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Abstract: To investigate the response of soil N,O emission to biochar addition and soil water with different
salinization levels, an indoor culture experiment was conducted for 30 days and five soil salinization levels (SO,
S1, S2, S3 and S4) were set up. The salt content was 0%, 0.25%, 0.5%, 0.75% and 1% of soil mass, respec-
tively. Two biochar addition modes of BO: no addition and B1: 5% of soil mass and 2 moisture conditions of WO,
60% field capacity and W1;100% field capacity were used. The results showed that soil salt had a significant effect
on the cumulative emission of N,O, and the higher the salt content was, the greater the decrease was. Compared

with SO treatment, the cumulative emission of N,O in S1, S2, S3 and S4 treatments decreased by 43.9%, 66.5%,
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91.9% and 93.2%, respectively. Soil moisture had a significant impact on the cumulative emission of N,O. The

higher the moisture content was, the greater the cumulative emission was. Compared with WO treatment, the cumu-
lative emission of N,O in each salt treatment under W1 condition increased by 3.0%, 84.8%, 187.4%, 729.4%

and 306.7% , respectively. The addition of biochar had an impact on the cumulative emission of N,0. Compared

with BO treatment, the increase of B1 in low water content was 3.4% to 20.6% , and that in high water content was

46.5% to 535.6%. The results showed that the higher the degree of salinization was, the lower the cumulative emis-

sions of soil N,O became. Water had the dominant role in the emission of N,0O as water had a very significant im-

pact on the cumulative emissions of N,O. The higher the water content was, the higher the increase of cumulative e-

missions of N,O became. Biochar alone had no significant impact on the cumulative emissions of N,0. However,

the interaction with salt had a significant effect on the cumulative emission of N,O, reducing the emission to a cer-

tain extent.

Keywords: salinized soil ; water content; biochar; N,O emission
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