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e, [Hfgm T HIEAA S &, Kim U sRiE ]
S5 VR BT A T AR ( Quercus palustris
Miinchh. ) F1 7% M #& & ( Larix gmelinii (Rupr.)
Kuzen.) ) TERUEYRR. Ma 5 ZBL, e
] AR B T AP & & 5 5 B A DL & i
&, HE A HLOR T A LB B 28K 5
1o B, A AL P S P e e 1 A8 Ak XoF
PR TS RAR A48 A 7 R RS PR A ] R b 200
L

H KW ¥k ( Cyclobalanopsis glauca (Thunb.)
Oerst. ) 2T [ SV Pty H S5 fa) ik 110 3 20 S
Z A R B RO M S KRR A R 2
WA, T E AR R GRS R . IR
(] i) A B X s A DLk & i (L IERE Y=
. PSR DLAR . BURA LR AN o) B A LK )
K IAE I S DER LB 52, 2 T fi 1Al
HeSE Mk IR LR AR ALARIE, LU X
PR A PRI AT e 2 PR SR 25 -

1 #F % KA

5T XA T e 48 2R . BRI B 2 A Koy
P Ak (111°1026” ~ 111°11'57" E, 29°13'16" ~
29°14'31" N)., #IE LA i, it BA b ot
. BHERZE, )RR, TR, Mg
b &b rp Oz BT 2 KR S X, R A, B

o, JEMRF R, AEERIR 18.2°C, FRKE
1615.1 mm, FHXHREE 75.8%. HuHF PEATHE N H 4k
REIEAR, WFSEDCHT B RS, B RSB
VAR, BB EE R, 24, ~FIbkEE 22 a0
PR A H KR . B ( Dalbergia hupeana
Hance) . #] ( Lithocarpus glaber (Thunb.)
Nakai. ) . B E# ( Pinus massoniana Lamb. ) ; ¥
AR Y VAEAT ( Myrsine africana Linn. ) | A6
fil  ( Pittosporum illicioides Makino ) . JH 2%
( Camellia oleifera Abel.) % HF; HARREFEA
TR E ( Carex breviculmis R. Br. ) . #8565 R
( Dryopteris championii (Benth.) C. Chr. ) F13% 5%k
( Paederia scandens (Lour.) Merr. ) &z

2 BRIk

2.1 [EfKAbEE

2018 4 7 H, TERL ARG O FE . 3 1]
KR AR LA, ARSI E T S S E
W2 I T ERAE L, HRRBENL X T, E
4 e Feab 3 . 55 B mIfR (15%, LIT). e
& (30%, MIT). &K (50%, HIT). %I
M (0%, CK). 7E 4 Fhalfeab 2R LY, 4300
BEE 40 m x 25 m FIREGFERBIF AT 3 IR, FEHBIL
AEEIFE 1,

R EEEARESR

Table 1 Basic overview of sample plots

- i | THmR  WAEE  PAlG  FARE BEE BAERE  BARZE
] R .
Treatment Acres Slope/(°) Average Density/ Average DBH/ Average Canopy Coverage Coverage
P P altitude/m (Fk'hm?) cm height/m density degree/% degree/%
CK ZRmd628° 25 177 1371 10.93 11.75 0.95 30.13 13.33
LIT A w300 23 173 1264 12.55 10.14 0.85 30.07 36.87
MIT A hidb29° 24 189 1109 12.07 11.56 0.75 52.10 34.90
HIT ZRmdb26° 25 169 1055 13.16 12.07 0.60 57.13 51.57

22 HmXEE

2020 4F 8 J] T A1, RHIEZ SR G WA
Bio BN BENLIR E S DB, B
FIEYE A TERE, $20~10, 10~20, 20~30cm
53 3 ERELFE, KRl —FEHE — 20 5 A 4%
FEA TR MRS I 2 b ] WLAEAR 3R . AR AN
WA, JEEMNMERRZR A, A B 5L
BT —or T T Uk 4°C A7E, H

T sE MO E R AT LR, Ay i
WA G 2 mm 55 FH 00 HAFa b

23 TEHRNE

231 BEAEARmAHFAMNZ  FEAEIE. A
SR Af TR MY (VARIO MAX CN by Germany
Elementary) & .

232 XIEEHAMSEMAsN T HIERAE YRR
K 05 2 25 e K Bk & A ( Vario TOC ) il
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FEMT AR ALECR 0.5 mol- L' Bt R 41 ¥ T
24 JE K A e A0 e Uy R A B A SR
5 gL AR AN R IGEI 2 B A A HLIRCR
F 333 mmol-L™" =4 R H A WAL BE7E 565 nm T [
e,
24 HIERSWH

JT A B4 % A Excel 2016 #EA7# 3, ] SPSS
22.0 HEATHH Z F 225081 ( One-way ANOVA ) |
SRR ML ELILE (LSD), WEKFEN
0.05. H origin 2017 EI¥, R Pearson #4174 5&
PR3 o

3 EXRE50H

3.1 AEEMEREX TIESENRS ERNZN

H 2 AT OR[RI BG4 )2 R
LBk (TOC) &M 11.41~39.96 gkg ', 5%

(CK) #tt, 0~30cm )2, HEFmE1E (MIT)
ISR (HIT) B TOC & 88 hn, 555 btk
(LIT) By TOC & fF&AK, BP HIT > MIT > CK >

LIT, 0~10 cm + 2+, HIT4H F TOC & &5
CK Ml LIT AbFE2 55 B3, TOC & #5051 18.3%
F138.6%, MIT Lt LIT /5 25.8%, HIT 5 MIT 4bF
[0 255 A BE; 10~20 cm )2, A4k 35
TOC S HEFADEFE; 20~30cm +/Z, CK b
T TOC &ifrr, HS HIT 25 8% (P<0.05),
5 LIT f1 MIT 2% A W3# . fFEEEHm, A1
JZH] 158 TOC & EAAfEES, I H AR Rk
T 43 TOC & &R HA 0~10 em + )2 W25
F10~20, 20~30cm +/)Z (P<0.05),
3.2 AEEMEREX T ERE Y SRR

A TA APR: AN AR B T 45 12 36
Ak (MBC) % &4 38.65~121.04 mgkg ™'
X (CK) #k, 0~30cm +)297, kit
J5 1) 135 MBC S5 R T n, - R 1) £nim BE 1Y
R S AN #a A, B HIT > MIT > LIT > CK,
0~10 cm + 2, MIT Il HIT &b B ) + 3 MBC &
WY CKAAR 2R B, 470l0& CK Y 156.3%
M1 166.5% (P<0.05), LIT#h1 T MBC &, H
5 CK 2% A B3, 10~20 cm /2, HIT 43
MBC &5 CK Ml LIT 25 B3, 45l CK
HILIT BEhn T 48.2% #158.3% (P <0.05), MIT 4b
PS5 HABAN PR 22 A B35 20~30em +)2, AN
[F] ) AR A BR8] e 5 CK [ 22 A2 . 7R H )

®2 TESHENmKEKRAL (BELFER, TEH)
Table 2 Soil total organic carbon and carbon to nitrogen
ratio ( Mean =+ SE. The same below. )

b +)Z AL /A
Treatment Soil layer/cm TOC/(g'kg™) C/N
CK 0~10 33.78 £1.00 Abc 12.98 +1.00 Abc
10~20 16.65+3.11 Ba 11.40 £ 0.65 Ba
20~30 16.43 +£1.24 Ba 11.48 +0.44 Ba
LIT 0~10 28.83 +0.89 Ac 10.66 + 1.43 Ac
10~20 19.65 + 5.85 Ba 13.27+4.82 Aa
20~30 14.37 £ 2.62 Bab 10.70 £2.45 Aa
MIT 0~10 36.26 £ 5.05 Aab 16.61 +0.87 Aa
10~20 16.89 + 0.44 Ba 10.59 + 1.86 Ba
20~30 14.20 + 2.62 Bab 11.21 £2.65 Ba
HIT 0~10 39.96 +£1.20 Aa 14.07 + 0.89 Aab
10~20 19.14+5.32 Ba 11.24+1.09 Ba
20~30 11.41£2.49 Cb 9.64 £ 0.87 Ba

E: ARG FRER R — AR EA R LR ERREE (P<
0.05): NG T ERFR LB ARBERERLEE (P <
0.05). -

Notes: The difference of cutting strength between different soil layers
was significant (P < 0.05), and different lowercase letters showed significant
difference between different cutting strength of the same soil layer (P <
0.05).The same below.

M, T8 MBC & ELEPTE 0~10cm 1),
HREE L ZmEm#E#; 0~10cm )25 10~
20, 20~30 cm )2 L1 MBC 2R 0%
(P<0.05),
3.3 AEEMEEEX TERREE VBRI

H & 1B AIAL: AR [RERGR BT 4% 4 )2 3]
BHA LR (DOC) il 79.93~239.21 mgkg ',
5 CK e, 0~30cm +)2, [AIfRANE 5 1 1
() DOC ¥ i E &AL (P <0.05), 0~10cm 12,
+ 3 DOC & & F ¥ & CK > HIT > MIT > LIT,
CK 3% DOC & & b & =& T4 3, b LIT,
MIT. HIT 435 72.9%. 51.7%. 48.8% (P <
0.05); 10~20 cm F1 20~30 cm + 2 + 3 DOC
By AR AN [ [B) A B [B) 25 57 W o AE T I,
[ —ME IR EE T, 0~10 cm )2 13 DOC &
5 10~20., 20~30 cm +3E K DOC & H# £ 5 5%
(P<0.05), HIpEAE T2, +3M DOC & &
TR,
3.4 ARIEMKEEX T IEFR A VR

HE 1CAIAN: ARIEESRE T, £ 2 R
RANLEK (POC) &l 2.51~16.22 gkg™', 5%
M4 (CK) Mk, 0~30cm +/2H, LIT & T POC
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160
140 | Aa 250
120 A A 8
K~ B 200 Ab
g e Ab = Tep [ Ab
s ~ i) Ab
& Bbga & & 150
HE T = B Ba
=55 Bab Ba Ba L E - Bap ; Ba
i Ba = 8 100 Ba 2 Ba T
H= %o ] T |
50 '
0 . . . .
LIT MIT HIT CK LIT MIT HIT
b Abg
Treatment Treatment
20 Aa 8
18 + T 2L Aa
16 C D
i Aab 2 L
w14l T & 6 Aa
= = = = 5L
&0 f =& 4
EQ Ac b il
®O 8 r T RS 3 |
H ~ 6 | Ba e Ba
Bb i "2 Ba
4
Ba 1
2+ T
0 0
LIT MIT HIT CK LIT MIT HIT
i pOsii]
Treatment Treatment
EH0~10cm [J10~20cm [_]20~30cm

H: ARIKE FRERR Rl — A SR AR 2Bz M2 5 8% (P<0.05); AFR/NSFRFIRE— L2 R F AR Z 25 8% (P<0.05),

Notes: The difference of cutting strength between different soil layers was significant (P < 0.05), and different lowercase letters showed significant difference

between different cutting strength of the same soil layer (P < 0.05).

E1 AREXAAETHEEEEVNRASSETN

Fig.1 Changes of soil labile organic carbon content under different thinning treatments

i, MIT Ml HIT # i 7 POC & =, HPalfR)5
POC &%+ HIT > MIT > CK > LIT, 0~10 cm +
2, 5 CK AL, HIT 1 MIT & Z 45 T POC (¥
e, APk CK BT 61.3% #1128.6% (P<0.05 ),
LIT & # K 7 POC 1Y & &, J&2 CK M 34.5%
(P<005); 10~20cm + /)2, HITB EHE ST
POC & &, & CK Y 225.7% (P <0.05), MIT
$E5 T POC &1, LIT F¥IXT POC &, {H MIT,
LIT 5 CK % A E#; 20~30cm +J2, A[HHE
R L] POC FrmEF AN,
3.5 AREEMEEEX S S BB
M 1D AP0 ][RR EE T 4 12 )
AALA PR (ROC) N 1.19~4.46 gkg ', 15
YR (CK) AHEE, 0~30 cm + /2, MIT A1 HIT
) ROC &4/, LIT /) ROC &0 B #2481k,
0~10 em 1), ROC ¥ & & HIT > MIT > LIT >
CK, MIT Al HIT & 485 T ROC W& &, 405

A CK Y 201.2% #1 204.6% ( P < 0.05), LITH
CKEZSARFH,; 10~20cm +JZ, HIT It CK
AT 17.6%; 20~30 cm + /2, LIT Fl HIT 435
b CK 3T 12.1% H1 12.3%., {E3Ef 0w B, [6
— [ A58 B ROC % & Bl + 2 IR FEAL, H
0~10 cm +J25 10~20, 20~30 cm [ ROC & &
Z5RE (P<0.05).
3.6 A[EEMKEEX TEFEFIR
Bk il B 22 i
3, 0~30cm +)2H, HIEMAEY
ik (MBC) BB EEBIA 0.23%~0.54%; 0~
10 em 1 )22, MBC 43 41 B 5 [R5 38 B A 384 T
RS R, fE MIT N MBC 78 58 LAk
( TOC) iy It ] & & ; 10~20 em + )2,
MBC 7£ TOC H it i Ll A [ — e #s, HAHEZ
2 RARE; 20~30cm T)2, ANEEKLEIE
MBC £ TOC Wit 5 e i34 st in, HIT 248

=RSE R
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= I MBC 7£ TOC H it (5 L gl . -8 ml i PR L
W (DOC) HI4BL LA 0.40%~0.78%, [H]fkAb
HFEFEAIL T DOCTE TOC Hr iy HuAsl . POC B3 Ll
} 16.54%~47.30%; 0~10. 10~20 cm 12, &~
[] [8] £ b BE /%) POC 43K He 491 5 %6 J5 -, MIT Al
HIT $£ & T POC 7£ TOC "1 fif /5 o], LIT 4b B

f) POC JIr 4 e 48] K F CK; 20~30 em )2,
LIT. MIT 1 HIT¥$2£ 5 T POC 7 TOC 1 r & Lt
%], ROC HJ43HL Ll 6.46%~14.29%; 0~10 cm
+JZ, MIT Fl HIT %3425 T ROC #£ TOC 11y
Fefil; 10~20, 20~30cm 1 )2, ROC 7E TOC
JIT i HL B R —kads, AAHE Z R 22 AN 3

®3 AREEMEEET T EFEEV LS SEIERLS]

Table 3 The ratio of soil labile organic carbon to total organic carbon under different thinning intensity

I AL & S A HLBR I E A

The ratio of soil active organic carbon to total organic carbon/%

X LRI
Treatment Soil layer/cm B A HL SRMATHL A A A L
POC ROC MBC DOC
CK 0~10 29.83 +£0.042 Aab 6.46+0.01 Ab 0.23+0.38 Bb 0.71 £ 0.19 Aa
10~20 24.95 +0.084 ABb 9.95+0.03 Aa 0.32+£0.28 Aa 0.76 £ 1.51 Aa
20~30 16.54 £ 0.060 Bb 8.07+0.03 Aa 0.32+0.42 Ab 0.59+1.27 Aa
LIT 0~10 22.89 +£0.054 Ab 7.67+0.01 Aab 0.29+0.47 Aab 0.48 +£0.88 Ab
10~20 20.40 = 0.050 Ab 7.73 £0.02 Aa 0.27£0.87 Aa 0.52+£0.64 Aa
20~30 18.08 £0.061 Ab 10.47 £0.03 Aa 0.40 = 0.69 Aab 0.65+1.53 Aa
MIT 0~10 35.94+0.061 Aa 14.29 £ 0.07 Aa 0.34+0.87 Aa 0.45+1.34 Ab
10~20 37.20 £ 0.153 Aab 9.37£0.05 Aa 0.33+£0.77 Aa 0.59+£1.36 Aa
20~30 26.62 +0.118 Aab 8.54+£0.05 Aa 0.34£0.27 Aab 0.56 +£1.35 Aa
HIT 0~10 40.68 £ 0.068 Aa 12.85+0.04 Aab 0.32+0.27 Aab 0.40+0.46 Bb
10~20 47.30 £ 0.050 Aa 8.22£0.02 Aa 0.40£1.22 Aa 0.60+1.12 ABa
20~30 42.04 £0.089 Aa 12.72 £ 0.01 Aa 0.54+£1.96 Aa 0.78 £2.20 Aa

3 TEEVBREEEAS ST EEAETFEN
iEES

2 4 . TS /Ka s 1% ROC Fl POC
BB EIEME (P<001), 511 TOCH
MBC & B Z1EH5E (P<0.05); 13 TN 5+ 45
MBC & @B EM K (P<0.05), 543 TOC I H

L 1 2 o3 Al ) S AR b 2 IEAH G (P <0.01); £
HE C/N 5 ROC. POC Fll MBC ¥ 5 # 5t 3 1F 4H ¢

(P<0.01); +3E TOC 5H G VEL /i a] A% 2
FIEME (P<0.01), BR+3EDOC 4b, ROC 5 POC
1 MBC P Z [H] 224 0 I AHDC (P <0.01), +
€ DOC 5 POC 1 MBC 23 1FA5¢ (P<0.05),

x4 TEANBRREEES SEALEFHEXESR

Table 4 Correlation analysis of soil organic carbon and labile components and soil physicochemical factors

pH BKE N C/N TOC ROC POC MBC
TOC -0.395 0.592° 0.926™ 0.804™
ROC -0.095 0.723™ 0.747" 0.814™ 0.898™
POC 0.013 0.737" 0.771" 0.725™ 0.886™ 0912
MBC -0.238 0.596" 0.706" 0.859" 0.880™ 0.949™ 0.798"
DOC —0.542 0.373 0.817" 0.548 0.817™ 0.563 0.672" 0.593"

%, P<0.05(3UR): **, P<0.01(AWE). TOC, LIEAHER: DOC, LIERIEMAHIB:: ROC, LIESEAMWAHH: MBC, ity

ks POCLIEWURIA LK TN, TIELE.

Notes: *, P<0.05(X%E); **, P<0.01(XE).TOC, soil organic carbon; DOC, soil soluble organic carbon; ROC, soil easily oxidizable organic carbon;
MBC, soil microbial biomass carbon; POC, soil particulate organic carbon; TN, soil total nitrogen.
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5 ROC M B E . 3 pH 5 HIETE A HL
R AR B3
4 it

T IR A AR G WL 32 B R AR R
2, W& TEmEm TR, AR, A
Mo LB, R T 3 HLaR & R0, AR
FE, B ) AR R R A PR & i S RS
Fhefka s, TP AT BE A A 5T XA S T 7 X
¥R, HZ WU, SIS, mREY
S HEA HURR A T ZOR IR, S R ) A K
MFHEARSRARKFRLERE (£ 1), AE
PR bR IR, A TS T AR R 2 A HLAR G A o
C/N S WL M3 A LR O f o iR P2 7R 55
JERAR T £33 C/N BH AKX JEAR A, bl 4= 4
A BLBR G i, ELARORE w78 55 B ek /D 1 i R )
A, SEIESHERKE (15%) FAPERS 2 N,

HWFgE M, T8RN B 5 0k A PR
(POC ) 7 i W i T X AR 13290 ACHF 5% %
B, sRIFRIME R T POC &, 55 R A%
RTHSE, SHEAAYRRZE—E (B 1C),
JE DR AT fiE A POC 78 B AT HILESR P A 43 e be 451 B s
7 ELA B U8 75 8 (0 4 fift 2 POC 1Y £ BRI (]
GG et TR PR AT, SR
AN T T IR A2 5 AR, R[]l
TR, SEAENER (ROC) 43HEC k6 1 )2 B
KRR P TS (P EEARBRSN) (F£3), 7]
RS2 R S — 5 TR LU T e AR A %o R b, ) ik
H TR AR TR, AR AR
RKkik, FEEPHERZ, WRAEMWY LA FH
SRR CE MR AL T R RR IR Y, BTl
0~10 cm +JZ#) ROC Fr®#m; J—Jim, ROC
5K ER S EME, PR &SRR
TS KFE R, ROC BEE K5 T &3] 20~30 cm
+)2, YA YERE, 3 ROC By F AR P,

+ U E YRR (MBC ) 2 i B ] 108 B Y
W Ry, 5EESEY RS REMMA L
BRI ZE A, X T RE R T R 2
MR, ARESRS CHEE, WEYIR
15, 7 XIAREED PR R SR, i T EED
A0 e T iR, RS T HIERERY
Wt H MBC 7684 Pk Y 4- BE ELBILIG, R0
MBC s fER KRR AR T 8 BLa S A%

PEB BUBRAL 53 B o i S 5 A D,

AWFFE RN, HHLTXHRE, A5 T
A ML (DOC) 1 TR, EAS [ [E) s
J£ 8] DOC &S AR . e H N DOC BE
S A BT A 1 7 SO A A eT R  A
Y G P RE PR A P K PR B A B A=)
S, e AR A A I R AR A 2 AR
W, SIS PRI P o, AT P R
i, DR E&RS 1A DOC 724K, DOC A7
FHATE MR 7, o i 507 A Pk L) 2%
fiF POC FIROC (5£3), LA, [HHRIEREK POC Fi
ROC &H# IR T DOC & iy EA%, ik
Jei - A LA S

AR AL TR POC 1 ROC 7 ST HLER
M BE H ) & BE, POC 5 ROC 7B+ 34 HLak
(B e Blds e, FBIX 2 Rl PRk 414> B RE A 4K
)27 LR PE TR BREE, 1 H POC A9 43 C LL 451
JEEIZ KT ROC, UiBH POC it a4k Ak 3 A 72 Ak B
B, X 5 e P2 X T R A - S A ML
IBFR A RN, HAF 5T & B ROC X fa] (oAb 35T
U, X PTRE S AE A | RO I B R e
A P, ARt — W Y& Y o ff 5 POC Al
ROC MR FR . . B (B AR5 4806 A AL i)
I, PTRESE R A IS A PR A2 R
M, FERK AR TR SRR, TR YR ERURE s ]
98 A, Hy=AE RS Sy kR mHE R, et
R ET, HHEREYE R, &Y
SyfEINR, ST I A B AR B BILBR 2R R A Y
fi ke,

5 #ib
T MIBRUAEARAY B A AR, i ] e i 25 4
ALK S, A TAPURAR . [t

BIEMEADR S =S TSR EMAR SRR i
IEARSG, RIS ISR ZE T 5 40 R TG A bl
B, YO F i . RO HLAK
(POC) X filk i i ip sl SE U, - B A= ) it ik
(MBC) X} -84 Ml 7 A8 (o8 R, 148
R ALK (POC) FIfA i (MBC) ] LLH
VESRAE - E R ST 0 F8hn . UL, TEARR4ER
RUIKEIE SR, R 49805 M A ML ) 5% M L
BOCHE B HERUR A MLk ( POC) 5130 A W o ik
(MBC) HI7ZE1k.
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Response of Soil Labile Organic Carbon to Thinning Intensity in
Secondary Forest of Cyclobalanopsis glauca

OI Meng-juan', SHI Shuo-rong', JIANG Chun-qian', WANG Shu-ren', WANG Hui', WANG Jing-di*

(1. Research Institute of Forestry, Chinese Academy of Forestry, Beijing 100091, China;
2. Cili Forestry Bureau, Zhangjiajie 427200, Hu’nan, China)

Abstract: [Objective] To study the response of soil labile organic carbon to thinning intensities in the secondary
forest of Cyclobalanopsis glauca. [Method] Experiments were carried out to investigate the changes of SOC and its
labile chemical components (MBC, DOC, POC and ROC) as well as their distribution ratio following a short term in-
tensity adjustment of stand woods with 4 treatments: light (15%, LIT), moderate (30%, MIT), high (50%, HIT) and
the contrast (unthinning, CK) in secondary forest of Cyclobalanopsis glauca. [Result] (1) Compared with the CK,
the MIT and HIT significantly increased the SOC content, while LIT reduced the SOC content. (2) Thinning in-
creased the soil MBC content and reduced the DOC content. The variation trend of soil POC and ROC contents un-
der different thinning treatments was consistent with that of the SOC. (3) Under different thinning intensity, the distri-
bution proportion for soil MBC and POC, DOC and ROC were 0.23%-0.54%, 0.40%-0.78%, 16.54%-47.30% and
6.46%-14.29%, the HLT significantly Increased the proportion of MBC allocation as well as POC and ROC and re-
duced the allocation proportion of DOC, showing that thinning treatments increased the proportion of unstable car-
bon and POC was more sensitive to the thinning processing. (4) Correlation analysis showed that there was a signific-
ant positive correlation between soil total organic carbon and labile organic carbon components, and labile organic
carbon was positively correlated with soil water content and total nitrogen content, the carbon conversion of soil
labile components was dependent on the change of total organic carbon, and it was easy to decompose under certain
water and nitrogen conditions. [Conclusion] Thinning treatment has significant effects on the contents of soil organ-
ic carbon and its labile components, and HLT will significantly increase the contents of soil organic carbon and its
labile components and accelerate the carbon cycle in the soil.

Keywords: the secondary forest of Cyclobalanopsis glauca; thinning intensity; soil organic carbon; soil labile

organic carbon; distribution ratio
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