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Research on Soil Physical and Chemical Properties and Enzyme
Activity of Abandoned Cropland

ZHENG Zicheng, WANG Yong-dong, LI Tingxuan, ZHANG X+zhou, WU Deyong
(Collegeof Resources and Environment, SichuanA griculture University , Ya' an, Sichuan 625014, China)

Abstract: By the method of field investigation and laboratory analysis, the characteristics of soil physical
chemical properties and enzyme activity were studied to the abandoned cropland. The results showed that:
(1) The content of soil grain grade ranking from small amount to much was powder viscous grain> phys+
cal viscous grain> viscous grain, and the amount of the three kinds of grain in the loquat garden were all
more than those under the other conditions. (2) The content of soil organic matter rank was fir plantation
> eucalyptus plantation> loquat garden> tea garden> abandoned land. The cation exchange capacity was
eucaly ptus plantation> loquat garden> tea garden> abandoned land> fir plantation, but there were no sig-
nificant differences between different land uses. The total nitrogen content ranking from small amount to
much was abandoned land> loquat garden> tea garden >fir plantation> eucalyptus plantation, the total
phosphorus content rank was fir plantation> tea garden> abandoned land> loquat garden> eucalyptus
plantation, the total potassium content rank was loquat garden> eucalyptus plantation> tea garden> abam
doned land> fir plantation. (3) The activity of catalase ranking from strong to the weak was fir plantation
> abandoned land> loquat garden> tea garden> eucalyptus plantation. The activity of urease in abandoned
land and loquat garden was stronger, and the differences between the two were very obvious. The activity
of alkaline phosphatase in abandoned land was the strongest while the tea garden’ s was the weakest, and
the activity of the acidic phosphatase rank was fir plantation> eucalyptus plantation> loquat garden> aban-

doned land> tea garden. (4) The change trend of soil quality comprehensive index was fir plantation> ew
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calyptus plantation> tea garden> loquat garden> abandoned land.

Key words: soil particle size distribution; soil chemical properties; soil enzyme activity; abandoned cropland
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