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Fig. 1 The effects of different green space types on soil compactness
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Table 1 Effect of soil compactness on physical and chemical properties of soil in
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Total N hydrolysis Total P Available P Available K
matter
nitrogen
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Different lowercases mean significant difference at 0. 05 level. The same below.
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Fig.5 The effects of different green space types on root activity
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Table 2 The correlation of plant rhizosphere soil properties

N TESkE HIE A , - o ;
TIEREIE - i A N o WA RHOEA BANE WA
mWH Soil pH T AR Alkaline + B A
Soil _ ) Available  Available Organic Root
Items moisture pH of Total N hydrolysis ~ Total P o
comactness . . P K matter activity
content soil nitrogen
TR 1
Soil comactness
Tk —0.634 1
Soil moisture content
+ 4% pH pH of soil 0.441 —0.281 1
13 2% Total N —0.247 0.359 —0.743 1
BRI —0.085 0.223 —0.827  0.921" 1
Alkaline hydrolysis
nitrogen
THAR Total P —0.352 0414 —0.991" " 0.757 0.77 1
A —0.244 0.557 —0.492 0.612 0.83 0.374 1
Available P
+ HE —0.293 0.326 —0.814 0.851 0,99 * 0.737 0.892* 1
Available K
AT AL —0.051 0.283  —0.878*  0.795 0.68 0.946* 0.165 0.594 1
Organic matter
RE T —0.762 0.441 —0.242 0.776 0.47 0.343 0.093 0.341 0.597

Root activity

* RNEFLE . » RREFWEE,

% represent significant difference at 0. 05 level, * * represent extremely significant difference at 0. 01 level.
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Effects of the Soil Characteristics of Four Different
Types of Green Space on Plant Root Activity

SUN Peng-fei, LI Wei,GUO Shao-xia
(College of Horticulture, Qingdao Agricultural University, Qingdao, Shandong 266109)

Abstract: In order to promote the management and improvement of city soil for Qingdao. through the collection
and analysis of the road green space, the green land, the residential green space and the park land soil samples
in Chengyang district of Qingdao city, the differences and correlation between soil compactness, soil water
content, soil pH, soil total N, alkali hydrolyzable nitrogen, soil total P, available P, available K, and organic
matter in different tree forest were compared and analyzed, as well as its effect on plant root activity. The re-
sults showed that soil compactness, soil water content,soil total N, alkali hydrolyzable nitrogen, soil total P,
available K, organic matter and root activity showed some correlation, which applied to the condition where
the same kind of plants in the different kinds of greenbelt or different kinds of plants in the same greenbelt.
Soil compactness was positively correlated with soil pH, and which was negatively correlated with soil total N,
alkali hydrolyzable nitrogen, soil total P, available P, available K and organic matter. With soil compactness
increasing, its water content decreased, soil pH increased, organic matter, total nitrogen and alkali hydrolyza-
ble nitrogen, soil total P and available P phosphorus loss, plant root activity decreased.

Keywords: green space types; soil density; soil water content; root activity



