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Soil Fertility of Different Stands in the Taibai Mountains
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Abstract: The forest soil fertility in six different stands, Quercus aliena , Quercus baronii » Ulmus pumila ,

Ailanthus altissima , Quercus liaotungensis, and Koelreuteria paniculata in the Taibai Mountains were

studied. The results showed that, different tree species had different effects on soil fertility. Contents of

alkali-hydrolyzable N in the Q. aliena forest and the A. altissima forest were higher than other stands.

The content of available P in U, pumila forest was far higher than others, which was 12. 69 mg « kg™ ' (0

~20 cm soil layes). The organic matter (159.42 g « kg~ ')and the cation exchange capacity (51. 54 cmol «

kg ') of the A. altissima forest were the highest.
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Fig. 1 Organic matters of different soil profiles in different stands
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Table 1 Organic matters of different soil profiles in different

stands and the result of significant differences

APLTE R/ (g kg™

20~30 cm

T

0~20 cm 30~50 cm

iR 31.36(0. 36)e
TR 116.70(2.26)¢
it 128.49(1.87)b
B 159.42(1.3Da
WRME 51.41€0.21)d
e 117.02(3.42)¢

64.33(5.1Db
55.50(2.3D)c¢
75.04(0. 86)a
75.95(0.69)a
21.02(1.5Dd
70.96(4.60)ab

40.94(4.10)cd
38.61(2.93)d
60.89(0.74)a
48.04(0.64)b
14.34(1.1De
44.36(0. 62)be

WS BT AR 2 R — 4T DA A MR PR KRR 2R
AN FH(p<<0.05), FFEFE.
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Fig. 2 Alkali-hydrolyzable N of different soil profiles in different stands
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Table 2 Alkali-hydrolyzable N of different soil in different stands

and the result of significances of difference

R A A/ (g e kg )
20~30 cm
181.24(0.94)a
100. 02(0. 23)d
147.90(3.32)b
126.94(0.42)¢
39.24(2.85)e
129.03(1. 24)¢

FiE# 0~20 cm

MitEE  303.99(11.90)a
T4 219.57(17.39b
it 230.27(3.78)b
HAE  308.33(19.0Da
TARME  90.57(1.23)c
R 216.92(4.15)b

30~50 cm
117.68(2.72)a
69.79(2.16)¢
115.13(8.7D)a
89.18(2.06)b
25.7500.00)d
88.32(7.41)b
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Fig. 3 Available P of different soil profiles of different stands
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Table 3 Available P of soil under different species and

significances of difference

AT/ (g kg™
B 44

0~20 cm 20~30 cm 30~50 cm

WA 3.48€0.98)¢ 1.51€0. 23)be 3.7000.1D)a
o F R 8.19€0.83)b  2.32(0.04)ab 1.60€0.07)b
Tt 12.69(0.9D)a 3.05(0.20)a 0.72(0.30)c
=N 4.18(0.40)¢ 2.20(0.80)ab 1.62(0. 200 b
iRk 1. 34(0.59)d 0.98(0.30)¢c 0.64(0.00)¢
E) 5.31(0.60)¢ 2.26(0.10)ab 1.13(0. 300 be
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Fig. 4 CEC of different soil profiles of different stands
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Table 4 CEC of forest soil of different species and

significances of difference

CEC &4 /(cmol » kg™!)

B Fift 4
0~20 cm 20~30 cm 30~50 cm

MR 22.99(0. 28) e 27.70€0.59)¢ 9.39(0. 001
FEFAHE 40.88(0.09)d  27.38(0.21)c  21.76(0.06)d
i A 46.69(0.35)b 34.15€0.07)a 28.66(0.00)a
B 51.54(0.72)a  34.43(0.35)a  26.55(0.14)b
TABE 23.24€0.35)¢ 14. 84(0.07)d 13.53(0.28)e
) 44.51€0.64)c  29.73(0.07)b 24.57€0. 00)c
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