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Table 1 Descriptive statistic features of soil pH under different irrigation methods

#EWE 2 (emd $HH () FHE TR % RKAH Be/ME b A5 R A AN
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5~10" 38 6.839 6.915 7.260 6.170 0.257 0.038 NY
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Fig.1 Variety of soil pH under different irrigation methods
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Table 2 Semivariogram parameters and fractal dimensions of soil pH under different irrigation methods
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B 0~5cm Bk 0.124 1.041 0.881 106.30 0.169 0.0717 1.956
5~10cm Rk 0.004 0.987 0.996 136.40 0.116 0.506 1.919
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Fig. 2 Isogram of soil pH under different irrigation methods
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Micro-Scale Spatial Variability of Surface Soil pH Under Different Irrigation Methods in Greenhouse

YU Na, ZHANG Yu-long, HUANG Yi, ZOU Hong-tao, JIJing-hong, BAI Yu, MENG Qing-long
(College of Land and Environmental Sciences, Shenyang Agricultural University, Key Open Laboratory of Northeastern Soil and Environment

of Ministry of Agriculture, Liaoning key laboratory of Agricultural resources and Environment, Shenyang 110161, China)

Abstract: Based on 6-years irrigation experiment in greenhouse, micro-scale spatial variability and the distribution of surface soil pH were
analyzed by combining classical statistic method with geostatistic method with a small grid-sampling technique under three irrigation methods
(furrow irrigation, drip irrigation and subsurface irrigation). The results indicated that, after 6-years irrigation, soil pH under furrow irrigation
decreased significantly, soil pH (0 ~ 5 cm) under furrow irrigation and drip irrigation were medium heterogeneity, and soil pH (5 ~ 10 cm) of furrow
irrigation and drip irrigation, soil pH (0 ~ 5, 5 ~ 10 cm) of subsurface irrigation which were weak heterogeneity. The supplying way and quantity of
water by irrigation can affect the spatial variability of soil pH.

Key words: Greenhouse, Different irrigation method, Soil pH, Spatial variability



