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Abstract
cation areas were analyzed. The results showed that the overall performance of soil average water holding capacity under different measures was

The effects of different water and soil conservation measures on soil physical properties and shear resistance in Karst rocky desertifi-

soil and water conservation forests> afforestation> economic forest> sloping farmland> slope-to-terrace ; the average soil bulk density was repre-
sented by soil and water conservation forests<economic forests<afforestation<sloping farmland<slope-to-terrace ;the overall performance for the
average soil total porosity was soil and water conservation forests>economic forests>afforestation>sloping farmland>slope-to-terrace ;the average
shear strength of soil order as follows: afforestation > soil and water conservation forests > slope-to-terrace > sloping farmland > economic for-
ests. The overall performance was that soil and water conservation forests increased soil water holding capacity and soil porosity, and reduced
soil bulk density. The soil had the strongest shear resistance in the state of closed hills for afforestation. The slope-to-terrace increased the soil
bulk density due to human disturbance. Comprehensive analysis showed that the soil and water conservation forest had good effect on soil physi-

cal properties improvement.
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Fig.1 Comparison of soil bulk density of different soil and wa-

ter conservation measures
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Table 1 Changes in soil water holding capacity of different soil and

water conservation measures from 2015 to 2018 %

ALK HEFKE A

HoH gy (KK Field K

Type of measure Year Natu}ral soil watfer Relative
moisture holding water

content capacity content

STl 2015 24.69 32.80 75.31
Slope-to-terrace 2018 15. 86 18. 86 84. 14
LT 2015 17.63 21.70 69. 47
Afforestation 2018 30.53 44.18 82.37
Bk 2015 26.10 35.33 73.90
Sloping farmland 2018 17.18 20.99 82.82
IKARAR Soil and water 2015 20. 89 26.71 68.87
conservation forests 2018 31.13 45.52 79. 11
ZEHR 2015 18.78 36. 02 73.62
Economic forest 2018 26.38 23.23 81.22
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Table 2 Changes in soil porosity of different soil and water conserva-

tion measures from 2015 to 2018

%

\ Y EE

I Gy AUBE AT U
Type of . . e

Year Total soil ~ Capillary Ventilation
measure X )
porosity porosity

Tl 2015 48.17 43.70 47.75
Slope-to-terrace 2018 48.90 29.51 48. 65
ELF AR 2015 51.57 44.82 51.52
Afforestation 2018 54.71 29.93 54. 46
Bk 2015 51.22 45.17 50.79
Sloping farmland 2018 51.30 30. 48 51.03
JK A Soil and water 2015 59.99 47.12 59. 56
conservation forests 2018 54.00 36. 06 53.70
ZTEk 2015 56.89 43.04 56.51
Economic forest 2018 51.03 33.19 50. 74
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Fig.2 Comparison of soil shear strength of different soil and

water conservation measures
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