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F1 EFRGEREHLIEER
Table 1  Soil characteristics after laboratory incubation study
(g/kg) (g/kg) pH (mg/kg) (mg/kg)  NHi-N (mg/kg)  NO;-N (mg/kg)
CK 349+021a 0.105+0.013d 7.07+£0.015a 122.79 £2395a 127.39 £0.36 b 8.21+0.245a 19.16 £2.500 ¢
S1 3.63+0.07a 0.230+0.042¢ 6.01£0.010b 136.85+35.74 a 12524 +1.09b 8.42+0.678 a 102.58 £2.458 b
S2 343+0.28a 0.349+0.003b 5.74+0.025¢ 155.31+0.84 a 112.62+0.74¢c  8.14+0.300 a 128.53 £10.122 a
S3 3.67+0.04a 0.467+0.038a 5.21+0.145d 165.64 £20.84 a 133.19+ .53 a 9.83+1.656a 136.61 £4.176 a
(P<0.05)
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Fig. 1 Dynamic changes of NH3-N and NO;-N concentrations under different treatments after urea addition
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Fig.2 Emission rates and cumulative emissions of N,O under different treatments after urea addition
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Effects of Different Nitrogen Application Times on N,0O
Emission in Dry Red Soil

FANG Yage', XIE Yu’, WANG Lihua’, YANG Lin', ZHAO Lingru',
LAI Qiangian', TIAN Wei', MENG Lei"

(1 Institute of Tropical Agriculture and Forestry, Hainan University, Haikou 571100, China;
2 Institute of Agro-Environment and Soil, Hainan Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Haikou 571100, China;
3 Qionghai Agro-technical Extension Center, Qionghai, Hainan 571400, China)

Abstract: An indoor incubation under 30 ‘C and 65% water holding capacity was conducted to study how different split
applications, in the circumstances of equal nitrogen amount, respectively affected N,O emission. Four treatments were designed,
including one-time application (S1, 200 mg/kg nitrogen fertilizer was applied to the soil at one time), two separate applications
(S2, 200 mg/kg nitrogen fertilizer equally distributed into the soil), three separate applications (S3, 200 mg/kg nitrogen fertilizer
was divided into three different times: 80, 60 and 60 mg/kg), and control (CK, no fertilization). The results showed that the
application of nitrogen fertilizer significantly promoted N,O emission in soil. Under the same nitrogen application rate, different
application times significantly resulted in differences of soil pH, which would further affect the N,O accumulation emission. The
more times of applications, the greater the degree of soil acidification, so the less cumulated amount of N,O emissions. Therefore,
under the condition of the same amount of nitrogen, soil acidification, N,O emissions, nitrate nitrogen accumulation and fertilizer
costs should be comprehensively considered in determining the reasonable split applications.

Key words: Dry red soil; N,O emission; Fertilization times; Nitrification
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