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Table 2 Descriptive statistics of SOM in different periods
(g/kg) (g/kg) (g/kg) (g/kg) (%) K-S
2013 SOM1 7.43 27.95 20.97 a 3.07 -1.22 14.65 0.26
SOM2 7.03 14.66 10.49 b 1.44 —0.12 13.69 0.84
SOM3 3.92 27.87 16.38 ¢ 4.02 -0.77 24.56 0.05
2014 SOM4 7.14 24.40 17.10 ¢ 3.72 -0.49 21.75 0.51
SOM5 8.38 21.77 15.14d 3.05 -0.03 20.13 0.97
SOM6 7.93 29.20 18.24 ¢ 3.53 —0.18 19.35 0.90
SOM SOM1 SOM2 SOM3 2013 4 7 10 SOM4 SOM5 SOM6
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Table 3 Theoretical models and parameters for semivariogram of SOM in different periods
(m)
2013 SoM1 3.77 8.84 84 43 0.93 121
SOM2 0.31 2.18 26 14 0.75 0.01
SOM3 3.84 19.22 97 20 0.89 6.59
2014 SOM4 1.99 14.56 35 14 0.75 1.17
SOM5 4.96 11.88 203 42 0.96 0.61
SOM6 1.77 13.09 37 14 0.59 2.65
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Spatial and Temporal Variation of SOM During Tobacco Growth
Season—A Case Study of Ziyun Town of Xiangcheng County

CHANG Dong'?, GE Shaohua®, LI Pengyan?, LIU Guoshun®"

(1 Pingdingshan Tobacco Company of Henan Province, Pingdingshan, Henan 467000, China; 2 Key Laboratory on Cultivation
of Tobacco Industry, School of Tobacco Sciences, Henan Agricultural University, Zhengzhou 450002, China)

Abstract: The spatial and temporal variation of soil organic matter(SOM) of tobacco-planting fields at field scale was
comprehensively analyzed by using geostatistics method and GIS platform. In total 606 soil samples were collected from Ziyun
Town of Xiangcheng County of Henan Province six times in successive two years, and the spatial distribution maps of SOM were
edited and analyzed. The results indicated that CV of SOM during each period was small, ranging from 13.69% to 24.56%. The
mean content of SOM during each period in a year decreased first and then increased, which was significantly lower in July than
those in April and October. The maximal range of spatial correlation of SOM ranged from 26 m to 203 m. SOM showed medium
spatial autocorrelation in April 2013 and July 2014, expressed strong spatial autocorrelation in other duration. In the study area,
the stable high value of SOM was mainly distributed in the west area while the stable low value appeared in the middle area. The
area of SOM stable with time was the largest, accounting for 90.89% of the total study area. The above results prove that spatial
and temporal analysis can provide more efficient approach to quantify SOM with the help of time stable analysis and provide a
theoretical basis for accurate and efficient fertilization and field management.

Key words: SOM; Spatial and temporal variation; Tobacco field; Geostatistics; GIS
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