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Abstract

In view of the current situation of excessive fertilization during Cerasus yedoensis cultivation, the
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experiment was carried out in the container seedlings and seedlings planted in the field of Cerasus
yedoensis by applying microbial organic fertilizer instead of common organic fertilizer to deter-
mine the characteristics of fertilizer requirements for seedlings of different ages. Total nitrogen
amount was used as the fertilizer reduction index. The results showed that in container seedlings,
the amount of fertilizer decreasing by 20% had no influence on the growth of seedlings. In ground
planting seedlings, the reduction of 20% in the 2 years after treatment had no difference on
growth. After the ground diameter to 5 cm, the application of fertilizer should be increased to en-
sure the growth needing of seedlings.
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2.1. IS MR

BRI A A W VT AR T i T M X T A R S A B Al B R [ XF B A M (29°48'41°N,
121°40'1"E) A 738 17 A6 A X ORI S I e R L0 L P AR PR i 10(29°49'47"N, 121°52'34"E), T iR m3%)
JE TR ZE R I %, FFE 16.2°C, FX[E/KE 1538.8 mm.
2.2. #HikHs
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Table 1. Nutrient contents of two kinds of organic fertilizer
#= 1. AMANENAFSSE

e Am(mglg)  EZME(mglg)  ER(mglg)  BMEZE(mglg)  4WE(mglg)  4x4(mglg)
L AR BRI IRAT LR 5.49 0.194 45 0.26 3.26 8.2
B 5R F mR A A E R BERLAA LR 24.35 519 7.82 1.025 5.73 15.2

T AHUIETR 10 E 2 R T I E BT L

2.3. Rt

SLIGIF[A] AN 2018 4 5 H UG, /3 BIAE “ Judb 5 B7 7 MR 28 v SR v T IR T AR IR S5 . fEAR
Wb ErHT AR [ X T 25828 i AR RHAGE h, W8 5 ANMEHE, Wk 2 Fronfg b 3 AN EE, HES B 30
RAW, HFE S5 AN HEEE 1k, FIEAEE; JbOXICER R L AR S « et 5 577
PR RS, LR E 5 AMGHE, DLH ML A HLAE 1500 gtk AE A HEZE(CK). PR i AT S A
b FE 0 FRE UL 100%. 90%- 80%-.  70%jith FH A A= AT WLAE,  FLpf it FH & L3¢ 2. i Be AT 2 DA 24
PR A ST, A A 5 AN, AR 100 s, LB 10%EEE S RARE, (TRCFE. T 2018
fE. 2019 4EFN 2020 4F 12 ARIEM 5, BT HLAR A KB 1 E

AR LG zsds, BN 2700 mL, 45 HUi & 10%1 RFLL, Sy a7 a8 16 FH &
N 310 9.

Table 2. Specific amount of treatments in two fertilization experiments
= 2. BRI IER B irfEiRE

AR AU S 2 R i A bR T R RER S R e A K e
CK W@ UL 310 gltk CK HEA UL 1500 gitk
TX1 YA HUIE 69.9 g/tk TY1 A=A HUIE 338.2 githk HEWAHICEE LR
X2 WMADHHLUIE 62.9 g/t TY2 WA P 304.4 gitk Xof M 4 R 10%
X3 WA HUIE 55.9 g/tk TY3 WA HUIE 270.6 g/t X R AR A 20%
TX4 WA HUL 48.9 g/t TY4 WM HUIL 236.7 g/tk Xof i 4 S B 30%

2.4. WERRSHZE
FH AR RAEAT G S IF ST bR B MR K B
25. BB S4E

IRIEH R H Excel 2016 F1 SPSS 20.0 Ziit-4r#1, FH SigmaPlot 14.0 #H47 B R HIfE. RAXHE KR
W ZE K 9615 (P < 0.05) 3047 2 E ME 404
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A 1 RT4n, 7ERTA A B “ Ge i35 B 7 B R, ANESE A KR LEEORE N 2019 SR A KR,
REG 2 AERD 2018 4F TX1 AbHE AR AR K5 0 35 KT HoAh A B X B, X B 13.9%; TX2 A4b#EFN TX3
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Figure 1. Comparison of growth in different years among treatments
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Figure 2. Comparison of growth in different growth periods of Cerasus ye-
doensis among treatments

B 2. FLEAEEKEAHRANRITEKELR

32. FEAHER “RATEH" BibEE R
it ] bk e TR R AL B AN R AT R, R D IR RS “ R T AR

DOI: 10.12677/br.2021.104059 450 JERZIEERTI


https://doi.org/10.12677/br.2021.104059

B F

BRI . HH 1] 3 T, RIS i F A i R HAR 0 2 2 22 5, {HFE 2020 AF R HEAR I S 45 R BoR 0 e 5
BTG AR B A e B3 2 5, WIS AR KB R T A AR B . 7EAE KO FE b3 4R RD 2018 R4 K
Zeb g e, MRS HARIAEAM LR E 2R, WK EN TYL &R, N 3.7cm; EAHEEE 2 F
ARG, 2019 I EHIE R, Br TY4 B RACT HAMALESN, CK & TYL. TY2, TY3 HLRFEZE
Sy fF 2020 FEAEKFLEH, CKAKRERZE R THMAE, WAKERMKN TYS & 21%, BMEDHHL
e E R 2 0 TYL (&5 7%, RBEE B A KT 7K E WA B .

6 -
CcK
TY1l

By TY2
51 TY3

= 1v4

2019 2020
W F10y

Figure 3. The effect of different organic fertilizer treatments on diameter growth
of Cerasus yedoensis
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