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Abstract ; After fertilization of different sulfur powder in field experiments, the soil enzyme activities and
soil pH values of Vaccinium titis-idaea L.,blueberry,root zone were determined. The soil enzyme activity
of blueberry rhizosphere and non-rhizosphere both showed increase first and then decline. After adding
1.5 and 2.0 kg/m’ sulfur,

than non-rhizosphere, CAT activity of non-rhizosphere was higer than that of rhizospere. The high activity

the activity of soil urease, phosphatase, protease in rhizosphere was higer

of the tested enzymes appeared in the early growth.
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Tab.1 Dynamic changes of pH in the rhizosphere soil of
blueberry under different sulphr applications
o msii i 2F ﬁﬁ& %ﬁ% %i "
(kg-m™®) M LS S
1 X 5.08 4.05 4.52 4.1 4.95
2 0.5 6.53 5.17 5.89 6.06 6.20
3 1.0 5.87 4.13 5.04 5.12 5.41
4 1.5 5.22 3.91 4.15 4.33 4.51
5 2.0 4.78 3.68 4.4 4.78 5.01
6 2.5 4.69 3.45 4.09 4.43 4.85
7 3.0 4.35 2.88 3.78 3.91 4.01
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Tab.2 Dynamic changes of soil urease activity in blueberry root-zone under different sulfur applications U
b I S &/ i 25 ) BRI K] FAg R S &)
(kg-m™) Pt AERPEE RBEEE JEREE O RERE ERERE O R EREE S Bt JERERE
1 iR 1.42¢ 1.34c 3.18d 2.81d 1.89¢ 1.85b 1.25b 1.28be 0.55b 0.52b
2 0.5 0.52a 0.56a 1.40a 1.25a 0.76a 0.84a 0.62a 0.58a 0.27a 0.28a
3 1.0 1.18b 1.12b 2.76¢ 2.05b 2.06¢ 1.83b 1.37¢ 1.26be 0. 65hc 0.57b
4 1.5 1.32¢ 1.24c¢ 2.%c 2.12b 2.33d 2.27¢ 1.64d 1.51d 0.88¢c 0.82c
5 2.0 1.50d 1.44d 3.21d 2.23¢ 2.72e 2.56d 1.47¢ 1.39¢ 0.61bc 0.59b
6 2.5 1.48¢ 1.41d 2.38b 2.07b 1.99¢ 1.93b 1.21b 1.15b 0.50b 0.48b
7 3.0 1.13b 1.05b 1.43a 1.25a 1.06b 0.92a 0.88b 0.75ab 0.29a 0.25a

D EpE k45038 24 h B | g 2P H NH-NREH | mg 4 | U o146 LRA — AN B 53R 4, k5 £
FAREZ(P>0.05,Duncan’s 3% ).



52 1]

JE 5 AR A6 < il B A7 X AR R S - Sl 075 P ) 52 ) 185

IR Tt T A 0, PRS0 S At FH A DR BT S
1M MR 3SR 2 AT R IR i S Ht A BT A HE
KIAAR PRIR BT Efe, ITA 1.0 12,0 kg/m’ S Y
Ab R AT R s JOR P 7% 2 43 )35 ) 2. 76 Fn 3. 21 UL 8%
W 2E ARG P 2 B 122. 5% F1 171. 0% . %01
ABAT AR -5 AR B DKt 05 PE S8 B =R, Bk 2 A4
Aub B s FR Bl 7% P 53 1) 2 0. 65 i1 0. 61 U, B 27 1)
i 5L 53 3 T B 47. 6% Fi1 59. 3% , HoAth 4 3 A1, AH
IFi] (R R A
2.3 FEHE S 241 M E RS T SRR AR
T
ARG A R 2 IR R R R, AR M
WEIR BTG PEA R MR A 1S M. NI L vl ) ZE T AN
HER ARG i S ot A3 i, B IR i Vs 1 I B i s, B
AHHAO0.5 F1 1.0 kg/m® S [y &b F b A7 4R B s 1% it
T AR X R, il Ak 28R D) B 8 5 o) R, 25 5
(P <0.05) 17 H. 45 Ah B AR Bl R B s v 3 35 5
AR Bl 2 it 3 2, H At 25 B A AS (Rt S i e i 1l
TS AR ST AS FEA  R—3 I 2 AT,

45¢
RS

4.0t

35¢F S W N N
%2'0_ N § § Na% §
"IN NE N NF N
ol N N 1NN
os U Na N N1 N N N
T 05 1.0 15 20 25 30

S &/ (kg + m™

HRBR FEHRER
BT N[ S A AR Sl A I 17 17 2 5
Fig. 1 Variations of phosphatase activity of different sulfur appli-

cations in blueberry root zone
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Fig.2  Dynamic changes of phosphatase activity in blueberry

root-zone in different growth periods
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Variations of protease activity of different sulfur applica-

Fig. 3
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Fig. 4 Dynamic changes of protease activity in blueberry root-

zone in different growth periods
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Tab.3 Variation of soil catalase activity in blueberry root-zone under different sulfur applications in different periods U

- it S &/ LER HREE R HR ) RN g
(kg-m™) APt AERPRE WPt dERERE O RBE dERERE BBt dERPRE MRBEE JERERE
I XML 1.26be 1.31c 1.32hc 1.44¢ 1.35¢ 1.54¢ 1.15b 1.22b  0.82ab  0.91b
2 0.5  0.66a 0.72a  0.85a 1.02a 1.07a 1. 16a 0.92a 1.08a  0.7la 0.76a
3. L0 LI8b 1.25he  1.23b 1.35h 1.28b 1.42b 1.11b 1.24b  0.75a 0.78a
4 L5 1.33c 1.18b  1.32hc 1.47c 1.19ab  1.5lc 1.08ab  1.36c  0.83ab  0.90b
5 2.0 1.35 1.27¢ 1.38¢ 1.53d 1.32be  1.56¢ 1.19b 1.33¢  0.92b 0.98¢
6 25  1.38 1.21be  1.29b 1.42be  1.25b 1.48bc  1.20b 1.27be  0.88b 0.91b
7 3.0 103 1.12b  1.27b 1.30b 1.24b 1.36b 1.08ab  1.17b  0.72a 0.78a

1) BEEMREE 220 min 5 1 g 23869 0. 1 mol/L Z458847 694k #24 1 mL(A8% F 1 mg H,0,) 44 1 U; B 5 %35 LEA
—NARDNE SRR AT EFAREZ(P>0.05,Duncan’s k).
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