRENLE, ERUEEMERY, EinlnEtE
M, Bt o hEY, FEEFKIEMEENITLES.
HEMWTEEABUMERAL: GNREENS

576 gkg?, ERBEN 056 gkg!, BSERIEN
2.83 mgkg?, HEEZEN 534 mgkg?, HHER
BEN 4236 mgkg?, EBFREN 0.19 gkg?, IE
WHERE/ 3.54 mg kg, R MRFIRRIZESD
B9 22.03%. 64.61%F 13.36%, [EiBAFIELT (=
E#l) . EREEMEHE 15 MK, aJlEE
HRZRIBIL. 0~60 cm TR 60 cm LATNRE
Bk (B . 8M\EKELIm K2m, KEHA
8% INXZBIRER 05m, K2miRET. &%
MENKBERIRERHERE, BiEsHitEE 30
cm, AT 60 cm, LARGLEERTR,; INXTEMERE
KiEFRENXEREY, FEE PVC E5IAMNEN
&Finte. B, 8NNREREE SR INERIAR
LERRZKEN.

'I»r. Fi Rainfall i

1 1 1 1
=N ~
R S““"’fi,r,\,“,‘osf — | Fi& Infiltraien
- = terflow L
WFEEREn B — Fi e 7 1 A
Sueface runoff collection outlet e erfloW L T - ) \
30emiErhRilcE 0 B . — w‘l\“f‘“nb . U % Infiltraion
Interflw of 30cm depth collection outlet - RIE B RKRES
60emIFE A T Leakage water collector / oo st
Interflw of 60cm depth collection outlet Fooe IS K AT

R Infiltraion L Detector tube for soil water comtent

E1 AKX REE
Fig. 1 Diagram of the runoff plot

1.2 iSwigit

sE LS EEEKFEFSHEEELIR, RE
5 FhiESEKELIE: 100%EEE (N, SIS
180 kghm2) | & 1/6 FEEEE (Nus, FHIER
150 kghm2) . & 13 HEEE (Nus, HIESR
120 kg hm2) | & 12 MBEE (N2, ZEHESE 90
kg hm?) FARIEERE (No) , BMIEEE 3%,
BEHL D XA HE; BIEFBBRASRMTE 75
kg hm2, S 150 kg hm2KFHEA. FrEiER

BOEHEENXABEMLIE, BFHREN 20
cm, ERMALZ 1016, REUUEA, &7
30~33 cm, y\iE 15~17 cm, JUR 4~5cm, 80
INKFHETEE 9 17, 3513 27 7%, BINEH 2 .
4T 2019 £ 5 B 8 BIEF, 8 B 20 BBk
1.3 WEBIR5EE
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REEMFATRISR. P00, FEREXARR
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B 0~60 cm EPRERBRZMEHKLIRAR
FRERVKN- AR RITEIRE, FRATEN
ERERDIVKFHBEREREHRRRBLDE.
60 cm LINREZREREKEFERETE,
HERA:

FESRE (nm) -ERE HEEREES
B REE KR

X, EFEHARBET R SOILSCOPE X
BIRMMREXZ S NE, TAKIEERA TRIME-
PICO-IPH TDR BFIETEKSMNERFUE. KX
FRYZIRERE 0~60 cm EHTREM 60 cm LITIR
BERERID.

(2) ARCESRFERLE. BRFRERRE,
FRRBPKEESSE 4 h [FXRE 500 mL _EiERER
BFUEXEE2E (TN) 88, RRRESRREL 2
EREN U FREEFF FR 2B S 4RI &8 500 g iR XL T 100
BFBATNEE®EDHE TN 28, RAERIH
BEHsiRkREEERESRKERTUESR
K TN @&, fratEm TN SEHBIITEINERT
FIK T RIFESREE S TR ONE, KEDR
HINERREZBFE ST OETF 4 CKFER
7. E72h AP, TN RRREE. TN BB
MEESFSIRXE[L4], HELIA:

Q=) CixV;x10

XL, Q 3 TN Rit/iZRREE (kghm?) ; Ci
FEREMBIRK TN RE (mgL?) | Vilm&R
RGBT (m?m?) o RXHRY TN ZRi
KESEMERFRKEINEMRIEEREED .

(3) EFERREHR., THEWZRET (8 B
20 B) BIWRIHEFTE. ZRF-ENRTYIR
B, BEO0lg, B, ER/NXIR S ik 10 )X,
BN 2 thiEY 2, NEFICRBJEHRNEZK.
e, TiE. BREMRBONEEREER, o
BUBIEERAORT. Z. R, BR. RICHE 105 CRE

30min, 70 ‘CHLZEIEE, FRE, BRTYERE. B
FHEK D EREHREMED 0.25 mm (60 B) 75,
BT NEELEER TN 82, FHRESSRETYR
BitEEERRRREE.

(4) TEER (NH;-N) FOFEE (NO;-N)
S8, EREEER 0~5. 5~10, 10~15, 15~
20, 20~30. 30~40, 40~60. 60~80 ] 80~100 cm
TEREZARETEFR, HER—REREN
THESENESELINE NH,-NFINO;-NSE;
EAR, BRRTIHENELTESE. 18 NH;-N
NO,-N BENEGESRIH[15], HEAA:

NH;-N/NO;-N & & (kghm?) =
NO,-N iREXSE xR EE NXEiH

NH; -N/

(5) REFRVFEITE., REMRRTFEFER
RItESRXE16]. FERBPIIZR, ARTHER
FRARIERBRRT CEHTHETT, BAEEEREHY
RN, BHTFZAIERIEARIEHIRE BRI E
K, WAILERZTERRT KE, TEATN:

AR HE=RRHE-(BHRHER TEL
R FIMARHERBAR)
14 BUEDHT

ANIZ A Excel 2016 F1 SPSS 21.0 &4 17EK
JELQLTE, FH Origin 8.5 #1 Excel 2016 /EE, XHFR
FIEHES N 3 REEFIYE, JFUERILVRXAx
INEBEEIE (LSD) ,

2 & B

21 AEREKFETEEENESRRRRE
IR ENREERNNRRRRE. NEE
KRR Gt BUER ST E M E R HIR R B EIERE
(1) , XR BF-ENEREEREERIEH
—HHES ., 5 NioowfCIEAEEL, Nue 1 Nup &EIRTE
FRTE. BHTE. RTYRENERERRE
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ELEBPTEEMES (P>0.05) , B Nz QEE
ERETERFE. R TYRENEKERTREE
(P<0.05) , M No EREFETER"E. &
FE. RTYREREHRARIRRE (P<0.05) ,
REMERFFA AT AR BRAE he S K FRIEYD
ERKER. NEEKCRITRIRZHERIEIRAT A (R
2) . 5 NioobIBHEEL, Nue. NuysF0 Ni QMIEBETE
EK. hENEREERZHERLELTEEUER
(P>0.05) , 1B Nu: M IREZEEE TIBREFRIR S
%4 (P<0.05) , M NoERERFE T JLFAEN
RZMIRIERR (P<0.05) , ERHE THRENER.
2.2 FEFEKFTREERISRIRAIFLE
PERM R SEURIE KBRS EERERIBID IR
EgRRANEERE. HBHH AL 16 RIERSE
H, SEWEN 5185 mm, SL2EFEEWRE

(1536.0mm) R 33.76%, SAMEELEBHSE
(2001—2018) FIPEFERY 35.90%, Hp: Ed
BERIZIR 12 )R, RIRMFERVE 437.2 mm, SEHEA
PERNERT 84.32%, fLEEKFZWIEF=R=DEW
* 3 Fin, FREEEKFTHitREREFNE R
WERERX (P<0.05) . 5 NuowbIEEHEEL, Niz
WIBRETIRERE., RIRELVE. BiREM
RERMAEEL, M Nus. Nzl NoLEBIRE THERR
nE. RIMEVEMBRZRAL., XZEEIT, Nus,
Nys F1 No RERRITEAEAEMRENE (R 1) FIKREH
K (F2) 5F N2 Fll Nuoowb IR, RENBEWES
MELAREF IR FRIKIR | Bl SSPER AR IR mimE,
N SHERENERBLEE.

R1 TEERFRKETEEENERAZRRE

Table 1 Peanut biomass and nitrogen accumulation under different nitrogen levels

o _ BTIRE EHARRRE
(S XRR R _ _ _
Total dry matter quality/ Plant nitrogen accumulation/
Treatment Pod yield/ (kg hm2) Straw yield/ (kg hm2)
(kg hm=2) (kg hm2)
N100% 4 52641 400a 3 808+545a 8 334+1902a 244.5458.2a
Nuys 3 3404551ab 30744241ab 6 415+791ab 196.3422.8ab
Nuj3 2 6634830b 2 9424686ab 5 6061 475b 168.9+14.3b
N/ 383741 037ab 3 0164386ab 6 853+ 424ab 196.9456.6ab
No 2 6614397h 2 4784463b 5 1394830b 158.6+19.7b

i RPFIEATFYEASTEE; RNFARAFZEERRZULEZ AESEZE, LSD #£3 (P<0.05) , R, Note: The data in the table

are the mean = standard deviation; different letters in the same column indicate significant differences between treatments, LSD test

(P<0.05) .
R2 TEBEKETERERZHIR
Table 2 Agronomic characteristics of peanuts under different nitrogen levels
ah1E FEK "we EIE 1R [RIa s
Treatment Main stem length/cm Plant height/cm Crown width/cm  Number of full fruits/piece  Number of original branches

N100% 25.6043.53a 38.0744.20a 44.90+.57a 22.8345.08a 10.0340.57a

Nuss 19.9044.16ab 31.0744.26ab 42.60+1.04ab 18.4743.97ab 8.3340.74ab
N3 19.9045.17ab 31.7345.21ab 37.3742.45ab 12.9144.00b 6.9342.05b

Naj2 26.83+1.81a 39.5743.12a 44.33143.47a 18.7744.65ab 8.7010.35ab

No 17.4342.02b 29.774+1.63b 36.02+41.70b 12.7341.63b 6.8040.66b
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Table 3 Runoff and sediment yield in peanut growing season under different nitrogen levels

EERE R BiRE )
Qb1 WRERRE
Surface runoff Sediment volume Leakage
Treatment Surface runoff coefficient/%
/ (m®Hhm?2) / (kg hm2) / (m®Hhm3)
N100% 889+386a 12 81142 284a 2 373+164ab 14.3#4.7a
N1 1059#171a 12 92344 068a 2 3334292ab 15.342.2a
Nis3 11174307a 15 24145 316a 2 5224349a 17.649.6a
N1 871+155a 11 13844 679a 2 2494242ab 14.040.5a
No 1 3144340a 16 62843 532a 17754714b 17.943.0a
HICHE 12 IRBIRMEPER T2 ERFZR 9.76 mgLt, 5 NioowRbEBHEEL, Nuis. NiF0 No&b
iBis TN EI9REWE 2 s, oA, HRER TN EERETER TN FERE, M Nus SEBIRE T2
SR 1.56~2.11 mg L1, N bIBIZRZRR B TN R E, B Ny 5 N B Z [BIERAR
TN IRERS, X211 mgi?t, B8 (thxx  F (P>0.05) . FRBREKFETER TN FIORE

KINBZRERE) (GB3838—2002) V FIKIRAEE
(2mgL?) , RAEAEEK, HENITHRBEIRKAE
EERMN. 5 N bEMBEL, Nus. Nys. Ny F
NoZh IR B Z [ 7 I ZRZT TN IR E (P<0.05),
FEIESBIX 14.36%, 26.35%. 14.01%F] 21.34%,

XRBEEERY MERTERAKKENEERR

77 Wi 2443 Surface runoff [ %l Leakage

a

ab
ab 2
ab
S
8’ b
L + %‘ C b be
N

Nlm'l'u 176 Nl." Nl.'z N(I
AL F Treatment

E 2 FEEEKFETREMERERMER TN IRE
Fig. 2 TN concentration in peanut field through surface runoff and
leakage under different nitrogen levels

TN ik
TN average concentration/(mg-L™")
>

(=TS A )

Z—, EENREED S MEREEER RN
mimk. Bk TN EEiREN 7.26~12.56 mg L!
(B 3) , HF NumitiEigR TN FIiRERX

9 (MTKEEWREY (GB/T 14848—2017) I
FIREENT, METKEBAKR. ERRRS,
ZEER TN YR E AT HRE R TN R
B, TTeERHBTAHKREUEIEEEHE TAYEE
B, MERERERERBEETR, SHEE
WREEEL. TEMRLYIRMEER, ERERIREMRLN
B TR,

ZLIEH TN MHEREE 3 Frs, TN &R
KB 7.15~12.26 kg hm2 Z 8], NiooZtEET, 7%
it TN BRAREEIX 9.43 kghm2, Nys, NiszFl
Ni, C S5 ZHEE S BIBEET 859%. 2.97%F]
24.18%, T NoiRE 7T TN BRA%kE, XFERH
A NoEBREESKBRE (R 1. *2) , B/
RANRERNERELE (k3) . TN BRH
L E7E 9.59~28.65 kg hm22ZJa, NuwdtET, 78
41t TN BTRMAERIX 25.01 kg hm2, Ny, No QbR
52t oBliR> T 29.28%F] 61.66%; Nys. Nus
2 TN BRMKEEST NwwtE, E5 Niow
WBESAEZE (P>0.05) .

2.3 AEFEXKFTHERREES R

76 4 W3k fe 1 NH;-N 1 NO;-N 7 0 ~

100 cm HERISRUNE 4 Arx. NO;-N ARBFREIE
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TET#% (B 4a) , 83.39%~93.82%f NO,-N 9578
7£ 40~100cm £/, M NH;-NEELENENE
TRERYEZ (B 4b) , XZEHTF NH;-N EHIZEHRY
RN, 0~100 cm T2 NH; -N 2L Nujs
REERERK, NioowlhIRIRZ o 5 NiooZbEEFELE, Nus.
N2 70 No ZbIEFE(ET 0~100 cm £ 2 NH;-N&
8, PEIEIX 12.74%, 14.35%F] 1.88%, 0~100 cm
TERI NO;-N B ELA Nuys MR K, Nys IR Z,
N6 %0 N1z &b EE NO;-N &£ 0~100 cm £E3 N1z
QIR BIIEANT 15.93%%0 1.33%,

40
g 77| M FeAE I Surface runoff
B a :] 5 Leakage
— a
=30
&
B 25
23 ab
= =20
=
£ Sust
a a
€l % 1) a
5t 7
0

i BhER TN hdiEE8EtRERKEINE TR ERER
43. Note: The runoff TN output flux in the figure includes two

parts: surface runoff water phase and erosion sediment phase.

E 3 AEEEKF MEERRMEIhRZR

HEE

Fig. 3 TN output in peanut field through surface runoff and leakage
under different nitrogen levels

SiRaYE

24 FRIBEKFETREFRWFE
AFERREBTFNESREFRRBEARNRLE
ZANEHNTE, BEARTERFFASREN
BREGEZ—. R4HNE S IIHTREBNMERSE
MAEETFEHER. ARTEEFWANREEZLERR
RN BRIKITURE. M. TERRTIEE Nuin
MBEVIRT LEE 5 ] (KR 4) . H¥, BHiE
FARIARKNRNEERIR, & 29.67%~45.76% (F
2 No&tIE) ; KA TFEESEFTNRES
#U79 6.09 70 11.56 kg hm?, RIZFMEARRARBA
AIRMAAEMERD; Adied, LB ERR

Niooe Ny %WN‘.J Nia N, Nmin *DEHJG'ELEQ%JE 59.31 *D 136.40 kg _hmle
ITreatment
NH,-N& & NO;-N# &
NH,"-N content/(kg-hm™) NO,-N content/(kg-hm™)
2 3 4 5 6 7 0 S ~ 10 15 20 25 30
0 T I I I I 0 I T I I T T 1
20 20
é B— N 900
E 40 (a) 40 + (b) —>—Ny;
= O—N;3
.(;]5 +N1/—w
g 60 F 60 | —N,
80 80
100 - 100 b

E 4 ARMERKFETEENH;-N (a) FINO,-N (b) FELEREFAID

Fig. 4 Distribution of NH;-N and NO,-N in the soil profile of peanut field under different nitrogen levels
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%4 TFREHEAT FHEMENEKENRRTH

Table 4 Nitrogen balance in the whole growing season of peanut under different nitrogen levels / (kg hm2)

IR8 Item N100% Nuss Ny N/ No
A. |EHBA Nitrogen input
1) @BE Nitrogen fertilizer 180 150 120 90 0
2) |EHLE Mineralization nitrogen 136.40 136.40 136.40 136.40 136.40
3) HIEFRIASE Soil initial nitrogen 59.31 59.31 59.31 59.31 59.31
4) B&/K& Precipitation nitrogen 6.09 6.09 6.09 6.09 6.09
5) FhFE Seed nitrogen 11.56 11.56 11.56 11.56 11.56
A. RE& Total 393.36 363.36 333.36 303.36 213.36
B. & Nitrogen output
1) YE¥PIRUL Crop adsorption 244,51 196.32 168.99 196.96 158.68
2) LiEFEE Soil residue 73.50 77.78 70.38 71.44 32.85
3) 1RiRimSk Runoff loss 9.43 8.62 10.15 7.15 12.26
4) Bimithse Leakage loss 23.50 28.65 26.85 17.49 9.57
5) S{REE thiRk Gas and other loss 42.42 51.98 56.99 10.32 0
6) SRS 3+4+5 Total loss 75.35 89.25 93.99 34.96 21.83
B. 5\& Total 393.36 363.36 333.36 303.36 213.36

PEZH (195.71 kg hm?) BPHEBHEEEBIREA
MiEREE, RPHATEEE—ENHERE
B, SERLGETERBLNIEIKRTLIER
ATHRE, EKIEEIX 18.66%~31.44%, FiEhE
KAIBIRB T TIEIE S, TS EEK,;
i No IR T B R/ N F TR E.
REWRRTHATESFEEYRI. T35k
B. Rimmk. BRMEISAEEMIRK 5 T (B
5) . EFMEEELGENERBHIIP, 19153~
318.01 kg hm 2 USRI EMIIRIKCRN 1R ER ; 34.96~
93.99 kg hm 2 FFLARRARK. iR FIEIRK
BRRHFERR, B TN RRRkENTF 7.15~
12.26 kghm?2, TN BiRMEENF 957 ~
28.65 kg hm2, EFTEIERSEFR, Nip &b TN &
MAELET TN BlRMAEISR/; TN BRREE
BAR/ Nus 2bI8, TN iBIRIMAERAR Nus ik
B, XFEZEN Nus Fl Ny LB EEGIREE D
(X 1) , BERAXENEEEEREREILRENS
TEhEE (B 3) . XTF NusHl Nus RIBFEEBEIRES

M- ERENRREETHEE S IFARTTRIR.

3 17 8

3.1 ABEIEXEEFTESKEIRAIRE
HFREER, RICKERSRSEY-E. 1B
ZFme T A ERERM. Ml ERE !
5 NiuoowtBEE, No EANEZREE T JLFATER
REMIRIEER (R 2) , REERETRREFE.
BRFENTYRE (R1) | B NoLEFET
44.61% TIFRIRRE (£ 4. B 5) , RPEARTER
BN FEEERERKER T LEBR, KPTEL
RIBFEI], MR- B MR, XR\EAR
REREREREEERRTRRESTELHEE
—E(FA, EREEBNERIFRAFERERS
MRREFNFR, FLAMLFEERAEERE.
RBBHAERNER S EMBENE ISR
RRHBLEIMET R T AR, FHHESELHK
WEFH, TERIESHRIZFFRAMAMRREA
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Zz &

mreEM, REREEA—IBRRIKERD R
BHERAR, BRIEERDME NAFEF~LEEF,
WMEXK, KFE. NEFHEARR. BARRKEF, N
WENEETE. ERARREENKSHERIMN
F Nue. Nz (FR1F0E2) , XS5EEHRA
KENARRREEMERIAZEMNMIBENCIATE
—¥. REERE, TREEAARESHEBELE,
HRARExEtESKEEEEREYAREX.
Nus. Nuys SEFEMEAEES TIEFE NH,-N |
NO;-N 2 ESHAERFAFESZEX. WE 4
Fr7=, Nus & IBEI NH;-N 227E 0~20cm £ & (1%
EFIRX) 28U NioowFd Ni2&CIEIEBINT 49.84%
#1127.90%, H NieSbER) NO;-N ZEFE 0~20cm
TE (BEFRX) 555 NioowF] Ny IR0 T
70.02%F0 59.32%., EEMRKMLENO,-N 5
NH; -N I SMRIREREFE, IHIREEREEER.,
BERTLMENEENES S FREENNREN
ez, k. KEEXERNFRL. JATEPEE
ERENERERN, 5T 2REYSREREE
HAFESIERA, NMEmEYNEKINAS?,
3.2 FIERMENRRSERSRNEN
AR, ZFLESR TN HORESER
ToK 11 SRR (20 mg/L) LATR, XS TRKER
AK; MBLIEBHBRIZR TN FIRESBHEE 1V
RIKIFHEE (1.5 mgL?) , EA NuoodbEIthERZ
TN EERECBEMER V RKmEE 2 mg L),
HENTHKAEFEEREEFUOXKE. FHit,
FEAER R LIREUE I BN ST iE{Kith
FERMAVEE, WNAbRTIEREAVESS. Bit—ELT
ENUEYR (WLELRF) FE, REBRER
BHBERANXETNIREGX, E5=RFELPERX.

EARRE P, N E TN BRAAREKERN
9.43kghm2, Ny &I TN BRAEER /N

S
(7.15kghm2) , No &3 TN BRREER
(12.26 kg hm2) . NioowFH N1z ZEIBRY TN 2RIA
ER/N, FTESZAMLGEREBKRENES

b3

woAF M

1) . EEKBREF (R2) , WRRETHNEES
FRBEBIERBX. BAlt, EOIESIREENR
AT LAREBUEIER B = ERIER, MEMBMHIE
BENES, RERDHERRRFD. NRDSE
EX N

3.3 AEREXNRERRWFERIFT

RAEWNERFA: RS EEMERR
BMANSEHMREZ, BEO5REmAR 29.67%~
45.76% (A& No) ; T LA LITBEIA Noin SRR
HIANBY 49.75%~91.73%, IR BEIZIR I8 A RGRAY (L
REEH,; IBEE. THERIIEEIR Nun 2R
AR RBANEEIRR (91.73%~95.51%) .
FEERAENERBRHINT, BRHRNE SRR
KB 28.57%~50.04) %, FRMAKIIE S BIRE
EHY 9.66%~20.45%, —HZFMBPAKFIREAR
B (39.37%~70.48%) HTFSHEHMMRMIRAN
AR (29.57%~60.63%) , FKIFSHHEIERMN
KRAEBRBEMARREANEERR, ERE%
WXEEMRERM—. AL, XNEWIEHERE
DI RARRFDEERTISRNIRE, RSB
PRI AERBENIT,

W EER LB RARERREKE (v)
5Rg (x) #THEIME (B 5) . #4EE
KNREEMERRINEAERERAENG
MESF/NGEIEMNESE, HEXHEEDHA v=
0.003 0x>-0.146 4x+162.12 (R2=0.732 3) #1 y=
0.000 3x2-0.065x+12.09 (R?=0.6435) , +1EIEEE
NEREMNSRHENERBEERIAZNEMESK
EmERkNNES, HEXAEZBH y=
~0.001 9x2+0.576 4x+33.049 ( R2=0.982 ) F1 y=
~0.000 5x2+0.190 5x+8.907 6 (R2=0.826 5) , @iT
HEmM& A ETBRIIERIFETE N ARRES
ENERER, BERERZFHR. REFWR
TEERTIERAENRIZER, HBRSERK
R MEIRSE.
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i BREREW S BIAEIRIFILERE, SFREDARRMESRME. Note: in the figure, the nitrogen recovery is crop

absorption and soil residual, and the nitrogen loss is runoff loss and leakage loss.

5 AEEKFFMEEMBENERFNARBHRIGHE

Fig. 5 Nitrogen output and its fitting curve in the growing season of peanut under different nitrogen levels

3.4 {IEEREEMESIERS
RABEGEEREFBir. REFMKTIE
BHEMNIE. AARERETE, 5 NuoobEELL,
N1 {NESE BEMREEEFEFIREMIK (P>0.05)
(£ B*R) ; 5 N bEHEEE, N, HEBREE
{RHEZRAZM TN SEI9IRE (P<0.05) , BEIEIX 14.01%,
ERT, N &b TN RIRIRAEFR TN BiRMEEY
BN (REBRN) ; N SSEISHPRRRDS 8%
BE (HZTIEAH) . Flt, HFIESIREEN Ny,
RHTE (90 kg hm?)
HETUSIREBREESR, SKE. hE. TX
ZIEMEREFFIERE, AARERKPIELEL
BEEEEVLEN. SEBEERTRESENESR
& (Right amount) 4k, FEIEHM=/5MHE, BIE
HRRIRBEI R (Right type) . IEFRRIGEERTHA (Right
time) FIIERBEUFESRIE (Right place) ( “4R" EBS)
TESENHRF, SE8ER "IR" BFATIRSRES
RERNERRENBERRRARNERAS.

ERERALIES, Ny, SEEXRTE. &
Mg, BEYE. BEHRREE. ERREHRY
EBFEEE (Nww) RBLEZHESR (P>0.05) ;
ERMERALEF, RE Ny, CEERERTER
TN FRE. TN ZRinKE. Bk TN F9RE
1 TN BiRRAE, SERLGETEREBLIEE
WARFHERBENEE, EKIEEX 18.66%~
31.44%, ATLMETEREEKFIE, M No &L IRRE(E
44.61% TIERIRRE, WA EENKIATE.
SEEFBIR. MEFMRTEBIRE, 18R
IieAEtiERERIN LA 90 kg hm2 A H.,
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