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HEnpg R . A Y . AR I TR TR BRI AR, HATRARIIE 60 a /)N,
F A T BORBE WM B4R ; MBC/MBN JediFifase , JE IR K, 7E 60 a iF A E K. fi# + 2
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Characteristics of soil microbial biomass in Pinus sylvestris var.
mongolica plantations with different ages in sandy land

KONG Tao' ZHENG Shuang' XIA Zongwei* ™ WANG Shuang® LIU Shuang’
ZHU Su* SUN Pufan' LIU Ziwei'

(1. College of Environmental Science & Engineering, Liaoning Technical University, Fuxin, 123000, China;
2. School of Resources and Environment, Linyi University, Linyi, 276000, China; 3. Liaoning Tieling County Natural Resources
Affairs Service Center, Tieling, 112799, China; 4. Tieling Natural Resources Affairs Service Center, Tieling, 112008, China)

Abstract To reveal the changing laws of soil microbial properties of Pinus sylvestris var.
mongolica plantation with different ages in sandy land, we determined and analyzed the changes of
soil microbial biomass C(MBC) and N(MBN), soil respiratory intensity, soil microbial biomass
C/N(MBC/MBN), soil microbial quotient and other characteristics changes in P. sylvestris var.
mongolica plantations at 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, and 60 a in Horqin sandy land. The results showed that
with the increase of forest age, both MBC and MBN first increased, then remained stable and finally

decreased, and the maximum values of the two respectively appeared at 40 a and 50 a; The soil
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respiratory intensity, soil microbial carbon and nitrogen entropy all showed a change trend of
increased—decreased—increased—decreased, and the minimum values of each index appeared at 60
years, indicating that the microbial properties of the over-mature stand have deteriorated; MBC/MBN
remained stable at first, then increased substantially, and reached its maximum at 60 years. As the
soil depth increased, MBC, MBN and respiratory intensity showed the surface aggregation; the
change law of microbial quotient increased first and then decreased, and MBC/MBN of deep soil was
greater than that of surface soil. Microbial indicators had a positive correlation with the
above —ground part of P. sylvestris var. mongolica plantation, and had a significant positive
correlation with total phosphorus. Redundancy analysis showed that TP and SOC had significant
effects on soil microbial biomass at different stand ages of P. sylvestris var. mongolica. The
microbial indicators reached the best in near—mature and mature stand, and its microbial activity
was poor in over—mature stand.

Keywords sandy land, Pinus sylvestris var. mongolica plantation, stand age, microbial biomass.

& F ¥ (Pinus sylvestris var. mongolica) J2& 38 [« =t 3 IX 55 & B AR A O KAl , EL AT 38 I P |
it SR 5 AR FR R R SRR DR AT LUK 3 Al Kk o B R A, R VD e A I sl DA A 1 (57 XU
YER, TR PR L&l & M XA 3 RIAAR AR, I Ak, 8010 BN LK 0 1R 1Y)
PR JBEC 4 A IR I P O AR TN AR A AR S B AT TSR

T A IE R A ML TN ARG AL R 5y, 2 AR A 2 R S8 ) A PR R e it v sl b L
A B AR AR . IR W) B 52 B IR B SR A s e 1T 2 AR AR Ak, R A PR R A e 10 0,
- A e R AT DA S R R R E Y i R A SE R IECE . AL B, 5+
AP, 2R G FRARAEAEAR RN, - e AR P it filk (MBC) RE 5 14 B 4 438 oA LA 1) 336 1, JA)
o RS A, T LA B A8 7 IR ERBE A 4R Ak, AT T I - A AL o R AR AL T A
AW A (MBN) RN HIER R BV, HA BTG EE, fBe =5 IR R AL, L ey
W 5 J3E T DA Jsz e - BEGCAE ) ) 3 e, L SRR IR A TS e KSR B, 7 b A3 ik U0 A 326 v 473 T8 2 A
04, 38 AT - R IR F BE I ) CO, BT LIAE Ry - HEAT ) AN Sl 035 PR Hg A, 38 AT UG I 4= 38 AT J A 4 438
B APEDS, RN - S5 kA 4 mT AR A DA - 398 5 e 2 I o 25 A 5 Sy B0 ) st e L7 g g g s te 17,

HAT, B NN THRMA S R G0 IR Wi 5 22 45 v T - MR IS A0S RS A 20
ARAHR ZR 21 D7 1. X A A TR, 2R 262 BT T Zh Akl 2] ep i T A W 2B (2 . &
T IR TR B S AR AIE . MORE R S50 IS T i MR B RAR T AR A SRR W i s A AR A LA
SRR AR A N TR A A TR 0T (4l AR 3 b T I GUAE W Re  o8 oR R Ge T i . AR SCREAS [ by
BN TAR U E Wi . A IR AL AR T 9%, W] N TR 48 B R 22 L

1 MBS (Materials and methods)

1.1 W58 X HENL

58 XA T RHRID VD M R B 4% 10 10 7748 B3 B i B B il 30 /R Y AR (42°437—42°51'N,
121°53'—122°22'E) . J@& LA {0 Yy 2 1 5221 W i A0 XA 2 UK i <A, AR 3SR 7.9 C,L Ferm
R 38.3 C, i -34.4 °C, BRIRZE R, &4 UZAEU] ., H AT, SF 254 XGE 3.8 mes™, ik
K 30 mes™!, AR [EK A 497 mm, 4RI ZE K 1450 mm, 7% & B R T KA, FHICHEW 156 d. i%H
T HEA S RID 4, B BUR AT A A S L.
1.2 AEHBERE SRR SR A

FERE TPy N TR 2 () LAt -, BEECHBIE | A0 . 7K SC, 398 Jo 1 55 57 b 2% A AR G 35— ML B, 43+ 931)
PEHUMKIE 4 102, 20 a, 30 a, 40 a. 50 a 1 60 a AR FHA N TAR(ER 1) AR E AR AT b bR e o = 22
R Y 2% 5 1 41 40) 53 (LY/T 2908—2017) P4 Kot Fn N TARAE KR, ASBIF 9 e FL s 01 40) 53k 970%
PR(10a, 20 a) . IR (30 a) . ITRAMR(40 a) . AR (50 a) FE AR (60 a) . PETE FL VD H AR hy X BR
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(CK), % MRS 23 B 4 H 20 mx20 m AR AEHL. 2018 4F 8 H, R S I HURE:, 54 bR v b b A3 1%

10 AN HURE &, 45230 B 0—20 em. 20—40 cm., 40—60 cm, 60—80 cm Fl 80—100 cm 1Y 5 IR

(4 A B Al — 2R SR A AR 1 0.25 mm 0, SR 4% 5k A 88 A8 A DK AR 15 0.
F1FREHIE A B

Table 1 Basic overview of the plots

FEHE Plot Z10 720 730 740 750 760
Ml /a Tree age 10 20 30 40 50 60

#FF/(plants-hm2) Density 625 625 675 675 650 650
P Ti/m Height 3.28 7.80 9.25 11.27 11.01 13.04
9% /cm DBH 7.50 13.31 16.69 20.92 19.61 20.59
ARVGEHE R /m W, 2.59 3.6 4.01 43 4.59 4.62
MR /m W, 2.42 421 4.10 4.69 472 4.92
Hiv& 488 /em Litter depth 8.11 10.04 12.67 16.89 16.66 13.11
HiBIAIE Canopy density 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.6

HHLER/ (gkg") SOC 5.96 5.96 8.85 8.31 10.73 11.16
2%&/(gkg') TN 0.26 0.24 0.16 0.21 0.24 0.27
i A/ (mg-kg™) HN 7.25 477 2.54 4.89 7.30 6.97
2/(gkg") TP 0.92 1.0 1.11 1.12 1.04 1.01
A/ (mg-kg™") AP 10.52 459 7.94 6.33 474 6.41

: 210, 220, 7230, Z40, Z50., Z607: 1044 | 204E4E | 304E4: | 4044z | S04 FIG0AE A48 T HA A T K.
Note: Z10, Z20, Z30, Z40, Z50, Z60 were respectively 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, and 60 a P. sylvestris var. mongolica plantations.

1.3 M ik

I i AR AT R ZR AN, XF 33853 | kA T R ZR A FR AR B Z Ab 3, 1 0.5 mol L™
K,SO, i WA T IR 3P, 330U Wi i (MBC) A1 - 326404 W i 2 (MBN) 43591 R 2 e,

MBC = EC/KEC
MBN = E/Kgy

K, Ec. Ex 500 BB ZE FIR B 2K - FE 2 225 Koo Ky 20 51 0 5005 B2 28 R AR U E ik b . /B =
FEHOR B H A, Kpe —MEHR 0.38, Ky — IR 0.4512027,

TIEHCE YR . ATHE AT

TIBGAEY IR = MBC/SOC
TIER AN = MBN/TN

BB e bl R - B g 2 Y (R A A B )OS AT . e, A LA R FH R TR -
Fepk, 2 AR UL e Bk, B anl ZUR AR Y 8k, 20 R Mk H,SO4 T & -4H B BT
Lo ta ik, A A0 R H kR S IR P - SR B T Lo (B 1 P 5% B SR FH 25 PN %% DA 45 5% NaOH A %
Wi, NaOH HHR B2 4 0.1 mol- L™, fH G FF 24 h™.
L4 dEorbr

A A8 bR E JT BT AR A5 B EHE e Ak S T 3SR im F SPSS 22.0 AR H iy B R T 25 A A Al
Duncan # Y47 i E PR KT B (P <0.05) 5 AHSPE ST FI FH Pearson K55 B2 HTR I R G R 20%; TUa
43 #T (Redundancy analysis, RDA ) #] F} Canoco 5.0 344737

2 #5158 (Results and discussion)
2.1 REIMES . AT+ 288 A A TAR Al Yk i AR Ge R AE

AN [EIARIE AN [F) 265 T P8 N TR 385 Wi e s A T 2 B 110, THR A Fe AR A 5 R 5L R0y
+ A Y bR RS AR SRR MBC, MBN, 3% 24 h R0 55 JF %) 28 46 3 B0 5 R 246.19—82.41



2038 7N 54 1t 2 41 &

11.39—2.71 | 3.22—1.19 mg-kg ', ‘P53 510 165.19, 5.96 . 1.92 mg-kg'. MBC/MBN, + {44
Wl . AR )RR AR AT R A3 5 R 64.90%—18.17%., 2.84%—1.44%. 5.92%—1.26%, “F-Y1{H
5318 30.31%. 1.99%. 2.98%. AN [A] 43k A= ) it 46 s 19 728 S A JBE 45 S AH ], LA R A 2 R /MR IR Ry
MBN>+ HE 3% 2E ¥ & 4 >MBC/MBN>+ 3 I Wl 58 B >MBC>+- 48 i A= 9 B 15, 48 b 28 530 [l A
15.08%—30.70%.
2.2 AS[RIARUSAR A8 N AR A S5 A W e R S - B P R it i AR T

ANRIAREE . AN R 4 J2 423 MBC, MBN., - 58RI 98 B2 RRAE Q06 2 . 7E 3 B 1) b, S B vb il
(CK) 5#EFHAN THAM T L3 MBC, MBN 5 f2 J A HENF I 5 5 357 S B3 Pk AS RIS TP A T
M A-HE MBC., MBN & &t fifi 5 PRI 38 I S AR 22 90 e T & Je AR T B AR (b 3, X S5 5600 (1)
AR G5 A — B BT 13 MBC &t i3 THRF VP (CK), 10 a, 20 a, 60 a 13 MBN & i
5 b 25 AN 3, 30—50 a MBN 7 it 5 HAMMOS [ 2 A W2 PE 25 5. 7F 40 a BF MBC & it ik 5
% RAH 209.27 mg-kg™, T MBN WEE ] H BLAE 50 a B,y 8.21 mg-kg ', | iR 45 5 3 B 0% S99 A 40 A 7%
W AR, X RIS AT R R 2. A i I B S et 2 R AP B R AR, D s, H IR
W i) G AT BT IO, A ST R i PRI B I S 1S KR IR0, T B VD M A SRR 5 B KT 10 a,
5520 a [A] JC I 35 1 22 5. DR PR S Ry A IR I (9% 5 55 5 B o B R 7 A3 R RS A B, R T
M MR Y C/N B R Vb WAk & 45, T C/N LA R A 7% ) o0 il 5012 %), B REAS R ) A 7 ) 5 fide i
FEW I S TR BUAE ), PR I M) A A0 - S I AN 1. 60 a i - JE R G 58 B 98 555 T g A2 52 31 B
SR TR A0 T M A5 K %) S e (AR - 300 B A K, AR IS 1) T 0 1) 3, S SO0 A P U553

2 ORFEMIE H3E A Rk . e Y R T R AR
Table 2 Characteristics of MBC,MBN and soil respiration intensity with different stand ages

THECE e R T2 Melie/a
Soil microbial R /cm Stand ages
indexes Soil depth CK 10 20 30 40 50 60
0—20 60.74 Da 133.83 Ca 158.17 Ba 206.76 ABa 246.19 Aa 24291 Aa 206.48 ABa
20—40 41.09 Db 103.09 Cb 142.30 Ba 186.63 ABb  213.49 Aab 207.70 Ab 191.31 Aab

- A 40—60 32.43 Db 98.61 Cbc 117.25Cb 171.33 Bb 206.68 Ab 201.60 Ab 174.25 Bb
(mg-kg™) 60—80 32.51 Db 95.86 Cbc 100.65 Cb 163.76 Bb 194.37 Ab 186.05 Ac  175.83 ABb
80—100 32.60 Db 82.41 CDc 88.54 Cc 141.42 Be 185.63 Ab 172.87 Ac  159.72 ABc

0—100 39.87Db  10276Cb  12138Cb  173.98Bb 20927 Ab  202.23 ABb  181.52 ABb
0—20 472 Ca 485Ca 672ABa  11.39 Aa 10.08 Aa 10.23 Aa 5.43 Ba
20—40 4.40 Ca 428 Ca 5.94 BCb 9.47 Ab 7.56 Bb 9.04 Aab 4.78 Cb
Yy 4060 273 Cb 3.24Cb 484Bbc  739Abc  6.88 ABb 7.63 Ac 3.27 Cbe
(mg-kg ") 60—380 2.27Chb 3.78 BCb 441 Bc 5.29 Be 6.48 ABb 8.22 Ab 2.71 Ce
80—100 2.68 Bb 2.71 Be 3.27 Be 5.26 Ac 4.85 Ac 5.95 Ac 2.72 Be
0—100 3.36 Bab 3.77Bb 5.04 Bb 7.76 Abc 7.17 Ab 821 Ab 3.78 Bbe
0—20 2.28 Ba 1.70 Ca 2.30 Ba 322 Aa 1.55Ca 3.03 Aa 1.62 Ca
20—40 2.19 ABa 1.44 Bb 2.19 ABa 2.60 Ab 121 Cb 2.63 Ab 1.47 Bab
T HEEg 40—60 1.92ABab  1.46Bb 1.94 ABb 238 Abc 1.19 Cb 2.94 Aa 1.22 Cb
SR/ (mgkg24h)  60_go 1.92 Bab 1.70 Ba 2.23 Aa 2.14 ABc 121 Cb 2.46 Ab 1.23 Cb
80—100 1.69 Bb 1.22 Ce 1.72 Be 261 Ab  145BCab 244 Ab 1.24 Cb
0—100 2.00 Ba 1.50Cab  2.07 Bab 2.59 Ab 1.33Cb 2.70 Aa 1.36 Cb

TE: ARG PR [l — 2 JZ AR ] 22 5 0238, ARVNG FRERR R — A AR [ L2 R 225 B2 (R R,
Note: Different capital letters indicate significant differences between different stand ages in the same soil layer, and different lowercase letters
indicate significant differences between different soil layers of the same stand age (the same below).

2.3 R[EJRRES AR TP TR - SR GA W  lk 2 EL M  3E A W A AE
ANFEREE . AR )2 13 MBC/MBN, 38604 Wik . 2B FRAE 0 5% 3 Fr7s. MBC/MBN Bk 5
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B Bt 2 2 I B A AR $A AR 3 MBC/MBN 7845 + )2 403 8 3 KT CK, R WIE AT s 1b
Ho B AR % AE B rh, MBC/MBN i 34 5. 10—50 a 55#5 A bk +3 MBC/MBN &8 3% 1 22 5,
BJMEAE 20—40 JEH A, 60 a IF K 1 T, 395 2% 21 50.99. 2 W]y Ji s Ak 1] i 20bk e 728 oo e o
MBC/MBN PR MR 7. 7RI PR R b, A e v b B0 LR IER 7, IX 5 2/ A0
2 [l 2 A SRR RO BE AR I B T 2 4 R — B R T, He—, MR R B R 7 i
FUP LA, L AR R IEAG Y B B AR Y, AT 4 R S BO R AR, N Ak MBC/MBN 5
THEHL VDM H T, S O AR AR L, MY T 2O BB, P MBC/MBN 45517
®3 OAFME LR ERA L ZIEBCEYRRE . LY R RE
Table 3 Characteristics of soil MBC/MBN, microbial C quotien and microbial N quotient with different stand ages

o B j:)% /H\ﬂé»‘/a
S ?ﬁ%ﬁiﬁﬁ%?ﬁbjfﬁ Y fem Stand ages
oil microbial indexes Soil depth CK 10 20 30 40 50 60
0—20 12.86 Da 27.60 ABa 23.58 Bb 18.17 Cc 24.42 Bc 23.82 Bb 38.03 Ab

20—40 9.33 Db 2408Bb  23.97Bab  19.72Cc  2825Bb  22.96Bb  40.00 Ab

A R 40—60 11.87Db  3042Ba  2422Ca  23.18Cbc  30.03Bb  2644BCa  53.24Aab
MBC/MBN 60—80 1429Da  2535BCb  22.82Cb  30.93Ba  30.00Bb  22.65Cb  64.90 Aa
80—100 1217Da  3042BCa  27.04Ca  26.87Cb  3831Ba  29.04BCa  58.81 Aa

0—100 1211Ca 27.58Ba 24.33Ba 23.77Bbc  30.20Bb  24.98Bb  50.99 Aab

0—20 0.57 Ca 1.97 Ba 2.48 Aa 2.50 Aa 2.84 Aa 235 Aa 1.78 Ba
20—40 0.43 Ca 1.98 ABa 2.55Aa 2.17 Aa 2.52 Aa 1.77 Bab 1.71 Ba

T HE % 40—60 0.35 Cb 193 ABa  1.96 Aab 1.73 Bb 2.58 Aa 1.93 ABa 1.73 Ba
Soil microbial C quotien  60—80 0.36 Cb 1.52 BCb 1.72 Bb 1.92ABa 233 Ab 1.69 Bb 1.61 Bb
80—100 0.38 Cb 1.48 Bb 1.59 Bb 1.71 ABb  2.44 Aab 1.68 Bb 1.44 Bb

0—100 042Da  1.78BCab 2.06Bab  2.01BCa 254 Aa 1.88BCa  1.66 Cab

0—20 1.39 Cc 1.41 Cb 2.26 Ba 5.44 Aa 3.85 ABa 3.12 ABb 1.51Cb
20—40 1.83 BCab 1.71 Ca 2.35Ba 592 Aa 4.01 ABa 4.63 Aa 1.85 BCa

% 40—60 1.61 Cb 134Db  231BCa  5.65Aa 3.76 Ba 3.92Bb 1.60 Cb
Soil microbial N quotien 080 1.62BCb  1.86BCa  2.13Bab 389Ab  352ABa 450 Aa 1.26 Cc
80—100 2.23Ba 138Cb  1.80BCb  4.60Aab  3.06ABb 3.38ABb  1.34Cc

0—100 1.74 Cb 154Cb  2.17Cab  5.10 Aa 3.64Ba 3.91Bb 1.51 Cb

- SRR A i i R R T S e - A A e o - 9 5 P G TR AR B, (R, Bl W T I
JE [543 B 2209, 1 S A Wit 5 B AR B 35 ok 3R, WT LA 2808k S R A [ I AU A AL
e P it 2 S TR B0 [R) R, - BEACAE Wyt L U 12 i 1 R B 2 i AS W os )N, e R B £ 1
PRAE 0—20 cm + 240, F K AE N 1 HAE 20—40 cm + )2 40, FRWAFRE B0 B0 ALK . A BE4E
FERRUE D A= Wit e, A i T .

AR = S W . U S R R VD M, SRR E AR PR TS R B 2, e O AR L
BN FE 2 8 3, A A 3R A 2 A0 A SR T BRIV AR Y e B A S A W | U ) B AR 1 N D 1
TR B M B AR AR b, Dy AR I SR (B, 3 BH &Iy 8 MR e 280 1 5k 11 R0 RE 0 559, bR 1 3
PR W 0 PR U W BRI AE 40 a IR B R, 5 AR (B LA B k22 5 RIERUED)
RGTE 30 a i BRI, 5 HAMRES [H] 22 5 1 3

TR AE YR . E 2 R ISR A A R R, M AR R A b R — R 0.27%—
7.0%" 1. S Wi A, 1 BH - SR A O i M A, b T A LA B S R R R AR g b U
VIR AR 10 A PRI 2 18] 28 A0 30 BRI AN, M 1.66%—2.84%; - S A= W) AR 70 45 ARl =22 1] 1) 722 Ak 70 Bl 4%
K, N 1.51%—5.10%, H 5 /IME KT B i K AR K TR0 B Ak 35 A Y i (1.8%—2.8%)
550 (3.4%—5.9%) 2. 25 0 B2 T A SO 5 B, 4828 | A S it D % - 3R AR R 4
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(A TRIAT BT AN ], DRt = 98 A e . U S LR
2.4 BAFERTEARFIMAE . AW L2 0 RGERIE T

X AN RIS B2 1200 6 A TUE M8 AR AT IR 2808, 25 R & 1 s, B 1(a) A& Y, 2 A4
PRI 53k 4 25 55 —250 10 a 1 20 a, BB T35 SR G S M, 48P N TOMRAE A 1 A0 103 R o I i
TR, SRR AR RS MR WIS ; 55 2 30 a Ab T AR AR, BB MOR Z RIAE R L K
DL K F5 03 B B AN B T 4 B =25 40 a Fl 50 a, A A T ARAE FHa E A K 00y, st 38354
TR E A TR, LIEMCEY AT R, 510N 60 a, A REFFAMC #E A G 2RI B, £ 15
AP B ss. E 1(b) XS A A )2 AT RS, 45— 02 0—20 om, 55 —25J2E 20—40 cm., 40—
60 cm 1 60—80 cm, &5 =25 & 80—100 cm. 0—20 cm + 2 /KM ST, R A 2, +3ErE 5
FHIE, S —3%; 80—100 cm J& TIK)Z -, AT 4k - M bR FH 09 57 43 & i A BT REAIR, o —25. e 24 1
A, MRS A 2 - SR A W LA AN R R G R R, L% A SR I AR A e B 6 A s
B (R AR AR IE A — B

0 5 10 15 20 25 0 5 10 15 20 25
40a 4 J T T T T 40—60 ¢m 3 T T T T T
50a 5 J
60—80 cm 4
30a3
i~ >
20—40 cm 2
60a 6
10a 1 J 80—100 cm 5
20a2 0—20 cm 1

B 1 AFEMRE A L Z R AR A
Fig.1 Cluster analysis tree diagram of different stand ages and different soil samples

2.5 WUAEIREAR R 2 A

THERUE YR bR SR TS bR 5 T PR AR SR A W AR 4 A S R KR A
L BR R, BUEYIHEAR S AP SRR I 2 AR SCE BR SRR W R A, HAL B IR bR S TN,
HN 7243 M MR | % MBC., MBC/MBN 5 SOC 2 3 1E AH ¢ Bk MBC/MBN 4, #I 4 i A4: ¥ 46 45 5
TP 1 .35 IEAH G, Z B TP S22 W A= M e b i 2R . WA W de b SR TR AR AR bR R A
MBC 54z K g bR A 1 25 1EAH 5 MBN 5 42 | e i .25 1EAH 5C; MBC/MBN 5 0k i 1 . 25 1EAH 5K
TSR Y AR S AR 3 TEAE G, 3R] MBC 5 MBN W& M AR KR B A B B 2 1.

R4 DIEFEAHR RS PR R ARG (n=360)

Table 4 Correlation between soil microbial indexes and environmental factors (#=360)

Tt k5 Heigh Wtz S Crown EERIN g EcA BRI A EX EER
Indexes g Diameter SOC TN HN TP AP
R
%1’%[31%%% 0.748%% 0.816%* 0.743 %% 0.685%* 0.215 0.253 0.604** -0.303
T R
gﬁim?iﬂ 0.284 0.390%* 0.354% 0314 0.129 0.134 0.543%%* —-0.258
- B 7
Soil resﬁriofiinsity 0.012 0.114 0.124 —-0.100 0.178 0.108 0.478%* -0.218
T34 y
Soil m?fj?bilﬁr%cﬁfﬁtien 0.103 0.201 0.141 -0.273 0.051 0.021 0.459%* —-0.066
R YA
%ﬁic?M%ﬁf% 0.427%%* 0.323 0.309 0.347* -0.009 0.050 -0.132 0.143
AR
YR 0.260 0.376* 0.319 0.173 —0.508%*  —0.429%*%  (.686%* —0.144

Soil microbial N quotien
TE: *FR BFERIC(P < 0.05), #*Fm M BEH (P <0.01).

Note:*indicates significant correlation (P <0.05), **indicates extremely significant correlation (P <0.01).

R HTCAR 7 (RDA) BT LU 3 4 735 AN [) A 58 FAS [7] - J2 TR B A 18 N AR SRR W4 hr 5
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TR KR BT 98.67%, FHoh 8 —HE P Rl T LU RE A 845 5 18R o AR 519 79.22%, 5 HE
ol e i B W FE bR S SR 4> R H Y 19.45%. MBC, MBN., 338 IFF I 38 BF B fK 55 1 4% TP,
SOC 2E: N W EMIEAR, 5 AP A, Tk AL A B 0T LU % U W48 5 0 5% 1)
FEBE, TP, SOC Xf /N [] Bt B b S A= M 46 b 19 52 W 58, e vl TP X 28 53 1) i B8 2 Ry 63.3%. AR 4
10a. 20 a, 60 a AREFHS N T AR - S8 W6 bm (8] A A DG M N5, P e — 20 S B 3 418 bk 5 2ot 284
MR EHEFR KA.

1.0 60a ©
SOC
MBC
P_{N TN
TR, 40
50a "
“AP
o o
MBN 30a 10a
20a
TPRRE
Respiratory intensity
-1.0
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2 HERUEYR IR S LSRG RDA HEJF
MBC -4 Y4Bk, MBN b SR Wit 2 SOC S A ALk, TN Dy HIEAA, HN Jy LIEGAF A, TP Jy LIE48E, AP h 14
AL 102, 20 2, 30 a, 40 a, 50 a, 60 a AHkilE; 0—20., 2040, 40—60., 60—80, 80—100 433k +JZ 0—20 cm, 20—40 cm,, 40—60
cm, 60—80 cm, 80—100 cm.
Fig.2 RDA sorting diagram on soil microbial indexes and soil nutrients
MBC:Soil microbial biomass C, MBN:Soil microbial biomass N; SOC:Soil organic carbon, TN:Soil total nitrogen, HN:Soil
alkali—decomposed nitrogen, TP:Soil total phosphorus, AP:Soil available phosphorus; 10 a, 20 a, 30 a, 40 a, 50 a, 60 a are the stand ages;
0—20, 20—40, 40—60, 60—80, 80—100 are the soil layers 0—20 cm, 20—40 cm, 40—60 cm, 60—80 cm, 80—100 cm respectively.

3 %58 (Conclusion)

Bl 2RI, 158 MBC, MBN & 300 i 5 52 09 SR 0. L DRI AE bR 7% )23 1 98 B 2
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