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B T AR PCR HARFEE T HARBEF A HLIEYT) . A HLIEHUIECY W) TEHLUIE(WI)3 a Ji5 -+ AL A0 40 B R4
g4 . BanAMDIREM AR L. AR BORA RN T, FIEREBUR AU, o W YT AR BRREAR T 42 pH, {H Y 4bRERE
WFERT LAY A B, YW ALBRAE AR 3 pH A RN & IR AN S i . HIEAN R . R A AIT)REd
AANIH R A A, YT R YW AEBE TS A2 A 16S rRNA JERPE IR 3 T W, YW AbBRAY LSRN BT alpha ZAEVE R
FABRIT T ANOSIM K 3ur it —20 R, s T R M N i R H R A 3 pHo WAL, HEAE 3 a J5 T3 53 45 A AR
Xt & A B AR L, YW AbPH 43P Gemmatimonadaceae, Micrococcaceae #l Haliangiaceae ZFAE M) A4 B 1Y W &4 0,
YJ 4b¥E A+ 3 Intrasporangiaceae . Xanthomonadaceae, Chitinophagaceae, Burkholderiaceae 55 E.AT [ &l Ak B DI RE A A B -FJE
YW F1 YT AR T E%(B Rhizobiaceae 12 . MEREA L IIBULIE—L5m T MEREAIIRE, YW AbB R 20m T &
AR RS ILTIRE . ASRIFTRES R n] Jgpi et 26 7 5 S AT SR AR A AT
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Effects of Different Fertilization Treatments on Bacterial Community in Tobacco-planting Soil
WANG Jue'?, DU Qin', PENG Shuang'?, LIN Xiangui', WANG Yiming'?", LI Junying, DAI Xun®, XIE Xingiao®

(1 State Key Laboratory of Soil and Sustainable Agriculture, Institute of Soil Science, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Nanjing
210008, China; 2 University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China; 3 Jiangsu Open University, Nanjing
210036, China; 4 Yunnan Academy of Tobacco Agricultural Sciences, Kunming 650021, China; 5 Hongta Tobacco (Group) Co.
Ltd, Yuxi, Yunnan 653100, China)

Abstract: In this study, the changes in soil bacterial community structure, quantity and function were examined by a 3 a
fertilization experiment using quantitative PCR and high-throughput sequencing techniques, which included three treatments:
organic fertilizer (YJ), inorganic fertilizer (WJ), and the combined application of organic and inorganic fertilizer (YW). The
results showed fertilization treatments caused the changes in soil physiochemical properties, specifically, WJ and YJ decreased
soil pH, YJ significantly increased soil organic matter content, YW increased available nutrients and soil organic matter content
while maintaining soil pH. Additionally, the quantity, community structure and function of soil bacteria also changed, the copy
numbers of bacteria 16S rRNA gene in YJ and YW soils were significantly higher than in W1J soil, the alpha diversity of soil
bacteria community in YW soil was the highest. Principal coordinate analysis and ANOSIM test further revealed soil pH had
greatest influence on soil bacterial community structure. Moreover, some bacterial groups were obviously enriched, YW soil had
significantly higher abundances of plant growth-promoting bacteria such as Gemmatimonadaceae, Micrococcaceae and
Haliangiaceae. YJ soil had higher abundance of bacteria with nitrogen fixation or biocontrol functions such as Intrasporangiaceae,
Xanthomonadaceae, Chitinophagaceae and Burkholderiaceae. Furthermore, YW and YJ increased the abundance of
nitrogen-fixing bacteria Rhizobiaceae. Notably, the change in bacterial community structure may further influence bacterial

community function, especially, YW can greatly enhance nitrification function of bacterial community. The above findings

OS24 A5 FRHE I H (2017YN06) LTI A & (4 A1) A5 FR 52 4£2y ®lRHE T H (S-6016010, S-6019001)% Bfj .
* Sl HAE# (ymwang@issas.ac.cn)
EHRIAN . BFRA995—), L&, ZREELA, BEFRt, EENE HERZEY 5. E-mail: wangjue@issas.ac.cn

http://soils.issas.ac.cn



%5

FFREE . AT fita A A X AR - AN PR T 0 R 999

provide a scientific basis for rational fertilization in tobacco production.

Key words: Fertilization; Tobacco-growing soil; High-throughput sequencing; Bacterial community

Jit A S Al AR 7 R A R i 2 — X R M T
o AT 2R T RAT TR R, S e A AT s
LA AR Y, AR e B
Yy 2 A ) b B T B AL O, N PR AR A
o R S PR B 1 B AR AR PR ARk
E NANRIT T 2 s ot se, EREST
AN TR RS Ak BE AN HLAE | A HILICHILAL FE -4 it 1 %
NS T LA K A SR RUE Y X R ST R R . A
k5 2 W P AR HE RT LASE 0 30% ~ 50% AYRR B A
7 i B AR R R e e AR AE 22 51 +
HEMR AR SS . HEACRE ) R B S I 5 AL
TRREHA LE , A HLACKRE . AR FIA LA L I 5 i
AT L HETRLSE R B R, I
s OROK BRACRE Sy, BRIEOK . L A, fedt
LT AL, TR P i A KT AL
T A 505, B T 51E MR i 22 L4t
[l G T — 25N R RUEY, TR T L35 6k
VIS5V, SR SR A LR Y IX AR AR
R I, AHUIE . A HLIE 5 AL B C 4 it AT
DA R e W X AR, S T S B A
Yy Z AP B B RS

MR B ] B A R AR, Tl A e o v A
R 7= i 2 i L ) = m R IR M AL P R A
B, IR, R RO AR D S P 4T,
F TR AR LA S A2 fd (A2 L BR 50 B R 4%
A, TR ML DR AR b SR R BT, A 2 A
A 7 i) SR R A X, 2 7l A R RS
JRE o At o AN [ T S 1 e % e R - S E TR R, A
RS Tt P 20 2 SRR I | 5 PR i S R T LA
BT P PR B 2 B RO R KR, X R
RO BN SRS s R B,
SAFOFRIAE A DR A T S AR bRy | R | 4k
SR (R RTER A TG ) L 3 O
FERW, T HSERF RGN T 5 MR P - S 04 20 T
HoRr, T ELR P T AR T RS SR B i A 2
PRI R A0 00 R ) 2B 0 A i A ATLAES vl LA 20 e 0
WA g TR B R, AR 42 o S o S
Yyl , 2k G W IX R 0B A ) A e RS e
AR, AR A g R BT L-25 AR HLIE
J&, M ARER L3R S R L 107 cfu/g T RE
2 10° cfu/g, MFIRAREILE LD YR

=N 11 S o s R N L N e Y e
A i A A LAE XA AR 38 AR M B s, X
T UE Y 2R TR A A S AR X A 5 it
A, TCHLIE . A HLIE A HLICHLAL B A it FH G 8 6l
IR S5 A8 | AR B T BE 1) 5 ) R 25 S A
A

A, X AR - S g 17 it A Ak B ) i 5 T AR
FESAE DI REE AR Z R, TED B8 2 H X
TR UEA T A 1T DR A b R i A = A A 5
FAPROTAX & — AT HI A DI BE X A, A
AT A BRT R T HAR B T BE TN , 38 BEXTFRA T AH ST
REFTH BEEAT %52 /325 . FAPROTAX 7EAN A REVS T
FEPARE] T RN IZ R i, AR
B R R PRI R ) - BRI X, A S
PCR., w53 5 R F FAPROTAX #44F, /04
[ JES Ak Ak L XoF 2o L AR - 9 B 1 J5 R ke A O TR
S50 BORAIThRER 22 5, IRIT A AL BT TR Y
SR, LA SRy A A ) A SR A TR A 1 T
SR P HERL 2K

1 #REFE

1.1 BREZFTXIEHE R

B R A =g BRI 1L 87230 £ ) b
FPHLAYIE T, bl 5560+, IR AR A T
pH 6.32, &% 187 gkg, W 1.22 gkg, AR
22.73 mg/kg, HEHEN 117.96 mg/kg. HFZE LK
Tat 0.50 mm FiiEREA R AERN, FAE%E 25 kg
AT+

FHARBAE LT 2015 4F, RABESMMH-LZF
IRIR B AR, B 3 FIEACALEE, 4350 ToHl
JEWI) . BHUIECYDFAEHLIEHAE(YW), FERpabEE 3
WHEE . o W AbBE, FEARMR L AR TR AR,
TERE AR L T AEPHE ; YT Ab3 R LR A HLE,
BAE A HUKEERL; YW b AR A AR L
AHLTCHLUIE, B A PLICHLABE .. 2 R E
7~10, 14~17, 21 ~28d BAE, 3 AFHLEAELE K
B 103 40 MERERA & i L Bt A i D36 1,
A HLIE AR 2L A HLICHLAE 2 DL KR 8 T 30
THUR Ko A A0 BT R A 1 45 o

2017 4 5 F 11 HEHME,8 H T afiss
W, R EE S R K A
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Table 1 Nutrient contents and application rates of fertilizers in greenhouse experiment

e At Wi Y] YW
ML E RN © P,0s : K,0=10 : 10 : 25) 300 kg/hm?
JHEL A BPIE(N : P,0s : K,0=10 : 0 : 30) 825 kg/hm?

AHUEN © P05 : K0=4 : 2 : 2)
FHHLUKFEIE(N @ P,0s : K,0=5:0: 17)
MR L A HLIGHLUIEN @ P,Os : K2O=7 1 6 : 17)
HHLTEHLAFAL(N © P,0s : K,0=8.7 : 0 : 30.5)
BIESBRALN:P:K

1 200 kg/hm?
1 200 kg/hm?
600 kg/hm?
750 kg/hm?
7.15:2.4:22.05

75:2:11.5 72:1.6:152

1.2 KEHRRE

T 2017 4 7 A 25 H B AL RAE 1A
REZ2 S BRERAE N 1 D2 BIERES,, EMR
5o FTAFEM EZBRAYIR R 5 X 2 mm RS,
— 53 KT 5 T AR R I, DR
T —80 C ¥K4H, M T 14 DNA $2H,
1.3 MEmMHESHZ*
1.3.1  H3ERb T 2 3 pH Fe K E 1 ¢
25 EARFR ) e R A SR pH THlE s 3
ZU(NH-N)R G ) L Ak 2, A Z(NO; -N)
K 250 43 O BE R 5 A 80wk (AP):R AT 0.50
mol/L kIR Z AR , FHET L Ak ; 2480(TK).
A (AK) FI 22 2% 1 (SLK) 3 B F NaOH il . 1
mol/L Z %R . 1 mol/L IARRIZ I, JH Tk
PG EIE ; A LT (OM)R F B R R P 45
W5 . BARJr kS %4 7,
1.3.2 11 DNA FRESERZO0E R PCR - FR
W2y 0.5 g HrfE %, L DNA {fifH Fast DNA
Spin Kit for Soil(MP Biomedicals, Santa Ana, CA,
USA) 7 G $2 B, [ B A% 2 5 4t {X (NanoDrop
ND-1000)Kz M H DNA ¥k B2 Fnai Bg 2 HE il
F-20 C UKFEIRAFAH

K mF e G i PCR EEAME 168
RNA FEHFEFE, RH51Y 338F(5°-ACTCCTA
CGGGAGGCAGCAG-3") fil  806R(5’-GGACTACHV
GGGTWTCTAAT-3")F B4 16S rRNA LA &
BRIE TRE (PN 2 )V BE T E A TR0 BERR Rl 2 bn v i 42
M Bio-Rad CFX96 # )t & PCR ¥ (Bio-Rad,
CA, USAYEATINE , HRHaHRE Hh 2 i 3 P 45 D14
Al Ct (ETFHEAE S P A IE B DR, VIR R R
SYBR™ Premix Ex Taq Il (ThiRNaseH Plus)10 pl, | F
W5 H(10 pmol/L)% 0.20 ul, DNA Hifz 2.0 ul,
ddH,0 7.6 ul, 16S rRNA W 4K : 95 C 3 min;
95°C20s, 56 °C45s, 72°C 30s, 3L 34 NMEH.

1B K CHE RS 2 A5 5
1.3.3 @&l sy e e 38 I P A R
REAFAY A FIHAT, B3 : ORHA CTAB
o SDS JrikiEEL DNA, 225 FIFH BIR BRI i Tk
BRI DNA WYZERE RIS, RRKFRBFEAZE 1
ng/ul; QUGN DNA Ak, FA#E 514
515F-806R X4 16S rRNA LA [ V4 X FEATH 1,
1E 515F AT A barcode JF81 LAIX /34 AEA . PCR
RNARZR S 30 pl, SR 98 'C 1 min, 30K
AEFR(98 T 10s, 50 C 30s, 72 °C 30s), 72°C 5
min, PCR F=9fdi FH 2% ¥ & Y Bt B W e s 04 5 i
TRATI , R B HEAT AR R AR, IR A A
GeneJET™ PCR Purification kit & 7 £ (Thermo
Scientific, USA)X} PCR P24t 474lifk ; @f# A Ton
Plus Fragment Library Kit 48 rxns 5] & (Thermo
Fisher, MA, USA)UEFTSCIEMHE, A4 H b i SO
2 3k Qubit & O SCE R A, R
IonSSTMXL il 54X (Thermo Fisher, MA, USA) [
BLI T
1.4 HUBEREBS5HH

T IEFPE R . 40T 16S rRNA LR P2 LA £
AL 22T RGBT A SPSS 24.0 o
B, AHEE TR Pearson XUBKL, FHEZ
HHBCR A Duncan R B0k AT B B MR I (G TK
#EH S P<0.05), Jf®RM Origin 8.6 F1 Adobe
Mlustrator CC 2019 #AFHEFT2 K

ffif QUME 1.9.1 # LA F A BRDEAT 38 il
Hodm a2 B . O YIRS AUIK 5T & 5 51 5 4 4
barcode ¥ 51 X /M4 BEA K ; @3 T SILVA' i
PR Rt Ak s OB & BTt P L 97% AR
RIS A OTUs(operational taxonomic units, #E4>
FHTT); @AY R ERE R BIE N 0.8 ~ 1), #K
FERERN T TAKT B B TP S R I, TR
BEALFEL 52 000 % 80EAT IR M. THA 4nm
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Chaol . Shannon. Simpson. ACE $5%%, f#iH] R3.6.1
B A agricolae fiLf) Tukey KiZ& 1l wilcox #
B gF AT 4 2% & 4y Hr, AT Bray-Curtis |
Weighted UniFrac, Unweighted UniFrac B & AY 3
AR5 BT (PCoA) T WGCNA | stats Fil ggplot2
£, Mantel test. ANOSIM 4347 1 84 35 % 17 43 4
I vegan fLUEAT, Pearson #H &M #r K FH
psych Fl pheatmap 5% i AH ¢ FR E(E 1Y 10 2 P
o 9 K ek B AT LA, DO RE LI ] FAPROTAX
AR AT o

2 ZR5FE

2.1 A[EHERE Ak FE X 4R KE 3L = 1 R A 2 i

RIS 3 a WUKENE, 5 2015 AEAIE LA YW
AFEAREL, WI FT YT AbEEREH RS T 14 pH
WI bR+ 58 pH RRIRIEEE R, Hkh YT 4b
PR 2). 5 WI AR, YI b S
A BB RIZERCEP o i W E AR, AL S R
By M YW ARBRERES RS 5 W BARSN, HA
Fo&EYE W AR EEER

* 2 AEERLETHIRFENFER

Table 2 Main soil chemical properties under different fertilization treatments

Qb pH B A(mg/ke)  THAZ(mgke)  ARHE(mg/ke) B (mg/kg) ZR(mg/kg) A ML (g/ke)
YJ 5.17+0.08 b 545+0.29b 46.48 +10.27 a 7474 £2.10 a 335.58+44.37b 362.68+11.24b 56.50+9.48 a
YW  637+0.09a  6.00+035b  2426=1039a 79.70+546a  78549=x113.48a 569.67+28.70a 43.59+3.95b
WJ  482+0.14c 2039=x11.84a 2346+10.09a 94.52+16.19a 73533+207.72a  548.45x25.14a 3579+0.66b

T FFER /NG 5 AR 2R Ab Bl E] 22 53 3k P<0.05 WK, TR

Y A PEA BT A B R, AT REE R AR
PRI A HLAE SR A T2 T 38 1R e iy e o TR
YRR AT DL 28 1, ok S35 53 A LA o o fi
g%, e SR A PR R, AR Ak,
B TR ANIAL T S AN F A HLR , 1 RE e HE K Rk
R R I A P01 51« 730 B AR R A =
HNEA HUBR i A2 A W B A H i 5 e
AR, TR B A LR SR Y
PR . BUSHT . SRR A B BT YW
AW AbEE, BCOR RO JCHLIE R SR A RO, s
[E] Py AT A AR AR A i, B I AR
J1 5 WA HUE TR R | fn] ol 3R 25
Perm HIRAL AL AR o, H SRR s ALY
Jith, HRNERLTE AT H AN, TS Y IR 3R 5 1Y
FIHIZR, AN, YT F YW b3 rp i Bl S AR
BASREY T W AbEL, SRR A A Y
FER.

22 AEMEELEIMAEEEHENEN

3 MORFEIAEEGH 3 a5 B34 16S rRNA
FENBEILE 1, 5 WI B, YW YT 4k
PG E RN T LR A A AR, s T
58.20% Fl 64.63%. FHICMEHI(FE 3)FM, L4
W 16S rRNA E:E#5 DU 11 NHy-N &2 7
e, S48 pH. AMLS B EEAX, Ui
RHit G52 A) NH-N | pH A HLT & =AY 281k,
Al g R EOEAL 3P A B 2= S R BRI £

TS UEN], AP BN CRIEYERIA . G ) Xk
AP R IR R R LR S ARk [ 2%
ERRG T EERCE Y A Y 2 A A B I
MR, ORGSR KR T
FERRARR . AR, PEUE T 4N E ) i T st
FATCALIE B FRAR T 3 pH(EE 2), MEEES
T HERR B R AR SER, IR pH FREEARA T4
BRZE R EAEPT TR AIFTY W Ab3E A b
AP 16S rRNA +5 DU R A R A .

6

|
J

S5k

HHD

4+

——ic

JER¥E VUKL (10"cfu/g, F-10)

VI YW WJ
b3
(/' 2 Bl A BRI 22 5735 P < 0,05 8 47K F)

1 FEIHEARALIE +1% 16S rRNA £ F#% N
Fig.1 16S rRNA gene copies in soils under different fertilization
treatments

2.3 AEIHERE AL IR X 40 B % SR
T SR B X R A AL A R DT AL
22 B E A U W REVE I ZREERZS R Y B
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%3 16S rRNA EE# N5 LIEB U IERAAKXNE E, RUFFPFRERT A R EsR . ARAEEE 1R
Table 3 Correlations b 165 rRNA ies and soil s . N
able orrelations et\gfggertiesr gene copies and soi TR alpha ZFEPEISRULE 4, 3 AUbFEgT, YW b
JE#% NHi-N NO,-N AP AK SLK TK pH OM HAHE P AT alpha ZFEMHERCE E 8GR 10 YT

o —0.733* 0.533 —0.594 0.083 —0.200 —0.150 0.787* 0.733*

0.025 0.139  0.092 0.831 0.606 0.700 0.012 0.025
W AP: HAWE; AK: A ; SLK: 24U ; TK. 448,
OM: FHLB; NHi-N: #A8%; NO;-N: A%, *Fammht
ik P<0.05 B EKF.

P

PSR T . B, S 723 037 Skl
BIFA, ERIREA 80 337 4%, TR TR,
TE 52 000 NREHLERERIANTE T, i aam i A

I WI AR [FTJC R E 22 U] YW AREEREAER
TEPHMEFEEEMEZ S, T Bray-Curtis
dissimilarity, Weighted UniFrac distance Fll Unweighted
UniFrac distance 3 FFE 2R FEHEA T A BRAMT, S5R4N
K 2 s, AEEIEAL BT A A a5 o35 (&
2A~2C), ANOSIM #F52e00, 3 FhiE B e #5403
ML N ZE R R TR ZER (K 2 D ~ 2F), KA
[FIEALALE T B TR 45 F 225 3

x4 TEHEAEANE R E R AY alpha B IR

Table 4 Alpha diversity indices of soil bacterial communities under different fertilization treatments

Qb ACE #§%% Chaol 5% Shannon 5 %% Simpson F5 %1
YJ 1504.5 + 28.58 ab 153586 + 48.48Db 7.63 + 03b 097 + 0.01b
YwW 1587.59 + 56.27a 1648.58 + 69.64a 8.62 + 023 a 099 + 0.00a
WI 1441.16 + 96.20b 1458.70 + 81.80b 785 + 0290 098 + 0.01b
TE: RPEHE N 3 AR EE + PR
0.24
(A) Bray Curtis Y] 161 (B) Weighted Unifrac = YJ (C) ™ Unweighted Unifrac ® Y/
0.24¢ oYW 0.16¢ oYW o YW
.. n A W] <o\ L] - A W] :\o\ 0.16} A W]
g 0.16+ ‘é 0.081 [] :'_
S 0.08f x o I
) ° a 0.00f o ST I .
S 0.0} > A <
§ 008} a S g oo0gt ** . g 0.00f A .
=¥
-0.16f 4
R -0.16} 008} o * .
—0.24¢L . N L . . . . . . . \ . \ L
-03 -02-0.1 0.0 0.1 02 03 04 -02 -0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 -0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2
PCoA1 (52%) PCoA1 (51.65%) PCoA1 (31.38%)
(D) Bray Curtis (E) Weighted Unifrac (F) Unweighted Unifrac
30F P=0.008 30F P=0.007 30r P=0.006
m 20 g 20 20
= = =
101 108 10F
* — * m——
= —— ——
0 Between WIJ YJ YW 0 Between WIJ Y] YW 0 Between WJ YJ YW
yhL Ab ¥ AR

2 T Bray-Curtis. Weighted UniFrac. Unweighted UniFrac 25 B 464 A PCoA 771 ANOSIM #213&
Fig.2 Principal co-ordinates analysis and ANOSIM test based on Bray-Curtis, weighted UniFrac and unweighted UniFrac distance matrixes of
soil bacterial community under different fertilization treatments

Y ATE OTU K. TTARSERBIKE F, R
Mantel test #6551 E2H A REVR 2514 A - HERRAL M B 2
[ AHSCE (R 5), 553 + 38 pH 7450 2K 1
¥ 55 + R R 7 454 = BEAE G (P<0.001), 7E OTU
Kb NHE-N &5 BN iR 450 B &M (r =

0.391, P=0.005), #—2RH] CCA Ji#r 1Rk
JX A AR AR s (B 3). 45 o, 78 OTU
JKF I, NHg-N. AP il pH XJ 55—l sk, 1
NO;-N. AK. SLK. TK F1 OM X5 — 5l vk R4 5,
H pH 1 NH;-N X it A - 35 20 B8 5 7 5 e 48 25 (8 3),
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TEFTRIBKA- L, pH [R)RER 25 50 - AR A v 2
PRSI 1 AFIERI, AR B AL R 2E 1Y
Sl R Yy BANAL S PR, A S RS
pH. /KIrFIFRo BRFRE 45, HET 52 R e Y i g
ZERRS0 RIS LRSI B 1St
MTHUNE 2 B8R, LRt —P 51 %k
— RO SO, USRS ELR A A Y B,

B TR X R R, St A PUIEA:
FEMEL, W ICHUAL T R A L SR A W X R R S fiE
ZREHERY, A DU eI E LA 2R,
A W) ZS R G 0 SCnT BCHERT  3E  REDRURI 5 FR ) o
I, N Peacock Sy RMI, KIYIEHIA-2E
SAEHAEYIAR )AL P R DR R R
FEAEY Y RS AR R 25 R B 2R AL

x5 TRMERELSNSEAMERA Mantel 1438

Table 5 Mantel test determining relations between soil properties and bacterial community sturctures

K- Ei Ly NH;-N NO;-N AP AK SLK TK pH SOM
OUT /K- R 0.3917 0.082 0.145 0.119 0.141 0.021 0.7317 0.096
P 0.005 0.276 0.175 0.192 0.164 0.539 0.001 0.241

[Tk R 0.187 0.071 0.012 0.111 0.081 0.094 0.908™ 0.114
P 0.104 0.604 0.466 0214 0.280 0.229 0.001 0.180

Bk R 0.144 0.105 0.033 0.123 0.114 0.115 0.901" 0.081
P 0.179 0.709 0.408 0.179 0216 0.203 0.001 0216

e o FRIRAAKNEIL P<0.01 BEKF

(A) .

CCA2 (20.83%)
CCA2 (30.65%)

<
NS
o
=
it
<
@)
O
nyJ
oYW

A W]

CCALI (37.24%)

CCAL (48.68%)

1

CCA1 (55.43%)

(A. OTU /KF; B. [1KF; C. Bk
B3 THEMEEHESTIERTHHETEINE ST

Fig.3 Canonical correspondence analysis (CCA) determining effects of soil factors on soil bacterial community structures

2.4 AN[E) 7R AL 32 X 20 T B % 40 F 4E A Y 22 i
W B AR 0 B T AUAE 97% AHAUPE K Tk
IR, 155 2 661 4~ OTUs, REJFIIEYF
EREIEE 32 AT, 50 49, 112 A~H . 187 4
BEF 360 M@ . TE2HRFEM T, Proteobacteria (11
FHXTFRE R 39.9%) R/ FE AT, HIKJE Actino-
bacteria (17.6%) . Acidobacteria(10.6%) . Gemmatimona-
detes(7.19%)#1 Chloroflexi(8.57%), iX 5 MMLHVHI]
M B TTHEXT Sl 83.8% (&1 4A), SHEMMEET Y
RSB TR, R RSB T A AR F AR A [ Ak
MR EEZES, YI A LT Proteo-
bacteria & F i, /AL YW FIOWI Ak B
16.20% A1 13.86%; AIAER KA VLA A
AT EERMEDFHENEED . YW b3
Acidobacteria 1 Gemmatimonadetes ¥ i} 2 = T
flbAb 4 , 1] Actinobacteria , Chloroflexi I Firmicutes

PIREXT FEEETE W b iR . RREEIRERM, 5
W AEBAHLE, YT LB NN T L B AR R
PIMIXT R, i YW AREEO T Acidoba-
cteria 1 Gemmatimonadetes AIXtF)JE, YI f1 YW
AL PRYS) 5 R#AIK T Actinobacteria . Chloroflexi Al
Firmicutes AYAHXTFJE .

TE Bl 7k 3¢ | (E 4B), Rhodanobacteraceae .
Gemmatimonadaceae Fl Sphingomonadaceae /& fH 4
TIEAN TRV P YA R R 3 AR, 2R
J& T y-Proteobacteria . Gemmatimonadetes F1 a-
Proteobacteria. il LRI R I 2250, ffi 2 M i AN []
NERHEEERY 40 AN2HE 2SR, TR0 22 R YR S 1
SRR I TAOCHE R (B 5), Z2REH]: ZELE 3
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Fig. 4 Relative abundances of soil bacteria communities at phylum and family levels under different fertilization treatments
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Table 6 Function prediction of soil microbial communities under
different treatments
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Fig.6  Correlation between relative abundance of Nitrospira and pH under different treatments
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