N ) 22
5550 % 454 ) YN N4 R 2 Vol. 50, No. 4
20144 4 A SCIENTIA  SILVAE  SINICAE Apr. 2014

doi; 10.11707/j.1001-7488.20140404

H AR 28 5 0 S Y T REZ AR

mEF? K O Kek X /Y O ERSL ETkE OH OF
(1. hEBAFKAEMY SREBESESSRE  PERBEER YR 2RI 430074;
2. Tl RGERFE MBI SR ARYRE A 610041 3. ASEHFIREEMIPIFAT  BIHiE 750306 ;
4. PEBERE IR RS VT 810001 ; 5. Ff ERMFAGEAKFIE B L H K E SEREEAF ST AR 610041)
W OE. ARSI E S HTIE R Biolog-Eco WP AL FE 5 164 AN R 5% 50 S E Y DI RE 2 AR5
GEIRRM . RE 1 BRI R A LT AR A S R R, KOE 24 R FURAR N LA ML &
GBS v, BRI 3 LT | 4 U 2 B s I AR - A 3 e R 9y TR R e IR, JEL il b 78
(25 AN B3 HHEHAEE S B RBONIEIL 4L I8 > Kl 14 JGE 24 SR > R, REEEAUM SRR
PR 2# A > ARE > RGE 1# B MG RFL; SRR LIS S B AR AN W3 AR AR S 1
X+ B B ER RN IGE 1# RFL S8 SIE >TGE 24 >R >, 4 FhdfoR XS 5837 4310 431
R R R 2 A2 > FURES LA > V8 TR s 25 RIS I BE VR T RE Z PR MR BRI SRR L R > KO8 14,
JE 24 BT > R IFL AN UMK - B A W VR R A 32 B3 4 BT (PCA) 87 ik 7K A5 40 R 2 2 TR 2 T
ARG R ; 45 MO 3R 50 i S TR W T REZ HEE R RDA SR B, 3500 TR FAR I b e e T
MAEINRE SRR AR S A D BE 2 AR A, R A AL R 0 R R - R
R FERE,
KW, HIE; AR, RS MUEYIREYE ;) Biolog-Eco #it; PCA
FESES, S714.3 XERFRIRAG: A XEHS: 1001 —7488(2014)04 —0022 - 10

Soil Nutrients and Microbial Functional Diversity of
Different Stand Types in Qinghai Province
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5. Institute of Hazards and Environment, CAS Chengdu 610041 )

Abstract: In this study, soil nutrients and microbial community functional diversity of different stand types in Qinghai
Province were investigated by conventional laboratory analysis and Biolog-Eco micro plate method. Results showed that
Datong 1#, Huangzhong and Jianzha had relative higher content of organic matter, total nitrogen and available nitrogen in
the soil, then Datong 2#, Xunhua and Ledu were in intermediate, and Minhe was lower. The total phosphorus content of
Minhe was lowest, while there were no significant differences in total phosphorus content between other stand types. The
available phosphorus content was Xunhua, Jianzha, Huangzhong > Datong 1#, Datong 2#, Ledu > Minhe, and the
available potassium content was Datong 2#, Minhe > Ledu > Datong 1#, Huangzhong, Xunhua, Jianzha. The total
potassium content of each stand type was not significantly different. The accumulation of overall soil nutrients in different
stand types was in turn Datong 1#, Jianzha > Huangzhong > Xunhua > Datong 2# > Ledu > Minhe. Effects of four
tree species on the distribution and improvement of soil nutrients were in sequence of Picea asperata > Betula platyphylla
> Populus davidiana > Larix gmelinii. The soil microbial community functional diversity index in the various stand types

was Ledu, Minhe > Datong 1#, Datong 2#, Huangzhong, > Xunhua, Jianzha. The principal component analysis of
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carbon source utilization of the soil microbial community in different stand types showed that carbohydrates and amino acids

were the main carbon source. RDA of each stand type soil nutrient content and microbial community functional diversity

indicated that soil nutrient factors well explained the variation of the microbial community functional diversity. Soil nutrient

had important influence on microbial community functional diversity. The organic matter, nitrogen and available

phosphorus were the main factors influencing the metabolism of soil microbial communities.

Key words:
component analysis( PCA)

Mo R o5 1 e SR oy B BLR A S A
P A SR 03 B SR A AR K S e A
T(FLLAMGEF, 2011) , LIEP IR AR A 2
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MR AR AZR, & L EE M EERRIRZ —
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TEAESF PR AR 28 R GEfa s Ve A 2 R M T T 9 A
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7 FhARIZEAI(A,B,C,D,E,F,G) By AR bR B
PRMAER VR SR R LR 1, Kol B T 16
AR, A e i 5 v SR A (100051 —
101°56'E,36°43'—37°23'N) , #33K2 280 ~4 622 m, /&
T B FE R RS, AE YRR 2.8 C, 2 4ETCRE
70 ~120 K, AE NS08 mm, EFET—9 H,
AR FARE 1290 mm (BEAESE | 2000) ; 6 rh EL

A3 (101°09732"—101°54"50"E , 36°13'32"—
37°03'19"N) , ik 2 225 ~4 489 m , 4FRF/K & 350 ~
650 mm, £ T 7E 7—9 H {3, F ¥ K K & 900 ~
1 000 mm, 5 8 C | J@ w2+ A0 (20
W%, 2011) 5 SRABEA T 1 AR L (102°09'—
102°47'E,36°00'—36°40'N) , #6441 850 ~4 485 m,
B LAY ey S S AR KR 6.9 °C L AR OK =
323.6 mm,FZE KT 1 644 mm, S4FEICFE W] 80 ~ 160
ROBHFHEE, 2009) ;5 FOFIE AL T 5 750, 2 3
v RN G e D A A 9 T (102°26'—103°04'E,
35°45'—36°26'N) , W42 100 ~ 4 500 m, J& & kK
Rite + 2 A0, FHRWE 9 C, FHHEKE
292.2 mm, SAETCRE W] 198 K (FRZREE, 2008) ; 1E
b BAS 7 1 AR, s M TR (9% B R DV it 1] 9
T B (%) 5 ML (102°04'—102°49" E, 35°25'—
35°56'N) , 54K 1 780 ~4 635 m, H B[], K FH
BRSO AR 8. 5 °C AR K 5257 mm, B
TE7—9 A 78K 5N 2 000 ~2 400 mm, &4 TCHH
1150 R (Lg% 2009) ; JRILEAL T H AR
BT b AL, SR F A M B AEER S A
Vi[5 7 R v SR ) 3 9 HisHF (101°37'43"—102°08"40"E.,
35°39'20"—36°10'00"N) , #E4k 1 960 ~4 616 m, )&
fe B R i 1 A, AR AR S. 6 C, AR K i
340 ~495 mm, X TCFEH 145 K (™ FE5F, 2006)
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Tab. 1 Survey of various stand types

N Hb AL BR R S 1A 153 Bk N .
popge  JURERR o TRCEIE ML BEREI FHRE
Stand type Geographic Elevation/ Canopy Gradient/ Aspect Community Soil type Community
coordinates m density (°) height/m
Joill 14 101949739, 54E 1 A k2 Picea asperata —5R #2 #§ Potentilla
Dat L4 3790’8 éS"N ’ 2 935 0. 65 12.0 North 21.0 Dark brown glabra + B 3= 4% Rosa multiflora —& B
atong : © forest soil Carex tristachya + HHBR Poa annua
W e A HE Betula platyphylla — I} 3% 7% Rosa
KB 2#  101°49'49. 68"E, At o multiflora —%1 5 Stipa capillata + -
Datong 2# 37°1'6.3"N 2672 0.5 130 Northeast 20.5 D‘ark broxyn K Poa annua + 8% Corydalis edulis + B
forest soil e .
F4¢ Fragaria vesca
HME Betula playphylla + = A2 Picea
i 101°24'42. 00"E. L I o e asperata—/\NBE Berberis amurensis + TF %
H = | 36°46 ,50' 10'N 2783 0.6 10.0 Northwest 19.5 Dark brown %% Rosa multiflora — & Carex tristachya +
uangzhong : orthwes forest soil B3 KR Poa annua + W W FH
Fragaria vesca
o VE MW Larix gmelinit  + I #E Betula
102°24'12. 36"F #hH ’ _
SRR 36°41'02 10"N’ 2657 0.6 14.0 it 19.0 Yﬁjf platyphylla —53 §& M Potentilla glabra —
Ledu ’ ’ ' North ’ . BB R Poa annua  + B K F
brown soil .
Fragaria vesca
A ¥ Populus davidiana —/INBE Berberis
BNyl 102°38'29. 58"E, 2 667 0.55 15.0 [iflal 18.0 /Y\ l/j; amurensis + 1 LMD Salix cupularis—E .
Minhe 36°10'15. 60"N ’ ' Northwest ’ crow. Carex tristachya + WP 4§ Fragaria vesca +
brown soil pe
W Astragalus
W45 Populus davidiana + H ¥¢ Betula
B 102°25'39. 24"F Ak TR platyphylla —4: 52§ Potentilla fruticosa +
Xunhua 35041 /58' 26"N’ 2 668 0. 65 12.0 No/r;heast 20.0 Yellow VDA Elaeagnus angustifolia — % % Carex
’ brown soil tristachya + 3£ 5 Ligularia sibirica + 45 %
Corydalis edulis
B =~ §2  Picea asperata —/IN BE  Berberis
RHL 101°45'38. 1"E, preld b amurensis + 5% 82 M Potentilla glabra —
Jianzha 35°5027. 12"N 2964 0-6 10-0 Northeast 21.0 Dark brown B W Carex tristachya + B E B

forest soil .
Fragaria vesca

2 WFFE

2.1 HHGEMBEERAE

AREFET 2011 4F 7—8 ATEHBE KB E 8
L OREREL RRIEL R AL R T, 7R L
IR B o 3 U B S5 A (AR 3 B2 3 1) | S A R
) ARUR 7 FhAR SR 2 AL R R AR S A 25 1 3 B
50 m x 20 m FEH A AEHLE]FE R T 100 m, XFREHL
AT I AR =5 em BT R T REARK R id 2
HoPde A v AR ROR B FE & FEHL P BERL S 3
N2 m x 2 m BT SRR k(A L
AP A R ERER AR TIT N, BT m
x 1 m /PMETT IE R ALY RIS 5 R BRECR
2.2 TEFERIRE

0% A R OR B ARDL, He B AR i R A

JEUAERRAFE ML N ] A B R BUER 2 13 (0 ~
20 em) FERRAS 9 A, AR 9 AN EAE MR G Y
A, o —ER 2y RS 1 mm IS XS T
LI pH MR i, ) — 4 LA Ay,
AR EE & T (] S8 % 434 3] [/ B4 (50
), IARIE A VKAS (4 °C) B ARAT, AT 13
AP E
2.3 L1345 F pH ME

FeARVRIN e A LR i, LI AR E 4
R, DA O (R B ) W - S A R A
FHERPT L vl H I i IR SN IR P —4
YT L (7RI A - M o i, IR B D
S i DU AN D 1 8 OO O o, FA T
M2 3 pH( ERKBEEZE, 2010; 2537 F4F, 2004)
2.4 TEREYIRSHEERNEMITE

- AR A s DR AR 2 0 S ) AR A
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7% ( Chaerun et al., 2011) .

1) FREL 10 g i + 38 ( LPRZe s 5 A 745 5
Y1) % 100 mL KB B = AT, A 90 mL K
K, B BB R

2) TERF ISV AR 5 min, SRS 1E
PR 8% 1 150 romin "' $E % 30 min,

3) BL0.5 mL ZMBME] 7 mL KB LE T,
FEIA 4.5 mL K#EK, IS,

4) B2 mL ZFhE N 30 mL KEELE T,
FEIA 18 mL KEEK , &% 4],

5) MUKFR NECH Biolog A= 25 Hk , 25 I 5544 T Fiil
PR ] £ 1) R B AR A B ) % 3R DL
/N GE RS R A R IBOR BRIV (10 7)) Jn# Biolog A=
At BALIN 150 pL,

6) W5 Z /NI S B B8 AR fE R (AWCED)
25 ClHHIRF %, 4 FE12 hit B 590 nm (Fi (0 + 1
BE) B AN 750 nm (PUE) PR T B9 OEAA , JE S
#: 240 h,

1E Biolog Reader( Biolog Inc, USA) 43#r ASCH
1509545 B A Biolog A= A MR LAY AWCD fEL, Hit
R Classen 45 (2003) 19575, BB A2 FLAE 590
1750 nm T BYOEAE 55008 25 BEFL A WG E, 2%
e P FH AR AR R FL AR D2 750 nm (IROGAA, B
Ry B AL SR B € S T AR R, R BN T
0. 06 A4 0 AbFE ( Classen et al., 2003)

AWCD = Y (C, - R)/n

A, €5 i FLAY 590 F1 750 nm AR GIE 2

225 R AXTIRALIWOGIE ; n o4 Biolog fFLAR Y

JERNEHL, Biolog A MR A B - WAL - D - #i% 0k

1 ( B-Methyl-D-Glucoside ) %5 31 Fa& 8 ; n B 31,

FIHAREM BT TR 72 h EHE , THRHRUEY 2tk

840 (Zak et al., 1994 ; Dobranic et al., 1999) ,
Shannon-Weiner 8% (H) :

H=- PP, ;
Pielou ¥ 2] BEHEEL(T) -
J = (- Y PlnP,)/InS ;
Melntosh $550( U)

u=.,/ z nl2 5
Ky PSS © FLAIAEXT IR G BE (5 A1 A AH T i
JCEEELEVFNAT L S AP AR (B LIVELH 5 n,
R i FLAAARTIROCEE(E (Fang et al., 2009)
2.5 HELE
W FH SPSS 16. 0 11 CANOCO for Windows 4. 5 %K

PEXS SR AT T 22 0 R A SR BUE D) Biolog (1Y
FERar A

3 450

3.1 AEAMNSRETERSEE

FHER 2 AT AN ARG 28R 1 R AL &
R K 14 R4 > P > ik KaE 2# >
SRAER > BRORN, HoE ORE A KGE 14(200.23 ¢ -
kg ™) R/ME N ERAI(64.19 g-kg ™) ; AT EE
PUAFGE 1# 4L R > Kol 2# ARER FETE >
B, H KA R IFL(7.42 g-kg "), e/ ME R
M(3.15 g-kg ") 5 BAR AL A RN 14 2341,
b > Kl 24 JEfE > SRES > R, HERME N
3HL (527.33 mg-kg™'), He/ME N BRI (252 mg -
kg ™) s BRALBE S B RBUNE AL 8P > Kl
1# G 24 SRS > RO, Hodm KAE MAE1E (14. 06
mg-kg "), Fe/ME R RN (3. 87 mg-kg ') 5 HALH
TERION I 2# KA > SRE > Kil 14 08
b AL A FL, ol RAE M K38 24#(291. 67 mg -
kg ™), B/ IMEAHRFL(116. 67 mg-kg '), Hirp 44
SRR A S AN R T 25 S T B A 1, R
SRR K 73 BT ( Kruskal-Wallis Test) |, 285 5 2 I 4 i
TEEMMEA(0.65 g-kg™") MK (P < 0.05),
HAARIF R R ARE (P > 0.05) , &M & 8L
R AREE (P > 0.05),
3.2 AREMSEBHIEMEYIIRESREM

Biolog 77 )" 1z I T 1 58 48 IR 58 FF & 19 L
AP DIRERHE B 534, Her AR Biolog £ #1515
Y AWCD {EUZPE A - 5 AR W R FH B — i R fig
T —AFEEZ G, WIAE R A YR TE M A
RUFR AR R B W A A W X6 s R 1 1) B2 B ( Garland
et al., 1991) 487~ LA Wy g A s Pk . i 1A
1 AT LA Y, DR IF 45 21 1% 5% 24 h, 25 40 Hi 4 35
AR AWCD {EAR/IN, JTCH 8 A1k, R D
JUF- A ARV, AR FE 24 ~168 h P, AWCD
EIA 3T, B 24 h A9 T 0 () AWCD B 3 K |
168 i) L F 1 ) AWCD {i ( 55 3% 168 h, & 11
AWCD fH 1 K0 1,18, 22 L B9 AWCD {H /N Hy
0.95) ., AWCD {HAREIE RN HA Y ATe 8k
K BRIR B KA, AR AR R T, 7 Fhpk
R T E ) AWCD (HAAE2E 5, 3557 72 h B, AR
RN S 14 G 2# 5 STEML L, UL
SRR AR R B B OHE R AR W AR N M i
E(P <0.05),
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Tab. 2 Soil nutrient content of different stand types
AL ARG BUf o AL LR

#4327 Stand type Organic matter

content/ (g-kg ™)

Total nitrogen

content/ (g-kg™")

Available nitrogen Available phosphorus Available potassium

content/ ( mg-kg ™) content/ (mg-kg ") content /(mg-kg™")

B 1# Datong 1# 200.23 + 13.60 a 6.70 + 1.97 ac
JE 2# Datong 2# 107.79 = 14.95 bd 5.00 £ 0.50 b
¥ Huangzhong 154.95 + 8.80 ¢ 6.87 + 0.72 ac
SRHR Ledu 93.14 + 8.80d 4.23 + 0.73 bd
[&F1 Minhe 64.19 + 6.63 e 3.15 £ 0.84 d
i1k Xunhua 123.85 + 2.52 b 5.19 + 0.40 ab
RHFL Jianzha 189.32 + 11.80 a 7.42 £ 0.72 ¢

494.67 + 15.70 a 6.21 = 1.15 ac 131.67 = 14. 22 a
399.00 + 10.54 ¢ 7.97 = 2.55 ab 291.67 + 17.56 b
522.67 + 22.14 ab 10. 62 + 1.10 be 125.83 + 15.07 a
354.67 +23.71d 8.55 + 1.78 ab 222.50 + 18.03 ¢
252.00 + 17.52 e 3.87 £ 1.22 ¢ 290.83 + 31.46 b
394.33 + 14.57 ¢ 14.06 + 1.63 d 140.00 + 8.19 a

527.33 + 20.60 b 11.95 + 1.08 de 116.67 + 18.76 a

OFFIHFRIFRERRZFARZE(P > 0. 05) , ARFEHEREFLZE(P < 0.05), The same letters on the same column indicate that the
numbers are not significantly different( P >0.05) ,and the different letters indicate that the numbers are significantly different( P < 0.05).
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Average well color development (AWCD)
=
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T
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1 1 1 1 1 1

0 24 48 72 96

120 144 168 192 216 240

BEFRI ] Incubation time/h
—m— }ifi1# Datong 1# —e— Kifi2# Datong 24 —4A— % Huangzhong -~ 54 Ledu

—O— B Minhe

—L— fE{k Xunhua

=24, Jianzha

Bl 1 R+ A YRt 7% AWCD {8

Fig. 1

ZAEEAR BT LA e L3RR W) 2 A R AN )
JiTfl . Shannon-Winner 5 #5025 WHE V& 9 Fl S HAS
I SRR R SR 6 b5, SERETS WA 2 5 B
MAEER ; Pielou J 45 £ 2 4 7 ) b 2 B 1 — Mk
(IBEHE, Melntash 35 80U AT s e+ 38 b U RV
PSR (WHaHE S 2013) o AR ARI 4 e o B
HUIBEZ AR BN 1] 2 7R, 5 AWCD FHAL, 35
3% 72 h 1Y Shannon-Winner F5 %X . Pielou J 8 % fll
Meclntash $8 0 A R BH AR , BIAR#R RS
ST 1# JE 2# I8 ST RFL; SRAEFAITER
TR 3 2 2 B P48 BOfE 2 3 o 2.93 A 2.99
( Shannon-Winner $5 %% ) . 0.87 #11 0. 89 ( Pielou +§
) 4.51 Fl14. 42 ( McIntash $5%50) .

3.3 AREMETIEFEYF BEENER S 5T

K F 3 W43 43 B 5 ¥ ( principal component

AWCD value of soil microbial communities of different stand types

analysis, PCA) 553272 i) + 353504 W 1) A5 FL AR
X W SCAR AL R JUAS F2 A, LB A b S B A 4
IR A ARk, 25 A& 3 Frow . $RBURI AT 2 4>
FRLIT 7 22 ZFRTTHRA Ry 76.9 %, Horb e 1 Fl
SRR 2 FE B4 o3 ) A AR T 2511 59. 8 % NI
17.1 % ,UiHIRT 2 4> TR (PC1 AT PC2) a2 il BBl
AR IR A AR S E B TR E . B 2
T (£ 3) %W, 5 PCl BEMEHBIEA 18
i, ook YA B - M - D - #2H H
(P <0.01) D-ABEI(P < 0.01).D - P B
fR(P < 0.01) D - HEEE(P < 0.05) N - 4T -
D- %M (P < 0.05). D — £ 48 — 4
(P <0.01) a-D-Hi%jHH -1 - (P < 0.01)
Moa-D-FB(P <0.01)3 8 Fl, AEMA L -
W& (P < 0.05) L - KRINABE(P < 0.01) f
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Fig. 2 Soil microbial communities functional diversity of

Melntosh i3

MelIntosh index

Xunhua  Jianzha

different stand types

L- 2252 (P < 0.01) 3k 3 Fh, ZR YA ki 40
(P <0.01) &80 (P < 0.01) FIAFBE (P <
0.05) 3t 3 Ff  RIRAD - FERM (P < 0.05) .« -
THEIRR(P < 0.01) Fly - I TRR(P < 0.01)3:3
Fl HEEAHTENZ(P < 0.05) ;5 5 PC2 WA LI
A5 B, ik K E WA 1 - IRERERE (P <
0.05) 1 D,L - o -BRHIM(P <0.01), ZRYH
JFHE(P < 0.05), 2 M L - RENAR(P <
0.05) KA AW (P < 0.01); FERA5Hr i
T IEE W VR X 6 B AS [ fie U8 1 A 1] (&
4) KB B K AL A ) RN I R S - T A W R
FIH A S R AN 32 A4
3.4 AEMNBLTEREYINESHF1EA RDA
ST

F ST AT 2 Biolog £ A # & B HET 7
2 AH RS BN [RIRE & B A TS 22 57, JCIA T
HES SRR TFRIMER, ik, b T T/
EDAR I RRIE 5 B I T 10 6 R, ARWF 58 R
CANOCO HA4:% Biolog ik i 175341 ( Bossio et al.,

i
. EEHI Minhe
4

G4 HI1
E4 F4 Bl

D3

H3

G3

Kl 2 Didong 27 pphoiz. @2
- 7| o~ A SRR Ledu

Y

PC2 (17.1%)
=
—

F1
il Hanzhg B2

B4 E2 GI

Hll 1# Datong 1#
ry

-1.0
-1.0

PC1 (59.8%) 10
B3 AN [RI AR b SR PR v A B U A FH ) S o3 o A
Fig. 3 PCA of carbon source utilization of soil microbial
communities of different stand types
A2.8 - L - D - # 4B B-methyl-D-glucoside; A3.D — 2P FLHER
-y - S D-galactonic acid g-lactone; A4.L — 2R L-arginine; B1:
TNHAER R Pyruvic acid methyl ester; B2:D — A M D-xylose; B3:
D — 2L F RS R D-galacturonic acid; B4:L — KITABERE L-asparagine;
C1 .03 40Tween 40; C2:i - IR &£ A i-erythritol; C3.2 — FRFEIRH
Fi& 2-hydroxybenzoic acid; C4:L - K IE % R L-phenylalanine; D1 ;-
i 80 Tween 80; D2.D — H &% D-mannitol; D3.4 - 3 ILI R 4-
hydroxybenzoic acid; D4: L - 2 5 R L-serine; El:a — MK -
ceyclodextriny E2 ;N — Z Bt - D - HjZ B¢ N-acetyl-D-glucosamine; E3
v - BEE TR v-hydroxybutyric acid; F4 .1 - J7 2R L-threonine; F1 . i
b Glycogen; F2.D - 7 e R D-glucosaminic acid; F3: KR
Ttaconic acid; F4:H 2Bt - L - 528 Clycyl-L-glutamic acid; G1:D -
2F4E W D-cellobiose; G2:a — D — #jZJ W — 1 — B R a-D-glucose-
1-phosphate; G3: a — T Bl BR «-ketobutyric acid; G4 # & Ji&
Phenylethylamine; H1 ;o — D — ZLH# a-D-lactose; H2:D,L — o — BFERH
i D, L-a-glycerol phosphate; H3:D — 32 ER D-malic acid; H4 . JF§ 1%

Putrescine.

1995) . BEHEXTREFE 72 h #Y Biolog BUHE HEAT 4 X
NEAT (DCA) 43215 1 i KA EE KR 0. 483,
DR LR 2 PR R TUAR 43 BT ( RDA ) MO B4 4 119
ELHEHET 30T, 55 BB PR X B W AR R AE 1
SN, RDA HEF 45 5 3% B A 5% R 48 £ AR 47 Hb ff
T U IR A Y A8 5 RDA I 2 il 1) it
BEIAB T 74.9 % (F£4 JKS5) , ULHHRE R T
APIRRIEA A EEL A2, RDA 55 1 HEJp Al
FES I Ry A SR (P o< 0.01) 55 2 HEF
M EZEZWKEF AN (P < 0.01) 2%
(P < 0.05) FIffEA S E(P < 0.05),
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Tab. 3 Loading factors of principle components of 31 sole-carbon sources

%5 Serial number R JRZEHY Carbon source type PC1 PC2
A2 B - 3 - D - &AM B-methyl-D-glucoside -0.932* -0.292
A3 D — FFLBHEZ — v — NI D-galactonic acid g-lactone 0.218 -0.315
A4 L - %R L-arginine 0.641* 0.13
Bl IR F g Pyruvic acid methyl ester -0.539 0.317
B2 D - A D-xylose -0.923* -0.157
B3 D — L FLPHEEFR D-galacturonic acid 0.82* -0.458
B4 L — RITA&BEE L-asparagine 0.931 ** -0.18
C1 it ik 40 Tween 40 0.727 0.379
@ i — FRBEAHEE i-erythritol -0.131 0.652"
c3 2 - BRILFEH R 2-hydroxybenzoic acid -0.386 0. 627
c4 L - RIENEFR L-phenylalanine -0.491 0.722*
D1 i 80 Tween 80 0.914 0.172
D2 D - H & D-mannitol 0.657 " -0. 144
D3 4 — FILFEHER 4-hydroxybenzoic acid 0.285 0.163
D4 L - Z %R L-serine 0.961 ™ -0.009
El o - B a-cyclodextrin 0.024 -0.612
E2 N - Zk - D - FH B N-acetyl-D-glucosamine -0.708 " -0.14
E3 v - FIEE TR vy-hydroxybutyric acid 0.795™ -0.562
E4 L - J3 &R L-threonine 0.529 0. 532
Fl JE#E Glycogen -0.631° -0.673*
F2 D — #iZFEREER D-glucosaminic acid 0.424 —-0.488
F3 KRR Ttaconic acid 0. 088 —0.548
F4 H &Mt - L - A% Glycyl-L-glutamic acid -0.09 -0.139
Gl D — £F 4 —#¥% D-cellobiose -0.729* -0.062
G2 o —D - EiZE -1 - R a-D-glucose-1-phosphate -0.982* -0.003
G3 a - THIfR a-ketobutyric acid 0.812* 0. 121
G4 A Phenylethylamine 0. 268 0. 886 ™
HI1 o —D - FBH a-D-lactose -0.75* 0. 285
H2 D,L-a- e H I D , L-a-glycerol phosphate 0. 302 -0.823*
H3 D - ¥4 D-malic acid 0.706 " 0.27
H4 JB5 % Putrescine 0.674* 0. 554

*

@D #; a=0.05; **; a=0.01. F[d] The same below.

14

S R

Average optical density (OD590 nm)

P i
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Fig. 4 Map of soil microbial utilization of different carbon sources of different stand types
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Tab. 4 Eigenvalues and variance percentage of soil

environmental factors explained by RDA

TiH Fidh H2hh H3H 4
Item Axis 1 Axis 2 Axis 3 Axis 4
AP
Organic matter -0.0702 -0.78 1™ -0.2076 -0.1619
content
R
Total nitrogen -0.2638 -0.7070* -0.393 -0.1577
content
W
Total phosphorus 0.0685 -0.3759 -0.5582 -0.036 6
content
Eciins
Total potassium -0.4434 -0.1106 -0.0098 0.3456
content
AR i
Available -0.2539 -0.7436* -0.4339 -0.1076
nitrogen content
A
Available -0.7328™ -0.3246 -0.0190 -0.5361
phosphorus content
R
Available 0.1250 0.604 2 0.130 6 0.586 4
potassium content
e
FHIE 0.5% 0170 0101 0.081
Eigenvalues
PIFIEREEE R R
i Z AT
Cumulative percentage 579 74.9 85,0 0.1

variance of species-
environment
relation (% )

AHFFE T PRS2 8 4 5855 43 A 20 W RN 25
) 73 AR RS2 B0 W 35 25 S HUvh, SRR LB A4
RO ERINIIE 14 RFL > P >PEL >Rl
24 > IRAR >R, R WIR R AR A KOG BT 4
RS BRI =A2> S 1L >TE i, A
[ 23 288 AR 1% - S8 A HIL A 1Y) FR 3R R fih 2 A [ 1
(T4, 2012a; 2012b) , Osbert 55 (2004 ) 1 i
FEAL R AN R AR 3 S A ] 4 Sk & =45 5, Horbt
3 = 42 ( Picea sitchensis ) Fk F1 75 3 2k £ ( Tsuga
heterophylla ) Fk 1 1 3 ik & & B =, 0 3¢ [ 5 #
( Pinus ponderosa ) Mk 30k & & ik, AR P A
(AR + S e R 7 i s e i R I = A2 > H
ME> 1A% > 75 W #i . Longpré 55 (1994 ) F1 Paré 45
(1996) F5E R WY, A TRl bk 73 S 80 L 3 A RUR (B
AR KA, AL T A ( Pinus banksiana ) 4K
RS B AKCAR T H 5 AR ME ( Betula papyrifera) 5%,
SESIY ( Populus tremuloides ) ROTR M HASIH]
LR R - S A 7% - SR T A ] 1 R AN [, A
GE R BRAR B MEFN S T 1L A7 1Y T IR R h % S
H = ¥ ( Picea glauca ) F1 1t 3£ & # ( Thyja
occidentalis ) ) 1 3ERH IR £ & #AIK, L 256 0 Fs +
SRR K BRAHTRER | PR, AN R AR 53-8 B 52 e R AR b
RARWE AL, 7 PR RN 25 5
i, HoAth 6 FhARAY 22 S5 R 35 7 FbRAL A 1- 3 44
CEERARE TGS R RO IEL SO
FL >V SIRER STGE 14 R0E 2# > R, L
AR B R A RGE 24 R0 BRI SR, AR AR LYK T
G 1# 8 IR AR FLEAR HAH B 2 18] 22 5 A
T S S I N 1 o 73 eI S L D e w17 =0
SEMABREEACE AL, SR B R B G 14 R4
ST SPEML >KIE 24 >IRHER S, B 4 FhOR TR AR
ARAAKS T TR R G A R R I = A >
FIHE S1LA7 ST AL, X850 B = 424 i 1
A B OE SR s -3 5% 0 A0 0 R S -3 A 2 A 4
FrEA d 208 L (XIbeg, 2012)

- SR I P RRE Vi 5 A Y A8 A AT A ke
AR S RGN B i R R KT ( E GRS, 2013)
T+ HE R (1) T 25 e 2 — & S I A
FEVRRAIE o WEFER WA RIVEP S LS A Uit 1)
M ASTE] ( Bronwyn et al., 1997) AR 2% 3%
A R (B 22 XA, 2013)  HEIAR &R O3
Ykt 3R W B9 4 A B EEAE H (Nayyar et al.,
2009) . TERRPRAE S R GEH, AR ol i) 2l 728 XF
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THEBRGIREWEY) 244G B 1552 11 ( Augusto
et al., 2002) , KA 9 R B RN B 58 22 18] 5C R 1)
WEFT, RE S G- T AR S R Gead e, TR0 phy AR 7Y
AL S A R G R ik, BFoR R T
FhARI B 1A WU RE VS AWCD 2R AH H 5, SR AR S
FI 3 A AR M, OB AL AR FL I 1
A AR PR, ROE 14, I 2RI P A R
PGS EN R, RUE R R 2R R RS
AWCD I ARLIRLAL , 3 5 A HE 05 (2013 ) X fift
W DX A - SR o 45 SR — 3, 7 FhOR [R) AR
T EEE Y TR o B R W SR BT 2 S 3 s
REAR AT i ff e+ SR E M RETR 1 22 S5 83.3% 1Y
WAKALA P H 66. 7% IR IR S PC1 il PC2 A 4
EIREEE (P < 0.05) , Hackl 25 (2000 ) F1 Peter
25 (2001 ) FAHFH A 55 th S TR, 6 760 9 45 BRURE | S A
FNE LIRS — Lo /N3 T ) 2 4 T R LT 55 LI
A AR FH %) S R

ARAFFE PR R AR 2+ S A W T e 2 e
RDA 7h#1 (3R 4) R, LR AT a1
- B AR DR AR A S Y 93, 1% 5 Horp, S AL
S HE B EM S ( -0.7328,P < 0.01), 3
B RDA 25 1 #7337 bl 8wl ; i L
T AR R A S A 2 HE i A O H O &R
Byl -0.788 1 (P < 0.01), —0.7070 (P <
0.05) 1 —=0.7436(P < 0.05), U] RDA 45 2 #h 3
BT A HUTURN AR AR B A A R
fsgm , ] I, HEESR A A ML R R A 2
S SRR A I EE R R
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