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Table 1 Regression equations between soil CO. emission rates and temperature and/ or soil water content
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COSand CO: Huxes Between Soil and Atmosphere in a Coniferous and
Broad-leaved Mixed Forest in Dinghushan, China

Yl Zhi-gang"'? , WAN G Xin-ming” * , ZHAN G De-giang® , SHEN G Guo-ying® , FU Jia mo?
(1 College of Resources and Environment , Fujian Agriculture and Forestry University , Fuzhou 350002, China; 2 State Key
L aboratory of Organic Geochemistry , Guangzhou Institute of Geochemistry , Chinese Academy of Sciences, Guangzhou
510640, China; 3 South China Botanical Garden, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Guangzhou 510650, China)

Abgtract :Static chamber-preconcentrator- GCG-M S and static chamber- GC techniques were applied respectively to measure COS
and CO: flux between soil and atmosphere in a coniferous and broad-leaved mixed forest in Dinghushan Biosphere Reserve in
Guangdong province, low- subtropics China. The results showed that il acted as sink for COS, and COS uptake rates at plots
with litter were sgnificantly higher than those without litter. The highest rates were found in March. COS uptake rates were
influenced mainly by ambient COS concentrations and positive correlations were found between them. COS uptake rates showed
no correlation with il temperature or soil water content alone, but do correlate well with soil temperature and water content
together in polynomial forms with an order of 2 at steswith litter. Soil CO2 emisson rates at stes with litter were higher than
those at stes without litter. Counter to the COS uptake, the lowest CO. emission rates were appeared in March and the highest
inJuly, which might be owned to the influence by temperature and soil water content. Soil CO. emisson rates increased expo-
nentially with s0il temperatures and linearly with il water contents. Multiple regresson showed that sil CO2 emisson were
influenced by il temperature and il water content smultaneoudy. Soil COS uptake rates increased with the increase of soil
CO: emission rates, which implied that il COS uptake and il CO. emisson might be influenced by some same factors.
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