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Abstract: For the study of Hainan Island typical farmland soil fertility conditions, the forest land, cultivated land, gar-
den land and grass land of Hainan, China under the type of soil pH, mechanical composition, organic matter, cation ex-
change capacity, total nitrogen, alkali solution nitrogen, total phosphorus, effective phosphorus, total potassium were
determined and statistically analyzed. Based on “the second soil census nutrient classification standard”, the Nemerow
Index Method was used to evaluate the comprehensive soil fertility of each land use type. The results showed that ni-
trogen content was deficient in different land use types. The phosphorus content was abundant or very abundant. Potas-
sium content was abundant in woodland and cultivated land, moderate in garden land, and deficient in grassland. In the
four types of farmland, and cation exchange capacity of soil organic matter, total nitrogen, hydrolyze nitrogen were sig-
nificantly correlated (P<0.05) or extremely significant correlation (P<0.01), soil cation exchange capacity and total ni-
trogen and hydrolysis nitrogen showed strong correlation, and other soil nutrient showed virtually no correlation or
weak correlation. The corresponding comprehensive soil fertility of the four land types was in the order of garden land
(1.164)>forest land (1.058)>arable land (0.879)>grassland (0.784). The comprehensive soil fertility of garden land and
forest land was average, while that of arable land and grassland was poor. Therefore, we should strengthen land man-
agement, rational use of land, improve soil nutrient structure, and finally improve land productivity.
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Fig. 1 Sampling point location and land use type
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Tab. 2 Classification standard values of soil indicators

F8 48 Index Xa Xe Xp
AHHLF/(gkg ") 10.00 20.00 30.00
2% /(gkg") 0.75 1.50 2.00
4W/(gkg ") 0.40 0.60 0.80
28/(g kg ) 5.00 20.00 25.00
AR/ (mg-kg™) 5.00 10.00 20.00
e &/ (mg-kg ") 60.00 120.00 180.00
FHES 132 #e it /(cmol kg ") 5.00 10.00 15.00
pH (<7) 4.50 5.50 6.50
pH (>7) 9.00 8.00 7.00
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Fig. 2 Proportions of different soil textures
in different land use types
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Tab. 3  Statistics of soil fertility indicators of various land types

2 Type FEH5 Index BRAME Max  H/ME Min EHIME Average  FRifE2E SD ARAKCY  ZEINAEHEQ
el pH 8.600 3.820 5.035 0.906 0.180 1.058
AHHLF/(gkg ") 176.000 1.690 30.444 31.489 1.034
CEC/(cmol-kg™) 37.100 0.400 8.360 6.744 0.807
28 /(gkg™) 0.481 0.007 0.137 0.095 0.693
et 2/ (mg-kg ™) 309.000 10.000 111.600 65.449 0.586
2W/(gkg ") 2.018 0.032 0.409 0.436 1.066
B/ (mg-kg™) 89.060 15.340 22.778 13.082 0.574
24/(g-kg™) 52.936 0.638 21.525 16.165 0.751
Hh i pH 6.850 4.210 5.509 0.856 0.155 0.879
AU /(gkg ") 39.100 1.980 12.123 10.400 0.858
CEC/(cmol-kg™) 6.700 0.500 2.967 2.603 0.877
LR/ /(gkg™) 0.192 0.029 0.067 0.048 0.716
Wl f# A/ (mg-kg ") 129.000 27.000 56.111 29.019 0.517
LW /(gkg ™) 0.585 0.153 0.359 0.169 0.471
B/ (mg-kg™) 128.880 19.920 54.827 32.054 0.585
S8 /(g-kg ™" 44.882 0.390 20.522 14.187 0.691
el 4t pH 6.600 4.710 5.758 0.580 0.101 1.164
AU /(gkg ") 49.000 4.900 27.658 14.895 0.539
CEC/(cmol-kg™) 33.500 3.200 11.367 8.954 0.788
ERNgke") 0.229 0.030 0.139 0.060 0.432
el A/ (mg-kg ™) 215.000 25.000 118.444 52.808 0.446
RE/(gkg ™) 2.661 0.096 0.909 0.997 1.097
AW /(mg-kg ") 154.680 17.270 35.392 42.265 1.194
2/ /(gkg ") 41.813 1.306 17.678 12.477 0.706
HiHh pH 6.000 4.760 5.410 0.590 0.109 0.784
HHLE/ (gkg™) 24.400 8.960 15.487 6.525 0.421
CEC/(cmol-kg™) 2.500 1.200 2.033 0.591 0.291
ERNgke") 0.117 0.038 0.076 0.032 0.421
el A/ (mg kg ™) 66.000 36.000 47.333 30.415 0.643
RE/(gkg ™) 2.567 0.112 0.947 1.146 1.210
A 5B /(mg-kg ") 304.900 20.180 115.017 133.695 1.173
2/ /(gkg ") 29.100 0.863 10.604 13.085 1.234
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Fig. 3 Trend diagram of organic matter and cation
exchange capacity
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Fig. 4 Correlation between nutrient indicators of different types of agricultural land
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HE 7 BTk e K o

Zi ik, FEAFER AR SR ) O 4
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HOMERE . BEACARE A, AR PO KA HLIE Y
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