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Table 1 Analysis of the pH and exchange acidity of rhizosphere soil under Pinus massoniana
pH femol® kg™ ! /emol® kg ! femol® kg™ !
R S R S R S R S
@ 4.33 4.63 0. 54 0. 72 4.87 2.23 541 2.95
©) 4.54 4.54 0. 45 L 24 4.84 1.46 5.29 2.70
® 4.83 4.72 0. 46 L 49 5.26 1.10 5.72 2. 61
@ 4.65 4.73 0. 46 L 52 5.81 0.77 6. 37 2.29
® 4.37 4.45 L. 84 L 30 2.35 1. 66 419 2. 96
© 4. 60 4.77 L. 93 2. 09 2.01 0.76 3. 94 2. 85
@ 4.46 4.75 L 56 0. 58 3.01 2.11 4.57 2. 69
® 4.36 4.65 2. 08 L 21 1.95 2.08 403 3.29
© 4.37 4.44 0. 96 267 2.98 0.74 3. 94 341
(10 4.36 4.57 1. 57 1. 64 3.04 1.33 4. 61 2.97
X 4.49 4.63 1. 18 1. 45 3.61 1.42 4. 81 2.87
YR - xs -0.14 - 0.27 2.19 1. 94
R s ( ); “x 7 % ( )
2
Table 2 Analysis of the hydrolytic acidity and basesaturation percentage of rhizosphere soil under Pinus massoniana
/emol® kg ! /emol® kg ! Mo
R S R S R S
@ 2.18 2. 69 9. 09 8.18 19. 34 24. 75
©)] 3.02 213 9. 08 8.21 24. 96 20. 60
©) 3.05 3. 66 9. 64 7. 86 16. 10 3L.77
@ 4.19 218 10. 19 7.30 29. 14 23. 00
® 2.29 213 11. 88 9.77 16. 16 17. 90
© 3.22 4. 81 12. 08 9.80 21. 04 3292
@ 3.55 8 21 14. 18 8.94 20. 02 47. 87
5.31 5.23 14. 48 9.43 26. 83 35. 68
©® 3.85 341 11. 66 10.78 24. 82 24. 03
[0 2.37 3.49 18 14 14.22 15. 56 19. 17
x 3.30 379 12. 04 9.45 21. 00 27. 71
Xp- xs - 0.49 259 - 677
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Table 3 Analysis of exchange K* , Na , Ca¥* , Mg?* of rhizosphere soil under Pinus massoniana
/emol® kg ! Jemol® kg™ ! /emol® kg ! femol® kg™ !
R S R S R S R S
) 0. 082 0. 062 0. 140 0. 155 0.619 1. 852 1. 340 0. 617
©) 0. 102 0. 041 0. 155 0. 234 1.332 1. 032 1. 434 0. 826
©) 0. 063 0. 042 0. 143 0. 173 2.532 2. 610 0. 316 0. 85
@ 0. 042 0. 062 0. 174 0. 264 0.941 0. 514 3.033 1. 337
® 0.128 0. 041 0. 144 0. 219 1. 594 1. 556 0. 425 0. 311
® 0. 042 0. 084 0. 157 0. 251 2.601 1. 561 0. 416 2. 914
@ 0. 085 0. 041 0. 273 0. 203 1.277 1. 138 1. 915 6. 825
0. 063 0. 042 0. 236 0. 173 2.610 3. 027 2. 401 1. RW3
© 0. 063 0. 064 0. 207 0. 145 2.632 1. 387 1. 947 1. 814
[0 0. 084 0.127 0. 190 0. 399 0.524 2222 1. 571 0. 741
x 0. 075 0. 061 0. 182 0. 222 1. 666 1. 670 1. 480 1. 80
Xp- xs 0.014 - 004 - 0.004 - 034
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Table 4 Analysis of nutrient status of rhizosphere soil under Pinus massoniana
/g kg ! lg° kg ! C/N /mg® kg1 /mg° kg ! /mg® kg !
R S R S R S R S R S R S
) 32.2 15.8 1. 56 0. 83 12.34  11.04 162.9 70.3 2L.08 9.05 5LS55 36.01
©) 21.0 14.0 0. 93 0.72 1310 11.28 143.1 84.3 2428 3653 5123 30.96
©) 18.7 15.0 0.91 0. 88 11.92 9.8 126.4 62.1 3270 2422 3L 64 15.66
@ 34.4 12.3 1. 60 0. 61 12.47 1169 115.3 72.6 1616  10.03 41 84  30.86
® 40.0 21.0 L 82 122 12275 9.98 165.8 128.9 1642 1535 3439 46.68
® 29.6 14.2 1. 43 072 1200 11.44 159.1 122.4 1082 2L 12 57.23 41.62
@ 48.5 17.8 214 1. 13 1315 914 242.4 1164.2 1059 1577 5319 36.19
® 39.5 15.0 1. 86 0. 78 1232 1115 192.6 100.5 13 41 8 14 5741 36.53
© 22.0 18.1 0.97 0. 87 1316 1207 112.2 101.2 1489 5037 4211 4.69
[0 67.0 51.2 2. 90 2. 44 13.30 1217 287.8 186.7 19.21 1667 7329 68.78
x 35.4 19. 4 1. 61 1. 02 1266 10.98 170.8 109.3 17.96 20.72 49.39 38.62
Xp— Xs L 60 0.59 L 68 6l. 5 - 276 10. 77
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Table 5 Comparision of humus component and humic structure between rhizosphere
and bulk soil under Piuns massoniana forest
0 Mo o H/F E4 /Fs
R S R S R S R S R S
@ 34.9 37. 8 7.3 10. 3 27. 6 27.5 0.26 0.37 5.93 6. 01
@ 35.1 40.0 6 4 1L 0 287 29.0 0.22 0.38 5.03 4. 34
©) 33.0 36.3 6.9 9.7 26. 1 26.6 0.26 0.36 474 5. 77
@ 37.4 33. 4 7.5 10. 4 29.9 23.0 0.25 0.45 4.95 513
® 356 35.7 83 91 27.3 26.6 0.30 0.34 6. 01 5.33
© 36.4 37.3 5.9 89 30.0 28.4 0.20 0.31 5. 74 5.75
@ 37.0 33.9 6.5 87 30.5 25.2 0.21 0.34 4. 35 6. 03
® 33.7 35.4 63 10. 1 27 4 25.3 0.23 0.40 5.33 4. 35
© 40.1 387 7.3 11. 3 32.8 27.4 0.22 0.41 5.39 5. 37
[0 384 383 7.1 1.9 3L 3 26.4 0.23 0. 45 4. 98 4. 93
X 36.2 36.7 7.0 10. 1 29. 2 26.5 0.24 0.38 5. 24 5.30
YR - Xs -0.5 -3r 2.7 -0 14 - 0.06
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Xu Qiufang ( Zhejiang Forestry College, Linan 311300, PRC) . Study on chemical properties
of rhizosphere soil under Pinus massoniana forest. Journal of Zhejiang Forestry College,
1998, 15(2): 122- 126

Abstract The study was wade in the suburb of Linan City, Zhejiang Province. The result
showed that the soil acidity of rhizosphere under Pinus massoniana forest was much more
than that of bulk. There were more organic carbon and nitrogen compound in rhizosphere
soil- The lower percentage of humic acid, however, was appeared in rhizosphere soil, resulting

in humic matter of low quality-
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