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DR, RHERT KRS ENEROHS
hEx Kan

CERRRFEWERE, M 510642)

B I

AXPAMRARELEBERLLR S, BEBAL K>S, BREETER
Ao BARHE, K2 L WBRAFFTEFZRODEL, RABALRI
HRETHRLZLERAN: DRIAFRKELDERLE T o)NILRKS 46.37%
#2112.99%; 2) RXAAAEL N, P, K. Ca. Mg # Ash 1= &1t sehk 520
—190%; 3) RIXKFABRETARIECTILAKS 60—210%, SHH)RAAE
 BEFHERAEIATOANSTNREARA—F O HHBTEFLIBERAN 2 K
H iR XA T stk (39.78%<42.52%; 0.66<C0.74), {2 iR M o & T sedd
. (60.57%>58.27%, 1.54>1.39); 5) F O E G EMIEI G R T AR
. AGEFRRLETHRTRMA, LEFTREENH LA ZRT G R

ANRE T EBKRIE,

XBiIT: RN BeWi; B %ﬁi%ﬁﬂ;

il

Hil

L R# (Pinus massoniana) RBELHRAHX HFE R MR, HREFEILEKD
SR, BN ERKEBERBX XERHDRRAgK, BHSHRTHIEH TR, s
AERFER, REHR, RREAVRWIEME, HScERBNERTE, REtkoysi™h,
HKITERHREEEAR, ITREEEHEBRAGIN 1970 £77-18, HZIHAAET X 2
1—2 kBRI DRRAT, ARHNBKRERRELR, RNERWH (Castanopsis fissa)
sk, EREETODRER. BHERKREBRRHKL 400ha,

T ERRRNK, A RBAER RIS HERRE., R+ EBLHHEETEE,
WX —REREERIE T, ATHE-THEIHX BRI ILE, BATT 1988
4 A% 1989 4 4 AN KXBRRRIF S EWBHET TRAERAR. X THRRESRLR

199042 4 A 10 B ko
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S ERREYE, B RE NP TR R ARG TG LB, BE—RRERE
R B WM A 12— 07 o A SR A HE 76 43 e TR 3R Ko e N R S HLA
HEAFER, FR DB EE MR R AL R B

. AEHREEARER

B AR T ) A MR B h3E, A2 113°22/—114°08/,4b45 23°027 —23°24,
PRIBIFRAE 100—400m fil, EBBEKE. SBEHREEAFRERSE, BREH.FF8
KiE21.6°C, BB A (1 A) EHKE13°C, Bk A (8 A) FHKiR 28.3°C,>10°C
B4 R % 7 898.7°C, fEMEKE 1904.7mm, FHKEE 1528.2mm, HXEERN
80%. | :

+HCHERERFRRIHN, LEREE, EELE In £4, FikAhd #, pH4.5
—6.0,

oA R S BT AR R R bk, EESREER, READRRAZEHA
THk. MK TFHBE L HEE (Dicranopreris dichotoma) . Bk&: 4 (Rhodomyrius tomen-
tosa) . BER (Blechnum orientale) %, _

EEREHEEAAKETK. BRAMAKGDREMNM 1958 £F A —£4E R MR
WA, RHRRHHES 1978 £ HEFH T AHE.

=, WEFE

21 REHAAKREEFERBRL

Table 1 Conditions of the fixed plots in mixed and pure forests

= w f | ®E No.of | TPHEE | Sm#E | EH stock

W4 stand | $RAERS plot species* trees (ha=1)| Av.d.b.h.(cm) | Av ht.(m) | (m2-ha™1)
. #m P 89T 19.3 158 | 190.27

# C 1697 - 8.3 9.1 .65

B I B P 911 18.6 15.1 172.78
% # C 1421 8.8 9.2 42.21
#* I P 904 19.8 16.2 205.94
mixed # C 1648 8.6 9.5 | 48.42
m P 904 19.2 15.7 189.66

¥ Av. , ,

% C 1589 8.6 9.3 | . 45.09
I 890 19.4 14.9 180.21
S I \ 896 19.5 15.3 187.86
pure I ® P 933 18.2 4.5 163.49
¥# Av, 906 19.0 14.9 177.19

*P. Pinus massoniana
C;: Castanopsis fissa
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RIS AR M b B BRI O b 2 e A — B oAl Bk PR, 5}5'1%’&139&%7&%,
P& 0.1ha, EEHHLE 1,

(=) FRBREDRISL=RBHME

EEARRERIHE G—10m BEMD BHEREA, TRKSFRBMM % %585, #%
“FEARBEHBRIENZH” IWER L, TR0 ERR, W B TOROEER
BWEE: “FARBM A EFRBHRE” . T ErROHIE"H % 7 ET
#‘ﬁ&&i?‘iﬁﬂﬂaﬁﬂlﬁm%m?f%, Wi’ﬁ:k:& 5 @E’ﬂ%i?‘i BRI A 3 A
PR T,

(2) FARERS SRAECRNDNE
RERBERBE, . F. R, KAORARSEZANERKL>EE, HHEhE
E’Jiﬂﬂ%%%?&ﬁi%ﬁ (BER. B 9. 8. Bk BEE,

(2 ﬂil%%ll;#ﬁ}&&jﬂui

1988 4 4 A, FEZMEMAEE L. b, T 3 M BIRER. . BH1x1x0.2
m fyBcSRaE, T 198847 A, 10 A, 19891 A4 ARKMBEEY, HHRF%S %
A RES, EZANZLAEDERK. 8.9, S. BNk HEE.

(@ HEETEERERSISRONE

ERRAEDOR R, SR REROHRMES &, B S , H R
BAHS, EEANEHI SR,

(B HhHE B2

HinSO4 -H. O, AR &R, RAT 8%, BAMMBRILEAE N 2 A
1mol/L HC BRI . 75, BArdNE: FIAAGRBE RIS, FHLRC T-W e 53 Y B 2
85, B MR W T ARALE

- | =, RSN
(=) FARBHEHRFFE ™R

CHE 2 BN, BRARARMNED RS T, BRARGE M & b A bk R
6.81%, BHRINI% S E A RO 43 B EE. MBI TS, Bk
My R L AAR T 46.37 % . AR EEAD SR B G BLHIR/D, DRRDT>R>H
>SH> g, TRHENRDT>E>R>H,

R2EY, ERERZHRMERY, TAEMERIHEBTNEETR, BET
ditk, HBRFEETRA, BRRRILAHMAR 7.60%, BAILANK & & -~ &
112.99%,

olSOo



22 FARNEWRSE>R

Table 2 Biomass and net primary production of trees in different stands
(te ha=!/teha~!a~1)

EHE biomass )
#* L il F Y ( net primary production
i )2 53 Ly ;i3 & it
stand species® bj;e bark branch leaf root Total
N 94.00 6.68 13.74 8.64 26.95 150.01
p 2.74 0.19 0.40 0.27 0.79 4.39
R % 38.33 * 7.46 4.17 5.58 55.54
c 3.02 0.61 0.28 0.39
mixed
a3 132.22 6.68 21.20 12.81 32.53 205.55
total 5.76 0.19 1.01 0.55 1.18 8.69
@ ¥ LA 89.25 6.60 12.70 8.52 23.36 140.43
"~ pure P 2.59 0.18 0.36 0.23 0.711 4.08

* 3% 1, same as in Table 1,
» R TFFitE, Bark of C was calculated together with its bole,

(=) FAREHRSSRAOEHF

% 3%, F—BF, FRABENERTRAKS SREIER, K&RA/MIF
A—ER ARt BRARHN, P, K Mg WERR/DES ERIAMH SR> EHE>F
>H. Wi Cafl Ash (R4r) , DREK, MRz, BEABHE, N, P, K HHH>R

23 TFTRAKIFARETERENXISR

Table 3 Nutrient contents of various organs of trees in different stands

#
L #* & L I nutrient contents (%)
| ; : )53 53 M i
stand nutrients species® b:)FIe bark branch leaf root ilv:&s
N m P 0.1070 | 0.2787 | 0.3168 | 1.8503 | 0.5783 0.6262
# C 0.3431 0.3991 | 1.9508 | 0.5550 0.8120
P #w P 0.0121 | 0.0112 | 0.0267 | 0.1121 | 0.0345 0.0393
B ¥ C 0.0167 0.0219 | 0.0985 | 0.0353 0.0431
% K w P 0.0797 | 0.0348 | 0.1625 | 0.9326 | 0.2314 0.2882
¥ C 0.1765 0.7768 | 1.1104 | 0.3077 0.3543
#* Ca W P 0.1831 | 0.1012 | 0.1669 | 0.2137 | 0.2314 0.1793
) # C 0.1906 0.1563 | 0.3564 | 0.1940 0.1795
mixed Mg B P 0.0265 | 0.0155 | 0.0563 | 0.1166 | 0.0532 0.0536
¥ C 0.0343 0.0313 | 0.1486 | 0.0805 |  0.0737
Ash m P 0.3556 | 0.7183 | 0.3828 | 2.1185 | 2.4291 = 1.2009
¥ C 0.8848 0.8185 | 3.2885 | 1.9955 .  1.7468
N 0.0714 | 0.3286 | 0.2904 | 1.5446 | 0.4688 |  0.5408
# P 0.0094 | 0.0196 | 0.0269 | 0.1052 | 0.0364 0.0395
% K WP 0.0640 | 0.0376 | 0.1670 | 0.5941 | 0.3270 0.2379
Ca 0.2451 | 0.3167 | 0.2204 | 0.1684 | 0.1752 0.2252
pure Mg 0.0201 | 0.0225 | 0.0792 | 0.1282 | 0.0750 | 0.0668
Ash 0.3487 | 0.8092 | 0.8966 | 1.8229 | 2.9884 |  1.3732

* R 1, same as in Table 1,
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>H>TF, Ca. Mg, Ash MIHH>B>F>8, HHREK, Rk,

KRB R B, &#BETERTENRSOERRDAFES L5, Bk
BRI LE, K. Mg WBUF5E2—8, N. P, 1 Ash KF/AR, Ca MIEREK,
BSOS > F> 00> B, Hih > F>H>R>MH. SRS EER &
DRMILE™, #REHIERAMIUFHETR,

FRBH&BEOHSTESRAR. ERZAS, BHEELBRENEISREL
EXRTFORRAMME AR,

R AWK R R BABMRILE, KN, PRK BIRGARE, BXHR
5y BN SGAK KR, N, P, K,Ca,Mg f1 Ash 4 Btk #iibkk 185.55%, 68.03%.
80.14%. 21.17%., 27.75%F0 85.52%, W, WTFRHHIIAD R, HibFoTT
E 5] eSS0 T8

R4 TEHATARRHER

Table 4 Nutrient contents of trees in different stands

#® as W #4718 nutrient contents (kg.ha=1)

stand |  species* N P K Ca Mg Ash
B A 478.564 | 34.774 242,510 | 282.632 | 58.092 1272.519
o # C 273.600 16.585 144,315 | 110.404 | 26.171 1198.223
. #il total | 752.164 | 51.359 386.825 | 393.036 | 84.263 2470.742
fik pure # P 263.406 | 30.566 1 207.815 | 322.920 | 65.958. 1331.795

* [§% 1, same as in Table 1,

() AXDRB XIS ROTHESH

MEFEWRHELENE (HLD, BRAEHEEHDRILS—7 Ak &, 8—10 A &
K, WAEMmMILL 2—4 A (BsehHeseD), 11 2IREIARMK, BRHKRE H
HERHBFBAN AR LB, BTHENRAERERIADEER P LS, Hit,
RERLBAFRODEEMEE B, RAR—K—R—REL, BFS5ARMER
MR, EFEABEDRSFoSRHESEREFHRAMRE, SEXHARTHERZ —F&
Hg["l()]o

R 5 MEREY: BRI EE RILAKRIE 15.40%; EFTHEMKTERE,
BRKSP, ibaidkiiil, EEMBERABEAER. RRE, WEMLLAKRE, KPAER
ZK. Ca, Mg WRBRER,

(W) HEFHEDNSRERE

1. EEHBRRIAFR  BR 6 WA, BRAMBEETBERAFSHBAFRY
bhalibkim . BEMER S WEAF R, BN, K5, HABHKTFa%.

M R & TR R, TR BRI, ERAKE, HFES
BB KA Ash>N>Ca>K>Mg>P, X 57 ABHEE WK F o &EK/DRMET —
.

2. Mig#MEMREMaR  MEEHBHSMEETIHES.
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. L -
*ﬁ“*“ﬁmiiTﬁ%E M K= pise
HHETF RS AR A
FRBHS REIER, X
BRI R R R 33
BAWHE. BEHE% 29
WML, &R W 25|
N> R Sy BAE 4y 53 ] 5
7 H 7
WHEER D W .
A, LROMBARE s A
BT, MR SSHR 95 iR Lol S Nn |
RELHM 4 B (60.57%> Wl Y
58.27%), HELBAER o | ——
HAFHUE WHE 30 N
(22.80%<42.52%), {H3X % onl
HEBRBBIREIAM Soun] N
EELAHRE, BhaRE F ¢ e
e ot I ;EZSQ:K,,%EEEEEE-
B, BEKEEE N , K
WHA 0 5 R 3 b i Ak 16 A"
(29.78%<42.52%), i e B
REG B S MELR 0%
ik (53.32 % <58.27% < 0.07}
60.57%), 0,051
I S R MRS ol
K MR SERTED glﬁ
- BERRE, THF L,
WRAEDSMEERES 5 | S
REEBHER RS, Kx 2 O] . e,
ARES L SREE 20 N A o~ owwn
0.9) | C= 0.6 NS NEMFY TN,
UXJfkuﬁﬁﬁﬁ gd_ v /*\\// |

AT, HEHH
R¥RE, BRASMR>ER
# (LAR5 R4 HA i
R, BEABRFR DAY
HE, ZRIBER. BTF

iy, FHESRERKEE

ERER

1988.71988.10 1989.1 1989.4 1988.7 1988.101989.1 1989.4 =
Bt time

Bl AEREEINHETE

Change trends of litter weight

and its nutrient contents

—BXHK mixed forest (MF)

—BR KM pines in MF(PMF)

= ==-#C, fissa in MF(CMF)

= = = = SiiApure pines forest (PPF)

FiK. 1
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Table 5 Weight and nutrient _contents of litterfall for oné year

v QA w ERER #5RHE total nutrient contents(kg-ha~la™1)
litterfall
weight ]
stand species® | (t-ha-1a-1) N P K Ca Mg Ash
Lo 2.197 24.7350 1.0366 4.2335 5.2688  1.5637 48.6369
B P | (—15.40% (=T.30) | (=20.20) | (15.00) ((—17.35) |(—9.80) | (—19.90)
mif:ked g 2.718 | = 36.1244 1.4097 7.2156 11.9609, 3.3838 82.1756
& i © 4915 60.8594 |  2.4463 11.4491 17.2297 4.9475 130.8125
total (189.26) (127.98) (67.07) {(210.00) | (170.27) |(185.41) | (115.44)
E 7 2,597 26.6946 | 1.4642 3.6814 6.3751] 1.7335 © 60.717T7
pure P (100) (100) (100) (100) (1000 (100) (100)

* [El#1, same as in Table 1, '
** BMIESABFERIE S Number in parentheses indicates percentage.

£6 HBERHREXRSNRFR

Table 6 Weight of existing litter Layer and its nutrient contents

7 A | W Ei‘. 8 FESDER nutrient conteynts (kg-ha-1)
. itter :
weight
stand s pecies* (t-ha=1) "N P K Ca Mg Ash
B w P 1.43 17.087 0.664 1.995 3.589 0.903 37.269
p:d B C 2.38 4.769 0.377 0.438 3.626 0.833 33.94
mgcke'd R4y h.d** 3.63 67.18 5.960 8.022 7.296 2.438 1280.16
#if total 7.4 89.036 7.001 10.653 17.511 4.174 1351.373
% w P 1.86 17.005 .| 1.056 1.5712 5.178 1.129 53.094
Lo F4rfh.d 1.65 5.217 0.390 1.695 5.825 1.057 44.555
pare 1 &3t total | 3.51 22,222 | 1.446 | 3.267 |11.003 | 2.336 97.649

* F3%1, same as in Table 1.
** h d; half decomposition,

%%ﬁ,ﬁﬁﬁﬁk,ﬁﬁ$&k,ﬁﬁmo
%ﬁmi%ﬁ%%ﬁ,%ﬂ%iﬂﬁu*ﬁ%%ﬁﬂﬁ%ﬂﬁ,%miﬁ%%&k
WAy BIEMESRREHM >k UBEAREDHE, NARZHE> SR>
BEHR. BOFIRERBAEREEN, BRKSAHLLE, B Ca. Mg, KR
I LL AR
&%7ﬁ7§m,E%ﬁ%A%Sﬂﬁ%%§¢,ﬁ%ﬁ%%ﬁ%k,ﬁﬂﬁﬁm
RREER, AP, ARBRTBIEN, MEEHHsRERS, FHERRERE,
ﬂﬁﬂ%ﬂoﬁﬁmmmﬁ%ﬁ,%ﬁﬁ%%%“““l

(B) #oHEHBWF

ﬁgﬁ%%%ﬁi?&ﬁ%ﬁ%#ﬁﬁiﬁZ@ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁi%ﬁ%a@ﬁ%i
FTAMROEGRPHFY R, HEE—RIHETEARD Y, BXEL, £
HEEHLETEEERR, MRETEREREX MR, FREMATEZRIN%
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Table 7 Decomposition rate and turnover coefficient of litter and its nutrients

littet P o
XS BN~ ﬁ:}is:: ine tu?ﬁover coefﬁ?}en?of%ut%ents
d | imput b annaul de- Eﬁ?‘i&
stan input—exis mg/ cc;,:tl:,(so}:;on coefficient N P K Ca | Mg Ash
BEBE) | e 154 | 145 | 156 | 2,12 | 147 | 173 | 131
B BO-ROD | 2280 | 020 | 028 | 0.15 | 0.40 | 0.30 | 0.37 | 0.04
i: AODBCO | ssa | Lu | TS| s 1647 | 181 | 4.06 | 2.2
' mied | TROD | 5676 | o003 | 0.41 | 0.20 | 0.68 | 0.68 | 0.81 | 0.06
BORID | . 0.66 | 0.68 | 0.35 | 1.07 | 0.98 | 1.19 | 0.10
sk | BORTBOR | se2r | 189 | 157 | 138 | 2.34 | 123 | 195 | L4
pue | ROD-ROD | 2.5 0.74 | 1.20 | 1.01 | 1.13 | 0.58 | 0.74 | 0.02
( __ .
() R MEE)RBAENEEY (1)P: Pinus massoniana, C: Castanopsis fissa,
B =)+, L: litter, T: total, T(L)=P(L)+C(L)
(2) MGR)FEEGR)BRRE RS EY (2YUD: undecomposed, E: existing litter,
B =m0GR) +#0R) +E45 8. T(E)=P(.UD) +C(UD) + half-decomposed litter .
/ N
K&,

© HBRSTR, BRAFSTROBRME. FE R ET O, TEEER P 5,
B3Ehk ok T4k

mﬁ#ﬁm»wﬁ,@&#»%ﬁmimwwﬁ,&K%,x%wﬁ?mﬁ,mﬁ
BEMBEZARRE N, P, K LLaib#, Ca. Mg, Ash Lbaibhif, HBRBRK I, K4
%5y, RIHA LA, |

B PRAMELE, HOTRORKE TR, HOWRE, HrE ] WKR
Ca 5b, HEHILLAARG, &AKSY & BHRNSE S Bl A /MBIFE A b Ash>N>Ca>K>Mg
>P, RMT R TENBELFHA,

M, i 5458

FHRE BRRERBE N RGN, BT, FERARR, hRiB,
HEREL, RER, RRER., RERKREETE, FRAREE, SHREMRBD
BRATHR+IRFH, bk, MHEERETSERFHEEDRRSE SMHEANHE
XH, CREFAHREER, A, HHREADIFN ST, BRAEK, B0, Gty
EEAT RS, MAESREHAERTEN R+ EEMN, BHBIABHFMALR, I
MBI R—FEBRR R MRILEREZ: BRI R &7 D%,
HAEHBE MG AR DILLR AR 46.37 %M 112.99%; BAHEEHIF R LA
AR 14.8% BEAFABROES BRI, £FEERTHREEM 21.17%
—185.55%; REMHMERKER. FHE. HERHRTHK, X—NESEN, Bk
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%8 REHRAHNGNEWRRT

Table 8 Biocycling of nutrients of

mixed and pure stands i(kg.ha"ta"!)
W stand Wk species | 34y nutrients, %so%tii i stﬁd?ig%rop FAEE return
N 19.9325  14.2929 |, 5.6596
P 1.2711 1.0348 0.2363
P K ' 8.8981 -+ 7.2460 1.6521
Ca ©9.4832 8.2819 1.2013
Mg 2.1071 1.7159 0.3912
Ash . 48.6385 37.5494 11.0892
B "N 30.0898 20.4229 9.6669
P 1.4286 1.0514 0.3772
% B C K 12.6363 10.7054 1.9309
g Ca 11.2492 8.0485 3.2007
# P ‘Mg 2.8623 1.9568 0.9055
mixed ‘ Ash 70.6943 48.7041 21.9902
N 50.0223 34.7158 15.3065
& i P 2.6997 2.0862 0.6135
K 21.5344 17.9514 | 3.5830
total Ca . 20.7324 16.3304 4.4020
Mg 4.9694 v 3.6727 1.2967
Ash 119.3328 86.2534 33.0794
' SN 21,7177 10.3672 11.3505
4 % P 1.4986 0.8760 0.6226
WP K . 7.5799 6.0146 1.5653
pure Ca 12.0535 . 9.3428 2.7107
Mg 2.6438 1.9067 0.73711
Ash 64.9432 39,1260 25.8172

SRR R M, SR BAFIR SR ARED BRI, BSERERMFERY
SRR, HDRAEESERBEFHREETHRRR.

TR — BTN, ETMEBRAME . LRI Y ik LES RIBR
#ig, |

WA R RTIS R B4 S E RN %, RIOTWHTRRRA—F & b 40 4
SERIR I o R 2 F TR, EFBRAT B BRI R E A AR
Bk, BHNER, HaEPhNRE, BH—EREERY. »
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Fhit, 1986: REEZAROFRIAR. shlbBBER, (11): 15,

;;ﬁiﬂ*%ﬁ!k(k%?!k?ﬁ%. 1984: HHRLLEEAMTHE. FHHMIRE, 257259, 213—
BREE, 1982 BIHKSRARAFKBENEDER No HRESFSRERFLAT, 6 (4): 257266,
BREE, 1985 Mﬁ?*’*“tﬁi@%ﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁmimﬂﬁ FERMRHFNTIR. WOESFSREY
2Tl 9 (4):252.

VPR, BRIRES, 1983: WARBIZE: (L), R AR A BHEBIIURT, 298—3010

WA, HAR, 1986: FAKLMERPIIE, PEKLHRE, 84—88

FEEE, 1981 RALERESREEWES RO, FRESRERA (1), 3738

* 166 »

[ N e |

TN e
ettt

-~
> W
—

m e
- OO,
et )



[ 81 #kE®R, 1987: TEN, REHERIRKBOFENT. HLBEER, (1):26—29.
[ 91 #&4, 1981: JIEERIAHSHRETEH BOBESER, #HlEX25haNEAT] 5 (2):90
[10] &%, 1982: JLEFELBREMTERBRREDBAERTREINOHI. JLERERFR, (4): 67—

TTe
[11] Puvigneand, P.%, 1974: iﬂﬁ??&"‘l‘?ﬂiﬁ“ﬁmﬁﬂg@%ﬁﬂ:o HpAEREEN, (1): 7292,

'[12] Foster, N, M, and I, K, Mnoison, 1976: Distribution and Cycling of nutrients in a natural

Pinus banksiana ecosystems, Ecol, 57: 110—120,
[13] Gholz, H. L., R, F, Fisher and W. L. Pritehett, 1985: Nutrient Dynamics in pine plantation

Ecosystems, Ecol. 66 (3): 647—659.
[14] Lousier, J. D. et al, 1978: Chemical elements dynamics in decomposing leaf litter, Can. I,

Both, 56: 2795—2812,
[15 1 Swift, M. J,, A, Russell-Smith and T.J. Perfect, 1981: Decomposition and mineral-nutrient

dynamics of plant litter in a regenerating bush~fallow in sub-humid tropical nigeria, J. _Ecol
69: 981—995.

A STUDY ON NUTRIENT BIOCYCLING IN MIXED
FOREST CONSISTING OF PINUS M ASSONIAN A
AND CASTANOPSIS FISSA

Xu Yingbao and Chen Hongyue
(Academy of Forestry, South China Agricultural
Universily, Guangzhou 510642)

Abstract

Biomass al}d nutrient contents of trees,the dynamics of litterfall and its nu-
trient contents, ‘the decomposition and turnover of forest litter layer and nutri-
ent bxocyclmg were investigated in the mixed forest consisting of P.massoniana
‘and C.fissa (also in pure forest of P.massoniana) . The results showed. 1) the
biomass and net primary production in mixed forest were higher than those in
pure forest by 46.37% and 112.99%,respectively, 2) nutrient contents(N, P,
K, Ca, Mg,and Ash) of trées in mixed forest were 20—190% higher than those
in pure forest, 3)both weight of annual litter and its nutrient contents in mixed
forest were 60—210% higher than those in pure forest. Trends of litter
weight and its nutrient contents was almost equivalent for each kind of forest
andspecies, 4) the annual decomposition rate and turnover coefficient of the litter
layer in mixed forest were a little lower than those in purejforest, being 39.78%
<42.52% and 0.66<0.74, respectively, while that of P. massoniana in the mix-
ed forest was a little higher than those in pure forest, being 60.57%>58.27%
and 1.54>1.39, respectively, 5) the annual absorption, standing crop and the
return of'nut;ients in the mixed forest were much higher than those in the
pure forest.

Key words, Pinus massoniana;s Castanopsis fissa; Mixed forest; Nutrient
biocycling
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