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The seasonal dynamics of five soil enzymes activities of masson-pine pure forests,

ese fir mixed forests
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Table 2 The correlation coefficient among five soil enzymes activities
L HEH Soil enzymes Ji ity %}Eﬁ’ﬁftﬁﬁ %Z’ﬁ%% ﬂ%fhﬁ@@ R ity
Urease Polyphenol oxidase Cellulase Catalase Invertase

Wil Urease 1. 000
iiﬁfijﬁf?oxidasc 0. 065 1.000
14 W Cellulase 0.902" " 0. 002 1.000
FE LA Catalase 0.916** 0.079 0.936** 1. 000
HEBEEG Invertase 0.647** — 0.091 0.724* " 0.696 "~ 1. 000

1) % * FIRLE 0.01 K EZEFBE,FHE, * * show sifnificant difference at 0. 01 level respectively. The same as follows.
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Table 3 The soil physical and chemical properties in two types of forests

i H KR e HHLBT AR BEA
Sample plot P Soil moisture Total N Organic matter Nitrate nitrogen Ammoniacal nitrogen
A 4,90+0.12 A 0.08+0.02 A 1.7840.51 A 38.49+7.78 A 2.33+£0.91 A 8.17+4.55 A
B 4.67£0.10 B 0.27£0.05 B 2.63+£0.60 B 60.66+14.21 B 2.88+£0.10 A 7.23+£1.62 A

DARRREFZHER 2 220 F 2R B FH (P <0.01) Capital letter showed siginificant difference at 0. 01 level according to Duncan’s

multiple range test between different forests.
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Table 4 The correlation coefficient between soil enzyme activities and chemical properties
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Seasonal dynamics of soil enzymes and its relationship with

nutrients for two forests in Three Gorges Reservoir Area

FAN Yan-chun' WANG Peng-cheng' XIAO Wen-fa’
ZENG Li-xiong® HUANG Zhi-lin® LEI Jing-pin®

1. College of Horticulture and Forestry Seiences s, Huazhong Agricultural University ,
Wuhan 430070,China;
2. Chinese Academy of Forestry, Beijing 100091 ,China

Abstract To reveal the seasonal dynamics of enzymes activities and the relationship with nutrients,
the soil physical and chemical properties, enzymes activities for different seasons of the masson pine
pure forests and Chinese fir mixed forests in the Three Gorges Reservoir Area were studied. The results
showed that the minimum activitiy values of invertase, urease, polyphenol oxidase, catalase and cellu-
lose were both found in winter, and the maximum were found in autumn except for polyphenol oxidase
in summer. The same trend of seasonal variation of enzymes activities was found between invertase, ure-
ase and catalase, and it showed that the enzymes activities increased then decreased and then increased a-
gain from the summer to spring. Except polyphenol oxidase, the activities of other four enzymes had a
significant positive correlation with soil organic matter, total nitrogen, soil water content, nitrate nitro-
gen. Significant positive correlations were found between the four enzyme activities.

Key words Three Gorges Reservoir Area; masson pine forest; soil enzymes; soil nutrienst; sea-

sonal dynamics
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