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Abstract; Fire disturbance is one of the most important factors that influences the ecosystem function of soil by changing its
physical and chemical properties. To provide theoretical guidance for forest regeneration and management using fire
disturbance, this study explored the influence of fire intensity on soil physical and chemical properties in different forest

types. The effects of fire intensity ( control, low, moderate, and high-intensity fire) and forest types on bulk density (BD) ,
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234 JAE = 40 %

soil water repellency (SWR) , soil organic matter (SOM) , pH, total nitrogen (TN) , total phosphorus (TP), and total
potassium (TK) were determined in a field-scale experiment on 16 plots (20 m X 20 m) in four secondary forests
( Liquidambar formosana, Pinus massoniana-Schima superba, Cunninghamia lanceolata-Schima superba, and Sassafras
tzumu-Cunninghamia lanceolata) in Zhuzhou and Xiangtan, Hunan Province, southern China, in 2014. The differences
and trends in change of soil properties among the different fire-disturbance levels in the same forest and among forest types
under the same fire-disturbance level were analyzed using descriptive statistical analyses, one-way ANOVA | and Fisher LSD
test (P < 0.05). BD, SWR, pH, and TK increased with increase in fire intensity, whereas SOM and TP decreased and TN
was not altered with increasing fire intensity. Compared with the control group in the same stand, the effects of low-intensity
fire on BD, SWR, pH, and SOM were not significant; however, moderate-intensity fire had some effects, and the effects of
high-intensity fire were significant. Nevertheless, no significant differences were observed among TN, TP, and TK pre- and
post-fire. There were significant differences in TN and TP between the different forest types after the same fire disturbance,
whereas there were significant differences in BD, pH, and TP among fire intensities in the same forest type (P < 0.05).
BD, SOM, pH, and TK in secondary forests of L. formosana were significantly higher than those in the other forest types.
The results indicated that fire disturbances and forest types played significant roles in altering soil physical and chemical
properties. High-intensity fire had the greatest effects on soil properties. There were significant differences in soil properties
between L. formosana and the other three mixed forests. BD, pH, and TP were significantly affected by fire intensity. BD,
SOM, pH, TN, TK, and TP were significantly affected by forest types.

Key Words: soil properties; fire intensity; forest types
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ST RO B Ao o S 2x ELAERE M b b R A A R MR A R B I S T o R R R K 4
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Fig.1 Geographical location and soil type of the study area
FAO090 . BX A FE AR A ZH 4! Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations ( 1990)

PRYNE T GH Z UM, 3B AR TR R TR | & =988 T4, SR - 11.9—40°C AR PSRN 17.8°C L, 4F
SRR 1411 mm, WTE AL JE T 2R RS DX AP IR BE 2 17.5°C Wi e AR 2 - 8.5°C 1
Ui b e TELEE Ry 39.3°C , AR Uy 5180—5320°C , AFF- 3R K &ty 1450 mm' > 4 Fiobk o3 1) + 4R AH
IR, KZ L ER e e ol 35 42, + R AR i FAO/UNESCO Taxonomy #F17 4328, 4 3384 i an 36 1
IR
1.2 BER5E
1.2.1 AR E K Ab B

2014 4F 12 A ARSEEGTEF B | 5 EIWEFIRE 1L 3 AN RAE L E 88 4 Pk 288, (1) FBEAINAE L. formosana
(FIFR: LF); (2) B EIE K S BAN-AR M P. massoniana-S. superba ( i #5: PS) (3) & K& 8 2 K-K fif
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C. lanceolata-S. superba( fRjFK:CS) ; (4) MILAIMER-FZA S. tzumu-C. lanceolata( TEFHR : SC) , FEHL N 209 B
PRFHIE IR 22 R

F1 AR
Table 1 Soil properties of the study area

S JE EKEL TRt
Category Attribute Topsoil Subsoil
FE e AN FFE (FAO 90) ALh 1 ACh
Main soil type rp s e by IR BRI 2T
FAO/UNESCO 4321k 388 7 VA AR R S A R R
+ g TJZHE/em 60—100
Soil properties WS E/ % 3.35—5.75 3.30—7.74
W&/ % 41.85—54.1 41.79—45.56
PRI/ % 20.71—29.12 19.11—26.88
RS 5/ % 25.36—29.03 30.74—37.19
HIEAEE/ (kg/m®) 1.37—1.42 1.33—1.36
LR/ (% weight) 0.94—4.53 0.43—1.26
pH(H,0) 4.84—6.63 4.90—6.71

s B A 22 M ZE B R 2R TP O R (hip : // westde. westgis. ac.en ) ; FAO/UNESCO ; BX A [ R A 41 21/ FLEE & [ 2R SCH 40, AL 3
T R T R TR 5 ACh 53 I SR R £

R2 HRMHDIHE

Table 2 Characteristics of the forest in study sites

b Sites
FHIE A LEEAN-ARAi PS TEAR-AA CS BER-FZA SC
- WA 1 ‘ ‘ e G

Characteristics . Pinus massoniana- Cunninghamia Lauceolata-  Sassafras tzumu-

Liquidambar formosana . . . .

Schima superba Schima superba Cunninghamia Lanceolata
{3 % Location PP (BRM) LI (BRI LIRS (BRI I LU TR
% & Density (#/hm?) 1300 2000 1400 1600
S Stand age 17 9 6 6
% 12 Dic : s
ﬂ'",l.b: iameter at breast 14 9.2 97 12
height/cm
F§7 Mean tree height/m 10.3 5.4 6.1 6.6
5 v (Pi 2K ( Cunninghami

- EE!%*’L( inus K2 A ( Cunninghamia BA (Sassafias tzum) |

WA (Liquidambar massoniana) , A} Lauceolata) , WA ( Cunninghami
FER R Sformosana) , (Schima superba) , KT (Schima superba) , L/ ol lzm)zm%%n;?
Dominant species LRV EY VN RS 2E Mk ( Liriodendron 8 2EM ( Liriodendron (m',(,w awar, - -

. . . . ( Pinus massoniana) ,
( Pinus massoniana ) chinense) , chinense) ,

. — FEHUAN ( Pinus elliottii
41 542 ( Taxus chinensis) 21 542 ( Taxus chinensis) MM (Pinus elliontii)

KBTI A K EREIR AR 5 YR BT, H AT 8RS R AR Jbe sz gl ™ > | IR AR 9% 76 A Fh Ak
A3 rVEE 4 HebRUERE L  BURERTTE & RS> (LF PS .CS SC) Ay BV T 4 F kG IR (TEk T3 K
ORI (2 3) I E T 16 HekEHh & REHL IR Y 20 mx20 m,  JOBE A ELARSRAE I w48 0% 1 B OR R
Hiu P9 KR Y — B A R AEFT AR AR N B T KRR B, < 1.5 m A IRSRE K 1.5—3 mRy
SR >3 m N ESRIE K AR B JCBSSCIR AR U 3 R . X TAERRBINRSY  7E KRR IE T N T8 AL
TE B R TR R B b LB R AR K, T I AR BEAE 2014 4F 12 J1 23 H S8R,
1.2.2 T3

FIEREA I 4 B AT BEREHD (R JCBE) A1 3 AN CBeREM N (I TR &R R i i k), FE R RE
HiXT 0—20 em JZ(0—5.6—10,11—15 . 16—20 cm) {4 5] 72 mmx52 mm BRI T AT RAE, A
XPREARBEATRRC, HAE S g T HEA T Ak
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BRI RAE 4 AR IBURERT ] 2014 4 12 H 23 H

R3 NFHLEEHE

Table 3 Summary the characteristics after the prescribed burns experiment

AR KRS Fire levels
Characteristics X1 B Control 1% Low 1 Moderate = High
KB E Fire intensity levels Hokpe G5 BE k. iR A ok TR ok
KEHR .
i | - ek ek o K AR

e general type of fires
KIATETJE Flame height — <l.5m 1.5—3.0 m >3 m

SR R A S S R A S

PRI Severity HU T4 M RIERE R HIERE  psmepmoxst
R E K . HRHTEY) B BEFIRAR MR ESEMEAR A MR E Y LR
Fire intensity levels Pbe a2 B W B R B2 BT UIRTIE L TN A

TIEAPRZ AP S, RIRAMBUZRAFER, KO UURRA B M A ALY

Wk lpa ey Ss rn severi —
HRBESFH Class bum severity SRR LER  BRRECLER kLR

FECERE B IEA T HORE R, B R H VT X F 2R 3 S 45T, 7 4 BRI R REHB R EE T 60 N FE
A (424585 AR A3 A T BERITE ) o 5 IR S0 KBRS 3 K (2014.12.26) (1~ H (2015.01.
24) .6 N H (2015.06.27) ,12 4~ (2015.12.24) 24 /> H (2016.12.24) , BAWFIE & BB G L3RR Ib 4 i 32
R[] 45 R SRR B B R 0 AR ST BT A T HEBR A IR A SRR X S0 4 S AR R
AN R NI THURE AR5 b e URE I (B JC R P 0 it R I B2, - S Ak 1 5 A2 5 i 44 /0N, PR e AR e
8 H A 5 AR T A5 R OGS A T A s
1.2.3 LEHk

FESCIR 3R o A 3 A AT AR R A 43

P JIZEDE BD(g / em®) . SWR( Log,, WDPT, s ) i e i 7K %5 125 I [a] i E AT 2 Y, 4% SRR s 1 e AE
S TE T 38 N TR 24 h (IR 20°C  AHXHEEE 50% ) , DLHERR KSR EE AR AL SWR B3 AE S0 2

T EREAEE N T 24 b SRIE RS Ay, 4303 0.15 mm (JHF SOM) #1 2 mm ( FHF pH) §ii 85 H .
SOM (% ) >R FHA DA T 45 IR £h Pk S fh e a2 0 -8 pH (B 38 2 B 3 B AR LI 2 (K Ll 2.5:1)
(Systronics, India; Model 335)

FIERE AR 60°C T T4 24 b, 2R FI Y, 43 915 0.25 mm (T TN) #10.15 mm( F T TP TK) 5 LA .
XHREAR TN TP A TK BEFTA0HT A, 498 TN (% ) PG 2 A0 e, 48 TP (g/kg) 18 i e i R — i SR
PR, TK(g/kg) KA QR EE ™ L, 2 J5 F KB CRE T TN AE
1.2.4 Sitadr

AV SR TS AT 5 UBORE (R BRI A R B FEA R 5 25 0 BT, R SPSS 1.5 BE AR A XF
Lf .PS.CS Fil SC ZTEARTR K TG 7 Fh 3 BEAL M5 (BD .SWR .pH .SOM TN TP il TK ) %4k 47 204 I VEAA
RIE IF k7 22 Stk R R, A iSRS G AT LR 2R J7 22 93T F Fisher LSD £ 55 ( P<0.05)
AHIA A BRARR 22 5 1835 (P<0.05) AR TP B RS 8 (A (B C) RN TE R 1Y K Ba s 315 AN [al pk 43
) TG b 2 25 57, /AR T KRS FhE (A B C) FR Al — Mo B R R R K T e i k2 5

2 HR545%H

2.1 BD I SWR

BD(g/cm’) ,SWR(Log, WDPT,s) ZEA R THRIREE (R KB AL A &) N 4 Fibksr (L, PS.CS.SC) ¥
RN R 22 5 (£ 4 FIE 2) . BD 1 SWR 7E [F]—bR 5 I B SR BRI 2By ks, B s
KRR A i3 . SWR AEAN R KT T S Rt #44% BD B8] &, BD ZE Rk beIa €S 5 H Ak
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(Lf \PS SC) HAFAE R FENEZE R T SWR 7E K TS5 MR/ E] 22 7 A B3 (P<0.05)

R4 FENFHT 4 FFRLR T 1E45HE

Table 4 Soil characteristics at sites of four forest types under different fire disturbances

FEb Site
- KA, Lf PS cs sc
Soil properties ** Fire levels  FeAcR  HfH«briezs HAR  HHbREZE  FAR Bl FAR  WE bR
N Mean=SD N Mean=SD N Mean=SD N Mean=SD
A E Ak 4 1.27+0.02AB 4 1.24+0.02AB 4 1.17£0.11ABC 4 1.26+0.02AB
BD/(g/cm®) AR 60 1.26+0.03A 60 1.24+0.02A 60  1.17+0.10A 60 1.25+0.03A
rhai 60 1.28+0.02B 60 1.26+0.02B 60  1.21x0.07B 60 1.27+0.02B
R iR 60 1.30+0.03 60 1.28+0.03 60  1.25£0.06C 60 1.28+0.03
JFRKPE SWR Ak 4 0.23+0.29A 4 0.64+0.20AB 4 0.44+0.19A 4 0.54+0.28A
(Log,y WDPT, S) IR 60 0.69+0.54AB 60 0.91+0.47A 60  0.83x0.51A 60 0.88+0.51A
CAE:ES 60 0.87+0.61BC 60 1.03+0.54AB 60  1.04x0.52B 60  1.02+0.58AB
e iR 60 1.00£0.61C 60 1.16+0.55B 60  1.15£0.55B 60 1.14£0.58B
pH Ee 4 4.54+0.13A 4 4.27+0.13AB 4 4.29+0.11AB 4 4.21+0.13A
s B 60 4.61+0.15A 60 4.37+0.14A 60  4.40£0.11A 60  4.34x0.17A
rhR 60 4.7+0.22A 60 4.53+0.26B 60  4.56x0.19B 60 4.49+0.27
e R 60 4.98+0.49 60 4.80+0.47 60  4.94x0.54 60 4.65+0.36
R RN KR 4 3.39+0.90A 4 1.53+0.66A 4 2.09+1.06A 4 1.44+1.06AB
SOM/ % R g 60 3.08+0.36A 60 1.4+0.38A 60  1.83x0.53A 60 1.29+0.70A
rhR 60 2.87+0.34 60 1.31£0.35A 60  1.68+0.42A 60  1.20+0.59AB
e iR 60 2.53+0.48 60 1.13+0.32 60  1.47%0.30 60 1.04+0.50B
48 TN/ % A KR 4 0.2+0.06AB 4 0.12+0.03AB 4 0.25+0.04ABC 4 0.09+0.03A
R g 60 0.21+0.06A 60 0.12+0.03A 60  0.26:0.05A 60  0.09£0.03A
rhR 60 0.19+0.04B 60 0.11+0.02B 60  0.24x0.03B 60  0.0820.03A
1o R 60 0.18+0.05B 60 0.1+0.02 B 60  0.22+0.04C 60 0.09+0.08A
48 TP AR KR 4 0.26+0.03AB 4 0.22+0.04ABC 4 0.32+0.04ABC 4 0.10£0.01A
/(g/kg) Ik B 60 0.26+0.02A 60 0.22+0.03A 60  0.32£0.04A 60  0.09£0.02A
rhR 60 0.25+0.02B 60 0.21+0.03B 60  0.31x0.03B 60  0.09£0.01A
e R 60 0.23+0.03 60 0.19+0.04C 60  0.29£0.04C 60  0.09£0.02A
48 TK Ak 4 7.33+0.92A 4 6.39+0.95A 4 6.34+0.47A 4 7.11£1.1A
/(g/kg) IG5 i 60 7.32+0.76A 60 6.36+0.77A 60  6.33x0.38A 60 7.05+0.92A
rHgR B 60 7.39+0.74A 60 6.41+0.76A 60  6.39£0.43A 60  7.14x0.92A
o R 60 7.45+0.81A 60 6.44+0.83A 60  6.42£0.53A 60  7.19£1.01A

* B R 7 2253 0T, Fisher LSD #6560 ; 3 K5 SR 308 T3 BT [R)— AN AR BUARR] A BE 2 I A 1 3 (9 22 5% (P<0.05) ; # = BD: &
HEZ¥H Bulk density; SWR; 3R /K E Soil water repellency ; pH : pH {H ; SOM : 134 HLJ5T Soil organic matter; TN ; 2% Total nitrogen; TP ; 4 Total
phosphorus ; TK ; 24§ Total potassium

BD 7E[R]l— M5 P9, A% s B K TS 5 R KRR AN AE i 25 5 X — S5 R AE 4 Rk rh AR A7 A
(3 4 FE 2) ;BD TEmREEK TG Lf PS SC 5K KBemBAETE W PE 25 5+ (P<0.05) ; 5 A KBt L, BD
AXHE CS h KBSHT G AAETE B TE 2 5 ((1.1720.10) g/em’, (1.2120.07) g/em?, (1.25+0.06) g/em’, P<
0.05) ., BD 7E[R—MA KB (I T ) 5 AR CBesi B 2 [ #AE7E B 1k 25 5. BD ZE AR [R AR 43 okt
T A 107 A — ER A (BE AR BE T T AE K |, HL €S 32 K () R4 i . 2 ( BD FARSRE K5 9 (1.17+
0.1) g/cm’ A8kl B8R K JE 1 (1.2540.06) g/cm’) . BD EIEA K At AUMSY LA (1.2740.02) g/cm’)
BERFMS CS((1.17£0.11) g/em’) (P<0.05) . R, BD FE[H — K befiF 4 Fhbk sy 20 ) () 4 HL 25 5 10F
54k B BD 7€ CS P9 5835 /T Al =B bk 43 (P<0.05) ,Lf &R T PS(P<0.05)

SWR 7E 4 Fivbk o rh 43R I R ok JCRe it SRR EE K T A AEAE i E V22 7 (P<0.05,% 4) . SWR 7R+
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Fig.2 Bulk density (BD) and soil water repellency (SWR) of four forests under different fire disturbances ( Mean=SD)
AT YRR R B LR R M S 6 R R . Lf (BE Gk 8) = BUE K Liquidambar formosana , PS ("1 35 ) = D BAR-Afif Pinus
massoniana-Schima superba ,CS (4 {4) = ¥ K-AKF Cunninghamia Lauceolata-Schima superba F1 SC (R4 A(5) = MEAR-F2 K Sassafras tzumu-
Cunninghamia Lanceolata ; /N [RIFIZLELR SR FOR A R AU : X IR (Z068) ARBHEE B8 (HRANZL) | HhsmBE K8 (AR AL) (i s BE b (S 4L
) 5 BT R 8RS R R R TR 1 KB AL B AN RIS 1A S35 28 5 (PRI R J7 229347 , Fisher LSD K23, P<0.05)

SR EE K TS LF(0.87£0.61) (CS(1.04+0.52) i3 K T AR KBRS (Lf:0.23+£0.29;CS:0.44£0.1) , F5m B K BR 5
Lf FRXT T KOBERiss K 2.8 4%, sk BE KBS CS ZoR KBERTY 2.4 1%, SWR 7E PS .SC N H 1R B KB fa 5 R K
P RIANAEIE V25 5 . SWR TE R K BEJ5 PS.CS FI SC #B 3 KT A K BEan, A Lf s B kT35
ER KRRIAIAFEAE i 35 VE 25 57 (SWR TEAR KRR i 58 B2 KCBEHE 43702 0.23+0.29 F1 1£0.61) , SWR 7EH154
FEK TN 4 FARST (LfF PS .CS . SC) SRR | Som B KB R AR B PE2E 5 . SWR 16 =5 KBS 4
PRS2 5 25 KRR KT8 (P<0.05) , ER— K THEF ,SWR 7E 4 FlbR o AR A7 76 8 35 1 22 5 (R
T PS AER KBERUESRFE K ) SWR B & T If, P<0.05,K 2) ,

2.2 SOM #l pH

SOM( %) .pH FEARRI K TG 4 FibR BRI AR R R BE 1 25 55 (3% 4, 181 3) . SOM Fifi 57 JC3 i 1) 34
I, 4 FPRA Y B0 D B AR I 2, 11 pH R BB INAY A (K 4) .

SOM F{ELAE [A] — AR 53 P B K 5 B2 () 35 DR /b (3 4) X — A 4 Fiobk oy th B A7 7E . SOM 7 [a] — Ak
I3, AR IR SRR K TP IRIAN AR B 5 M 22 55 SOM 78 i B K T4 (2.87% +0.34% ) X Lf 5 kb
B (3.39%+0.90% ) F77F i 251 25 5 SOM 7E 5158 B2 K THJF 1L SC 5 AR JBRIANFETE 1 2 M 25 5+ (P<0.05) .
FEK T, SOM TEARHR B JOBe S AN L 5 i B OB i A7 7 S 2 1 2 5 (o B R AT B8 R 1Y 93.1% ) 5
SOM TE [F]—HMr N, ik KB 8/ INFARBRBE b B e (B SC e P B RN s ot 8 Kbl B R & 25 5% ) .
SOM 7E K BEHT Lf i3 KT PS.SC,SOM FEA[A] 58 B K TG ¥Ry Lf €S BERT PS.SC, H Lf B#EK
T CS(Kl 3,P<0.05)

pH BT [R]— bR I3 AT B K5 B2 1S R TT R (3R 4) |, 3X — B HTE 4 Fhbk oy thERAEAE, pH 7E 4 Fhibk o3 N
HRF I AR B K TG 5 KBERT AN AE 3 PE 25 55 pH AE o BE K T 5 AN SC 5 KCBehi A7 78 i 2 M2
5 (P<0.05) ;pH e 38 B KB 4 Rk Ir (Lf, PS, CS,SC) 5 KRR HAAAE BEFEVEZ 7 (P<0.05) . pH 7EK
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42 Forest types

B3 FREATFIHT 4 Fsksy LEFVUR(SOM) F pH P IMH 7k )
Fig.3 Soil organic matter (SOM) and pH of four forests under different fire disturbances ( Mean+SD)
T HEA PR pH {8 ; BRI LUR R A SR (R . LA B8 0) = B MK Liquidambar formosana ,PS( FERS ) = Dy BAN-AR Al Pinus massoniana-
Schima superba .CS( £k {) = ¥2 KA fif Cunninghamia Lauceolata-Schima superba F SC (REE ) = MEAR-FZ A Sassafras tzumu-Cunninghamia
Lanceolata ; AN B ZL G2 55375 R R AR - %0 IR (Z068) ARSERBE JCBE RAMEL) (B JOBE (AhAL) (Risi I Kobe (SR40 () L TAR IR 9K
B RR AR 1 KB BRS ANTRI AR 23 [ BEAT 225 22 57 (SRR 3 05 22 2007 , Fisher LSD 246, P<0.05)

TG, [F—MRAEAR  H e OO B T J5 A L R AE 3 1k 25 57 (BR Lf AR AR5 B (4.61£0.15 ) Fl i
(4.7£0.22) K THRBIANFIE R E 25, P<0.05) . T3 pH FEARNFE K FIEM TR N Lf 5K, SC £/
pH BRTE R KT, L # R E R FHAMSY . 88 pH 72 =5 B K0T, Lf B3 KT PS.SC(4.98+
0.488,4.8+0.470,4.645+0.36,P<0.05) ,#k41 CS .3 KT SC(CS:4.94+0.54;5C :4.65+0.36, & 3,P<0.05) ,
2.3 TN.TP I TK

+HETN(%) TP (g/kg) TK(g/kg) FEAN LK TPom B (R IBE AL &) T, 4 Fliobkor 2 R B AR R
FEM 2SS (R 4,8 4) , 13 TN ZERl—M7 TR (R kobe A% o &) TASAEAS K TP Bifi k4 5 B2
R TR S (B SC) s [z, TK Bk Bes BESEhnmi R0 A py ke (R 4) .

TN 1E [l — Mo i K Benn e A FEAE R E M 22 5 X — S5 R TE 4 Fiobk oy —3, TN 2K TS, W —#ar
T R R R R KR ) S /N TSR B JOBE (B SC A1, P<0.05) 5 TN 7 [a] —BRA3 PN, o J3 R g ik )3k
PRGN B E 25 (BR €S AF) o TN FEARRLK TS T 4 Bk #RR I CS>L>PS>SC(EL4) , 1
4 N ER KBS ,€S(0.25%+0.04% ) Fl Lf(0.2%+0.06% ) 31 .3 KT PS(0.12%+0.03% ) F1 SC(0.09% +
0.03%) (CS . Lf 533 PS .SC (4 2.1 £i5,2.8 £%, 1.8 £i5F1 2.3 £i%) . +4 TN 7E K405 (K. P &) |, [l — Ao
FE TN AN R S3AH B 22 A A AR I 35 P 22 S (B s s BE KBRS PS(0.1%£0.02% ) 1 SC(0.09% £0.08% ) Z 8] TG
WEME2ES,P<0.05),

TP FE[Rl— A3, KBERT G AR B E £ 5 X — 25 R AE 4 ko i — 80 (BR L ZE W 9 ((0.23+
0.03) g/kg) KB E/NTARKEE((0.26+0.03) g/kg) , 3K 4) ;TP L[ —Mor N, K TP G A [R] K58 BE 2 8]
TR B2 5 (BR SC AEARTRLKRE T o 255 ,P<0.05) , TP 5 TN —FEAEAR R KB4 1F T #RIH
CS>Lf>PS>SC( K 4) , TP Fri e A KBemt , (M) LF((0.26+0.03) g/kg) 1 PS((0.22+0.04) g/kg) Z AR
FEE BB ZE 5 TP R KBET 4 PR AH B 2Z MR AR B & M 25 5 (P<0.05, K 4)
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4 TERARFIRT 4 FiS LEER(IN) (£BE(TP) FILH (TK) CPIHLARIER)
Fig.4 Soil total N (TN), total P (TP) and total K (TK) of four forests under different fire disturbances ( Mean+SD)
R AW 2 R DURFE Y SR 38R . LF (B4 (0) = UM Liquidambar formosana . PS( HifE#5) = D BAN- KM} Pinus massoniana-
Schima superba ,CS( 4 48,) = ¥ K-KHf Cunninghamia Lauceolata-Schima superba F1 SC (R EE(5) = BEAK-H2 K Sassafras tzumu-Cunninghamia
Lanceolata; AR LA SR FORA R Y EE XTI (L0 6) ARIREEKBE(IRANLL) HIREE KBS (MhEL) (R BE KbE (SRL0 ) 5 b I AH Rl K
BB RORE AR E B KB BUS AN TRIAR S I B A .35 2 57 (BRI 3R 05 224047, Fisher LSD 356, P<0.05)

TK 7E [/ —HMRor I, A A kOBe MR B KOBE e TK & R A, b R s B Aobe i & e Tk v (R
] KT R AR B2 (R ESAS AT A S 3 M 22 5 (P<0.05) | X —FA$FE 4 Fppksrrh—2, TK 7E [/l — kT 50
T AFERD RN Lf>SC>PS>CS(E 4) . TK 78 A KRR, bR or Z RIS AN AFEFE S 25 Pk 22 55 TK 76 K T3
J& ,Lf 1 SC #f B 3# KT PS.CS,

3 e

3.1 BD FI SWR 7254k

WF5E B BD [ SWR HRFH K 3 B (415 R 521G G # JUHAE ok B KRR Je 1B 35 1S Ok, SWRAHXS T BD %
KPP, A IR A [ 50 BE JCRERT ARG 207 i B s R A i ) Aoy ) SWR, 1]
1 : Doerr 21 F 1998 41 %z PRI 38 B 2k XoF 41 28 F BN ( Eucalyptus robusta) FIFARY ( Pine) BRI ) SWR %A
S, 1n BD 7EKBESE AR/ AR K BERT R AT M R X S AR R IREE 2 5, Letey! " F 2001
AR I A B KR I K S R B HG DRTHG O, PRI A K58 S AR e b 198 1 R KR 3 — 5 T R SR KT
SEINEA ., A T S R OB R A LT A R AR kg T e AR 5L

WIS I BD 52 3 KOBEZ N 35 . KT G BD 78 [F]— AR o0 AN [R] o JBE 0] 24 4 1 W 28 1 2 S 5 e
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5, CS 1 BD &R E /N THAL 3 Mibksr (LF . PS . CS) , i BD Z R3S R0, A WF5E W, BD 7 Jobe
5 LA B AR [r) K BR J3E 2 ) T dd 35 2 Sl W S AR, 90, Diaz-Ferros 251 F° 1990 4F 1 Xue %5 A58 &
B, 7E kobefE H1Eh BD FEAK, {H 2 BD #E KB SR KPR NI Bt 2E R, SRR Rk a5 BD
T 25, HAOReIE BD FEEF AR & TRAM AR, 15838 & 3, BD 7E4k b b H A A I 3 (PR sk R 5
BS54 FRLKCResi ) 5 (R Kobe i 3 K1 o BRI BD 7 My v i o dat 28I A T4 F A (.
lanceolata) R 2 AW R B A KT PEET BD FEMR A 0] 0 22 55 5 + 2 R E MR ¢, A [R] AL B[R]
FIRERAE MRS | 2 HIEA E AR, 565 2 F1 3 + 200 B 5 HAb AR L JC i 5 1 25 = 1 X S AR 58 R
[, PINEH A2 0 R SRR 3 JRe el 64204l X 45 AR R + B8 T (1 52 0 22 SRS R, X S AR SE 4518 R
], 22 R R WF ST AR 53 AT AR SR

VFZ W5 R BT, SWR TE SRS J5 8 R I8/ A A2 Ak, 3X SEAR 2 R D A2 SO EE KRR IR A] | S7 26
YRR - HEVR BE AU RZ I . MacDonald %51 F 2004 4F & BLAY 2516 5 A58 — 50, H & B SWR bl k5 B 119
B I 20 R AR R - JE TR A K Y B2 B A /0N ARG v e B KSR R SWR 32 52 Wil K I %
(B% PS) 5 KBeJ ,SWR TEARGR BEFI = s B KB 5 A i 35 25 5 . A W9 R I /KM 0 )2 09 JRE 2 B T K e i
JE TR obe s S EUR K PR SR RS S) 00 RIS R B R X ek AR o AR T ik — 2
W AW E 2 — B ZE KN BEFE B IR SR —3, FEARGRE KB IX, SWR & TR KBS IX (HITC i 3%
Z 5 s (EUJE HP R R R R ) 8 S R IR AR DR IR S A AR A TR S AR, 3 S5 AR 5 R 45 SR — 3K
SRIMT Glenn 1 Finley ™ F 2010 45 & B, + 19 A B S AE P B Obe)a 38 KT i o, ik —20 R il +
B R KPR R B BRI HE A AR KRS R, 3R R R B T b S R R X M M, Scotter ) & B
N TR S 32 R R M R 08 58, 1T R J2 R K PR W38 . Jordan %578 F 2011 4F & B P ok
JERY KBE 2 SWR G, o 0 B AR IR 3 ik v ARSI & BLIF] — K0T, SWR T8 4 Rk ) (8] 4R
ANFAE B EVE 2 5 R W] SWR Z AR RLZ MR/, THABAT 58 0] e B+ S ek MEAE 2libR o3 8 B 2 TR 58
MRATFEHL ) SWR TEVSIMAZ AR ( Holm oaks ) P AR TAMR ( Pines ) FIMEA K ( Eucalyptus robusta) ™
3.2 SOM & pH {H

HVFZ KT SOM WAFFEEBIN N K TS HA R0, A 55000 ke 7 SOM & 53N A5 4y
AR SOM it 2k i i 338 G 1 38 AT AR 5E & B SOM. 75 45 B 4 P 1 B K 5 B8 %) 348 A s b, X 5
Certini*"' F 2005 R ILAYAFIE 450 — 3, H LB F = 55 BOCHHEA MUY 20, 76 385 kR & A5, SOM. 4%
Wb FEL A IS N R R A LA AE Kobeidh b P K A Trabaud > &2 B SOM 78 kbefEiihn ., AR8F5T
R BE KR BESE R ARG SOM 5 KRR 22 B Wi AR K, LF PS \CS T SOM 52 fmy iR BE K S M b 2, fiK
SR 140 K8 AN 25 B A LA 2 2 R AR AL (R F R OB T 3 R ) R AR R X S AR
WIS 45—, Stromgaard ™ W & B R T AMABE S /MR BE M R TR A 398 SOM #E 42 13 2 vh i K e b
(]RGN o TGV AR H1 B ORR DX - A LB & B 0 35 i T oA ORR X (P <0.05) | [y e 1Lk
JESTPEESFREE  ARBFSE R I SOM TE K BERT R YR Il Lf B3 KT PS.SC, UiH] SOM & it 52 M3 F AL i
SO AR SOM Fe R, A BFE S AW — 34, RS BE KT 5 AN [RI AR AL Y 558 BT 2 R RR A7 7 b 35k
ZeSE L RWE R LRESREE K TS, A WU & 5 FAMEMK ( Betula platyphylla) 6K, 3202 A AR R M
YRR , RN T T LRI SR B A LT, A AR (Pinus sylvestris ) Al 59170 | Bt LA MLBT & 18 5
I X S AT & B YR A R AR SOM S K 518 RBUHITR] . 5 B 78 0 2 BAEAS [ B b [R) A HILJSR 75
B BEESDY,

H AT AR 58 K Bk be T3 39 pH B8RP (B A 058 & B ACBe Xt ko pH 52 m A K 5 HL
P T ey N L I N L 7 RN N 1 . R s Y § B 1 D 0 N (T2 NP N/ A R L
pH {ELTE S5 BE OB i S, U R B BE JCBEXT 1398 pH (B2 8 3. KR IRl — k43 pH FEAN IR KT
PUIa] 22 57 35 | R WA [R] 5 J OB XS AR I3 RE 0 22 S R . AT BF S8 R -5 AR B IR AR AR L, K58 i A
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() pH A3 Hesammi 25 & BURGEVEYI 3R AE G+ pH (BT, 302 R ok - 56 WLRR B4 i, )8
FE BN AR R B BNt 18 pH JCRE M, v B AN KRS IX pH (B = T AR ORI X
AR IR PR Ry 2 v 5 1 K 58 felE 0 SR Y 0 v O B R B ik VA LR 20 i, 3B A R G TP 2R ik 2 5 AR BIFY
SEERME—S, SR E B ) I B TS, 5% B A L, A P AR 398 pH (T 7, oAbk 4
1338 pH (E RN, 7RSSR KRS IS  pH H 23 THET, TR SR I FE IR R s s Bk 25 1, A ML IRt 25 B
IR AR ke 2k B AR ST G A Ay — B, AR AR AR AR 22 5, kobe | AR L pH
ETE, Z 0 pH AEZHT R RN BFIE (47 IR S K B B S AR e R — 3, [FIRF AT & B[R] K+
PLAAMET pH ¥R Lf o W 25 K T HAWMSY (B ag B2 KCBE ) |, oAt 3 FEd TR S WA B2 [N AEAE i 25k 2
SR W] pH Z AR IRE M i . KBS R AR pH (B TR AR 18 pH (B RS FFSE
BEJE A BN S TR R K TR AT AR 3 pH Z MR TELE BE 2 RN A
FEMN R, KDL B T b AR 43 98 B K TS, 1398 pH 787 A Hh K T AR L R obe st A i 4 Ak
(Schima superba) () 3% pH /INT- I BN ( Pinus massoniana) , 3% 42 PR R AR Fir 4l bR S S0 A ) 17
3.3 TN.TP #1 TK

AT A TN TP [ TK 2 ARG SRR AT 5 B2 B 5 A e 25 57 . A PRl kg g4k
SRR A SR S R 25 5 0 A R S IR I 2 D SRR SR R

ARWTSE R I T TN KRR IR A .35 22 5 5 AR B Kb 1 2 KT b s s K BE (BR SC A1) 5 7E[R)
— KCBEHRBE T TN FEA[FIAR 3 22 18]35 ik A7 7E 35 25 5 . R W15 R OB L, KBExt TN S ma /Iy (HAk 5326
RN TN A R m, BEra st il k FHod i ef & m R EFRm e X 5ARMR G eme, &
T, K ZH5E % BTN 18 JCRE a8 s 4> Bl , Covington H1 Sackett™® % B + 3 4= & 5 78 K be ) 444
Ko Miesel %1 h % BB IR AR HHER A, -+ TN B2 Jobesi i KR g kg KU Bk
PRIX T34 N & i 1 8w T A ORI RIER B S v B S 8 XAT R T I RUE Y B n K R B R
BT 5 B 38 A A A P, MR T 3 U A A3 . 5 22 M1, Bell Hil Binkley' ® 5 1 kT4 5
FORBIARH TN B8, 105 2 em JEIRAR P9 TN & B 4B R K BRI T 25% . 5 R JF B A R
AL, B ] BV i L 3SRk A ™ B A SR AY TN, 5 48T (4 J5 4h AR AR Lb | B AE AT B8 BVl 1 55
TN FREIREERR™ B KT, 384 N f i BRI - 0 AR S bR TE O 358 [ Ak
SRR IE YRR 51 RIS ST R B, R OB AN R AR AR SR 1 TN T 4Ok 1 LA M
15, AN IRAR , R TR AR 38 B & IR A A DL A R A 55, T AL N S e i
F TN K& IR FE K Be I A2 1A ( Pinus armandii ) FUFIA ( Cupressus funebris ) N TR 148 TN & EAFAE
BEMEE R FEE R AR BRI N E g s T AR (B A2 R AR ) | R TR S 22 J]
B BEES,

ABFSERI TP 5 TN —FE BRI KBERTAH G AL Lf 78 i KRe IR /N T AR KR, K T A
[Fi] B B 2 [ BRAE A 2 Pk 22 5 (B SC) , BB KGR EE X TP A5 e K, X 5 Kutiel M1 Naveh'™' B 375 —
AT IR T TP FEAR, L Z KBt TP MAEYI R R 5 P BT ok, KT, S RAMAR TP 7 kK
KA AR AR R AR AR AT BRI R IR LU S MR AR R 2 4 TP S i L R R R H 4 A
e MM X BRI DO 35k 6 SRR GE G510 A7 AE — i 25 5902 PR RS (A s TR) 15 s RO R IR, 1 2098 & 3R,
T RS2 IR S AE e H8E TP ZE BRI o B0, 76 Kbe )5 , -+ 38 R0k & AR LA 45 1 A 2k
FPemarEt ' MK TR, T R R A AR R, TP R T R OB ORITR K
BelX, BRI kobeim B ) 2 22 5 20 X SAHESE I/ — 3, WA R, 5 kobent H e & AR, K
BeJa 25 2 S = L AR R B TP SR TEA KB AU Lf Rl PS Z RIARAF7E b 35 0 22 55 SR
TP 7EKBEJ5 4 PRI HA B Z [V ERAFAE 0 2 V25 5 D00 TP 5 i 2 MRAP R B RS2 B B 3 . R CREI A2 R
(45 P S i E N 3 PR ACA  ABEE I RR B ARSI IR AR AR LA ) A Tl i
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BEERTHIAM S X258 GRS — 2, R VFZ IR TP LER R R A B 2 5, 1
01, Baer %' By R, 13 TP (£ RCH RISy 22 [B] B0 8035 22 57, 3k P Ag 5 - 30 I (AN ) T A A %) 3
IrBEFPERTA S, oK TR, ARSI + 4 P51 09 2 I AR (L MO T I HEAR
T AABK  (EMR G AR B Z B R AP e P22 Y

AHETE A B T FEAS bR 73 AT S o JBE 3 RT3 O, (H [l — AR TK & A [ JCHm JEE 1) 0 3% 22 e, 3R
WY KSR RS TK JE 83 50, R R IR Be)E TK T ™, Adams #1 Boyle ™ W5 & L, 76 K 9 K A=
—A G AR AR BE I KT I BLTE 3 A H R RSN, Giovannini BT & B, 4 HEIRL A
BRAFREI T AL B, Xue SO RFTE R, JOBR IS M TK S WA BN, 10 KBS 1—7 4F 3 TK
AR B X SR — B, AW R TK TE [ — KGR T AR AR #R R B K AR
ROLF) KT SRR, TK FEAR KBES , #Ro Z MHERAAAAE MR 2E 5 TK fE TG , Lf 7 SC #B . 25K
T PS.CS, UEW] TK SZhRAF B0 3 . 3% 5 1 RAEE S5, R BB KT AR5
1 K S B e 25, HRECRBUIIZ AMAR T FIR M ISR Cbe ), AR LA iy 240 5 i i 5 KT
FAAHR B0 PR T Sh AR R , 56T KB R 5 bk S ) 14 J5E DR e G Rtk — AR5 RG22 04 2 A~ LY 1 4%
PRAP X2 SR BE TR AR BRI bR 4 K 9 i — 20 ) GBS SR AP AE R R 22 5+

4 Zig

K HAE BRI R A v R A A b rh R AR, EELEWT .

(1)BD . SWR .pH {E /1 TK Ffi i B2 3 inmisg i, i SOM A1 TP Wi/ TN %A Bk,

(2) 5 B ket BD .SWR ,SOM 52 i #RAR 8 35, 1A B2 B8 W 3552 ) TN 7 3 TP R TK 32 KR
ML /IN, KOBERTJG FE AT B 22 57 0 TP 16 K5 AN R K B 22 (A A e i B PE 22 5

(3)BD ,SOM FI pH 7E K BERi G #2 BN Lf KT HoAth 3 Flobk 5 ; TN TP Al TK WK M €S Lf KT PS,
SC;SWR RINTE Lf Wie/ Iy, 45 R F WLl RE AR5 5 TR SR 0] 9 38 7 22 50 B B SWR, HiAth + 12
PERTSZ AR I3 A0 520 2, T TN TK FEAS [RIAR S R EB A7 A b 351 25 5
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