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Fig. 1 The distribution of soil sampling sites in the Chengjiang small watershed
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Fig. 2 Soil moisture, soil unit weight and pH measurement of the individual soil samples from the small watershed
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Fig. 3 The total soil porosity measurements of the individual soil samples from the small watershed
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Fig. 4 The soil conductivity measurements of the individual soil samples from the small watershed
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Table 2 The effects of soil microbial quantity under different land uses patterns cfu/g
/X108 /% /X106 /%% /X108 /% /X108
11. 00 87.20% 11. 20 8.88% 49.43 3.92% 12.61
6. 66 85.94% 1. 37 1.77% 95.18 12.29% 7.74
16. 02 96.35% 4.50 2.711% 15. 65 0.94% 16. 63
36. 66 96. 78 % 5.44 1.44% 67. 64 1.79% 37.88
25.43 95.24% 4. 14 1.55% 85.75 3.21% 26.70
8.47 96.52% 1. 86 2.11% 12.00 1.37% 8.78
11.03 97.00% 1. 90 1.67% 15.03 1.32% 11.37
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Fig. 5 The measurements for soil bacteria, actinomycetes and eumycetes of the individual soil samples
from the small watershed
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The Impact of Different Land Use Patterns on Soil Physical Properties

and Microbes in Karst Small Watershed
——A Case Study of Chengjiang Small Watershed in Du’an County. Guangxi

SU Guang-shi'*, WANG Shtjie’ , HU Bao-qing®* , YANG Xiao-qing’
(1. Trade and Economics Department, Guangxi Economic Management Cadre College, Nanning 530007, China;

2 State Key Laboratory of Environmental Geochemistry, Institute of Geochemistry,CAS, Guiyang 550002, China;

3. School of Resources and Environmental Science, Guangxi Teachers Education University, Nanning 530001, China)

Abstract: Taking the Chengjiang small watershed in Duran County, Guangxi, as the research unit, we analyzed the impact of

different land use patterns on soil physical properties and soil microbes in the watershed. The results indicated that the soil bulk

density and pH showed an ascendant trend and the soil moisture content, soil porosity and electric conductivity decreased grad-

ually with the land use pattern transforming from natural forest to shrub, shrub-grassland, herbosa, plantation, abandoned

cropland and dry land. Among various land use patterns, the bacteria number was maximum and made up to 85% , while the

actinomycetes and fungi were relatively low. From the view of total amount, the largest amount of soil microbes appeared in

shrub-grassland and herbosa, while the natural forest land, shrub, dry land take the second place and abandoned cropland,

plantation soil are least. The diversity index of soil microbes was relatively high in natural forest and plantation soil, while the

shrub-grassland, herbosa, shrub, abandoned cropland ranks the second and dry land is lowest.
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