Hans Journal of Agricultural Sciences R MVE}22, 2021, 11(7), 658-677 Hans Y
Published Online July 2021 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/hjas
https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2021.117090

AEHEHNER ISR TR E ST
IS

ﬁ_')‘&ﬂ’:’ XF%E’ ﬁic%ﬂ %EFHEFH’ iﬁ’;ﬂ‘\ifﬁ, iﬁ%*

T EE AL S S AR TR SR, TP BN
Email: "1595677337@qq.com

Weks H . 20214F6 H21H: FHBER: 20214F7 190 KA HM: 202147 26H

wm B

NFFRAFRER T LA X C R E SRR, BT EAICEE X 2 2 RHRE. &
. EE. MANNHFEER, DRISRFER . PR KBS X 5, TR H
WEMTE D TREVHLS G RBIATTE, A FER LIRIE ) R TRUEM SRR, 42
R KRIAMESRN D &8 HIRBME R, oM LSRR SRR S, 2 2
) RSB E N RT, SRR EIRR B BEARITEI T DL o LR SRR,
AL HRMAEN SRR TSRS . G875 A FRFE X 3355 20 A
REEMRI, TTORMES. MR, FHEE 2 WIS XA SR A B E AL
R SRR

Xiid
BEFAUAEMIX, £ 2WF, ShoRWF, 13RIEA, TRBMEMZ T

Effects of Different Vegetation on Soil
Microbial Diversity in Karst Area of
Northwest Guangxi

Bile Huang, Huilian Deng, Wenhui Xie, Jingjing Yang, Qixuan Zhong, Yongrong Qin"

School of Chemistry and Biological Engineering, Hechi University, Yizhou Guangxi
Email: "1595677337@qq.com

Received: Jun. 21%, 2021; accepted: Jul. 19", 2021; published: Jul. 26", 2021

AR

XEFIH: BN, BEE, MOCE, M, PN, EHR. R R ARV LA X A ) 2 AR
W], ARMEARFE, 2021, 11(7): 658-677. DOI: 10.12677/hjas.2021.117090


app:ds:July
http://www.hanspub.org/journal/hjas
https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2021.117090
https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2021.117090
http://www.hanspub.org

Abstract

In order to study the influence of different vegetation on the soil microbial diversity in the karst
areas of northwest Guangxi, the vegetation with dominant species of native tree species Liquidam-
bar formosana, Pteroceltis tatarinowii, Zenia insignis, and Cupressus funebris in karst areas of north-
western Guangxi, and vegetation with dominant species of Eucalyptus robusta and Pinus elliottii
were selected as the research objects. Research methods combining conventional chemical analy-
sis and molecular microbes are used to analyze the effects of different vegetation on soil fertility
and soil microbial diversity. The results show that long-term planting of exotic tree species will de-
teriorate the physical and chemical properties of the soil and affect the community structure and
species diversity of soil microorganisms. The dominant soil bacteria in the native tree species plot
is the Proteobacteria, and the soil dominant bacteria in the exotic tree species plot is the Acido-
bacteria; The sample plot with native tree species as the dominant species has higher soil fertility
and soil microbial diversity than exotic tree species. Considering the effects of different tree spe-
cies on soil nutrients and soil microbial community structure in karst areas, native tree species such
as Zenia insignis, Cupressus funebris, and Pteroceltis tatarinowii can be used as excellent pioneer
trees for vegetation restoration and Kkarst rocky desertification control in karst areas in Northwest
Guangxi.
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1. By

AR TR R E SR, Ea A RE N, SREERERL, ESERTEBIR, +
M A= N R AR A R[] FRE N AN A A I DOK R L 0 B R A R R AL
P E2], BA 2016 R, A BULEE A L R AR 420.3 75 hm?, A BULAREEALR T
TMNA, 52011 AL, A B ERAER > 39.3 71 hm?, JREEC AR ML, B ILER, 7
FEAEAGTHR S 37.6 75 hn?, BTS8P A AL IO IR RARARAELE, ) P AT A Y ¥ B AT 55
IR IRE3]e WiHbALEEPE L, THTEIRL 3.35 /5 km?, S —ANKIEMRIF, AAM#EEE, H
T IR SRS A X, A TR 2.211 7 kmPo [RIR, Tt T A A B R R T RN 1R 4y
A IX 4] HIERAEYIAE ST L3R . 4ERE B RAE S RGP A U5 T B A EERME A [5]. A
Jefr RS D MREEE A A, g R A R AR T I A A O B A A
i IR E A FECEIRAL S TR, 0 IR 0w A1 (6], B AR R B E Y ] LSRR S R
PR (BER . BRI AR T A MEHLE T, e R E YA RO AE B, i szm LR RED
MRS . AR FU A R . IR E R RO . VR S5 LUR R IR ) A 5%, B OB R M )
AN, TR AT DA WL e R R g BRI [5] [6] [7] [8] [9]-

BT A WX A AT AR FEREIR, ST . BT, S0 TEEICA R RE R, FE
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T TASDRISUTAR, $2H 7 — 2 M E ARG HBERIRTARE 2 5 TR 4L F BT 4[10]
[11] [12] [13] [14]. A 7T BB IR 5EGIENE &, D TAEM AR S E SN H R
IR SS RS R IR 2 RN R 2 R, ML RIRIE RIS, AT
ANEETEALE ML IX 2 LR 5 SR oS -3 i B AR A K SR 2 AR R RN, D T XA A K
R EA X A SR BRI S5,

2. M5 A%
2.1, REREER

A TR SR BV B T BN X R LR A X4, s AL bR 106°34'~109°09'E, 23°41'-25°37'N,
BT R EREX, AR A, REFE. BRRLE, FHIBEFECN 1447~1600 h, S fEE
M, WEF, FFHFNEL 1200~1600 mm, FFERNEEEFLE 5~8 A, FHFEN 20.6°C, TfHEH
327d.

2.2. HEHRERLE

2.2.1. HEHBAERE

200945 A& 7 H, st a, ErH A ERE BN T, 2507 A DR A )
P, TR WS REA, BN X PR AT X =84 A RN A KK b e, 8 At i 4T 2
Setth, BB HANE. A LS. FHE. . BRI, DL EREH 1S5
S35 XYFS. JXBM. YMRD. XJQT. DCSAS. MDZSS, &% iffl 2546 i) 3 A v W4 1,

Table 1. List of different vegetation survey sample plots
= 1. TEEHIBEEMER— %R

RSG5 B H T AR A HHR/m A 7 75 2/% s bl
XYFS # & (Liquidambar formosana) 21403045783(1)119ny 324 100 0.8
MDZSS WA (Pinus elliottii) ﬁggiﬁgiﬁgk 222 100 05
DCSAS ¥4 (Eucalyptus robusta) ngg’f‘f;,"sg;\f,é 179 100 0.6
YMRD £ (Zenia insignis) 2140028::(‘)%352"5"5 167 100 0.8
XJQT K (Pteroceltis tatarinowii) 2140224%22351'2\‘E 158 100 0.9
JXBM FA7R (Cupressus funebris) 25°1020.83N. 551 100 0.8

108°27'43.03"E

222, TEHARNRERALE

TERAN AR, AR A T M SRR 4 000 20 A 1 DL FH MG AE T SRASE T R A 345 b o AR 50 ) [
0~20 ecm IR MR t o REERF, JoiBbRRrr SR E IR . BRa L), SRJEEL 0~20 cm &1, i 10
H (FLAE 2 mm)ArAESd, B 5 AN/ s R S iR A 395, D “PUoME” BURE . REASFEHCR AR £
BRSO NI, Hh— 0 B SRe = AT S, AR L U SO i i, 32N A SRR
17, FFHAYERRME; 59— 00 R G RGE N VK & PRI RAT, SO R R 3 B M R (b
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RESEH, 7 P15 56 5 )5 B T80 C MR RIR KA h OR A7, HI T HIRGMEY) DNA P8I IIE -
2.3. MEIIRRTTE

2.3.1. TWIB R

+- 3 pH 95 T FRLALVE (K R 2.5:1) [15]5 A2 B 10 52 F AR A AU s ——4H i Lh (135 16] 5
R A RO e R S ANIR IR —— BT L (iR [17]: RS =R e Bk[18]s EAE S
I E RS 502 [19]; A4 & = 1 e S EARENIRIE —— KB EE TR [20]; 3 AR 2 = 1l e
H GBI —— K ETHE[21]: A& & 1 FH B IR e S —— 20 ot 12(HI615-2011) [22].

2.3.2. IR DNA FHIERIE

A I IR YA R BRI A A BR A RIEAT, Y X380 16S-V4, :fFEE 22 GreenGene
B 2 o 1 S U A R B 2 R 4 DNA FE i B 5| IIC B R PCR [ BiAA &, 0 E PCR R NS HGHATY 3,
PCR ¥ 84 =#y4iifk J5¥% T Elution Buffer, I FAr%E, S8R 5 H Agilent 2100 Bioanalyzer % 3% )
v B Rl B R B AT AT I, ARSI B ks () ST AR A N v BOR /S, 1545 HiSeq ~F & AT 23] SLE0ARE

L 1.
i o| R o PCR |1 o | | SUF || EL
il i I glifk it W

Figure 1. The basic process of soil microbial DNA sequencing
1. HIEWAEY DNA U FREARRTE

2.33. MFF&ERLE

Z:F% HiSeq ~F & Wl 5 H4E A5 51 reads J5 1 FH 8 0% R0 FH R FLASH K3 2 PEFEE LA (1 st
reads %5 Tags [24]. R icaA, HAHLELE 97%LL 1) tags B2 N— OTU, ¥ OTU £ EHR A
I FIME R F 5, 18T RDP classifer (v2.2) %44 OTU AR 7 511 5 28 e Lu g7 Fh i B, BAE
FEBMEBCE Y 0.8 [25], ZBREA R RMTR N HBEK OTU, FIARM OTU HT /5 5r#T.

2.4. BIEALTR

FE{f A Excel 2016 X ARSI EAE TSR S51H5, I SPSS 22.0 #4755 Z 0 M S AR 4T
FH Dunnetts” T3 #t47 2 EELH, H Origin 2018 #4347 1E K .

3. HREHHh
3.1 FEHEHE TR RERER
AN [FIAE R A b SRR AR R B E R 5 SR L 2.

3.1.1. 3% pH

B 2 AIAN, DAAPSKRRFRGRHLAL . ) IR AP gie i, H 38 pH RERYE, BLZ AR (IR
FALE S HE L AAR) AP A, FE A3 pH E - R s e s o450 MDZSS 1 DCSAS
PIASREHLES F R L3 (pH < 4.5), 45 XYFS FEHb 35 L% (pH = 5.5~6.5), %54 YMRD.
XJQT. IXBM =AFEHAH 1 L3 (pH = 6.5~7.5). FiE AR AR AA 216 L IEIT B Rk FEACER,
BRIl IR AL, (H R AL IR P VA PR A AR A B s PIEAT &2 M. ABR =F 2 W Fl,
T e A 350 pH PREE
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Table 2. Basic physical and chemical properties of soil in different vegetation survey plots
= 2. TEEHIAE M HIRAOE AR R

. o KR o 7 A
P PH e e o ol
XYFS 5.99 + 0.02¢ 2.91+0.02 23.16 + 0.44* 1.98 +0.10 78.58 + 4.79°
MDZSS 4.07 £0.03° 1.97 +0.01f 26.71 +0.67° 1.29 + 0.06° 119.59 + 8.44¢
DCSAS 4.46 £0.01° 2.34+0.01° 19.87 +0.86° 1.70 £0.11% 85.86 + 3.54°
YMRD 7.13+0.01° 7.68 +£0.01° 47.63+1.36 3.31£0.18° 24553 + 8.21°
XJQT 7.39+0.02° 9.67 +0.04° 53.86 + 0.44° 5.55+0.12" 37151+ 353"
IXBM 7.47 +0.02° 10.28 +0.05° 61.21 +0.85° 6.53 + 0.09° 431.39 +5.82°
e 3 3 & 3%
Fra S (ol (g i) ()
XYFS 119.94 +1.22° 2.64 £ 0.04% 8.76 £ 0.19% 29.21 +1.42°
MDZSS 72.26 +£0.81° 3.17 £ 0.06° 4.74 £ 0.06" 11.83 £ 1.20°
DCSAS 75.93 £ 2.86° 3.51+0.05° 5.55 + 0.07° 16.24 + 2.47°
YMRD 278.38 + 1.54° 3.26 +0.18" 8.36 +0.05° 41.36 + 2.49°
XJQT 357.38 + 2.51° 4.94 +0.09° 6.15+0.16° 81.77 £1.32°
JXBM 159.45 +2.23° 2.40 £ 0.09 6.06 £ 0.07" 58.28 £ 0.34°

e RS E/NG 55308 2 53 5.2 (0.05 7KF).

312 TWMEKE

B9 2 A%, AN TS RS A b - 398 5 K B 7E 1.97%~10.28% 2 18], LIAAR . B 2 LN
PRI, A K E B3 S T DL R A P AR R, AN R A b 138 Bk & s K HE 7
J9: IXBM > XJQT > YMRD > XYFS > DCSAS > MDZSS. HAT &I, 2 AR br 38K 4 (R4 A
J1REART IR F

313. TEBHRSE

B2 2 W51, KI5 2 LR FREH I 3 WL & & TR R, (0 2 LR RS R 5 4
R A R M A R M 0 T B3 22 5, SRR B R b 3 WL & & = KHE T N IXBM > XJQT >
YMRD > MDZSS > XYFS > DCSAS. 4G ML 3 ZERIE T M TR 3 Ko an, 5 8T 2h P Fi
AEYTRAR, J& T IRAE I E TR R —[26]. FRMEIRE S IR R A IR A R [27] (R SCRIFRFR S
SFRF), MR HHEL ATE AR LA UR & Eik B — HbRE(>40 g/kg)s B IR HUARE L) L
A NURAUL B = FhriE(>20~30 glkg), 5. MARATGREHARLE, 2T WSS, MR L
BEAY S ERAC DOE P bR #E(>10~20 g/kg).

314, TRESE

HEE 2 A0, AR B R S R AE 1.29~6.53 g/kg 2 1], HE & HEF : IXBM > XJIQT > YMRD >
XYFS > DCSAS > MDZSS, 2 LR 1545 & &3 m T Kp i

AT FT BN [ e 1 - 3 A U & BN 78.58~431.39 mg/kg. BRI REHIAN, Hisk 2 LRkt +
BE AR S &Y A TR, AFEE Y LR SCA S =& KT N IXBM > XIQT > YMRD >
MDZSS > DCSAS > XYFS.
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315 1TEBESE

fe 2 W, L4 S EAE 72.26~357.38 mo/kg 2 [A], ANERREH I e S B S R RN
XJQT > YMRD > JXBM > XYFS > DCSAS > MDZSS, 2 +#FhHIE & & T o kh .

ASTR] R A A b 3 O & o 2.40~4.94 mg/kg, HE{EHERF N: XIQT > DCSAS > YMRD >
MDZSS > XYFS > IXBM. fERTA AL, 75 RE R M s Aol 5 B fe i o

3.16. TMEESE

FHEE 2 Al IS B 4.74~8.76 glkg 2], HE&EmEEHF N XYFS > YMRD > XJQT >
JXBM > DCSAS > MDZSS; A[FfE# M LIRS T2 R BE, Hr, W5 &8k,
RHARE L AP0 5 R AR, 2 LM R B S 38 T A R s AN [ AR th R R 5 B
11.83~81.77 mg/kg, HE{KHEF N XIQT > IXBM > YMRD > XYFS > DCSAS > MDZSS, 2 +# fh + 1555
RO S B3 T A R

3.1.7. XM HLEZEEM

DR A AN )R 5 L 1 3 B A PR TR 22 e K, R, O T U WA AR IR S RO AS R AR A b - 3Ry 1 22
S, RS AT 6 FhAS [F R MR b - 5 R B FR AR EAT 255 01 [28] [29] [30]. HI# 3 AT, A
W 9T AR [ R R T KMO K56 ZE0K T 0.5, Bartlett (BRI Bor, AHTE TR 518 )y 416.99,
B MEAE N 0.00 (P <0.05), UiBA%E R, Kb BdE v 3T B’ 120 #r[31].

Table 3. KMO and Bartlett test
%% 3. KMO 71 Bartlett #£3&

KMO Jll B HUREE 24 1 Bartlett (BRI AL 46
AR 416.99
0.61 df 36
BEM 0.00

135 pH. B HUR S AL R 4R R 1 T 25 DURR R SRR LA 4. FRET D, 6 AN ES
CAefgFEMmEaES, K sAiﬁkﬁ\ﬁfﬂaéijﬁ(jﬁ 1), BEBUT SN EARRRE, A& s
WX 5y, Gl )E, 3 1. 2. 3 R 7 Z DTk 73 J)) 1 56.807%. 20.635%. 13.795%7% )y 49.429% .
26.637%. 15.171%, B 3 LM Bt Tk 91.237%, EIRT 3 LM #T oM, XEERFEAER
) 8.763%, 1H 91.237%[115 S A/5#3 LAFR BE[28].

Table 4. Principal component eigenvalues and contribution rate

% 4. ERSFHEEMRBE

5 HIRRHIEE T 22 WiV 5 RN Ty %
RHIE(E J5 ZE TR F Y% Bl ok % RHIE(E T3 ZE TR F Y% Bl ok A%
1R 5.113 56.807 56.807 4.449 49.429 49.429
92 WA 1.857 20.635 77.442 2.397 26.637 76.066
3 ESY 1.242 13.795 91.237 1.365 15.171 91.237
4 Fpy 0.710 7.883 99.120
5 4 0.075 0.832 99.952
6 T 0.004 0.048 100.000
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Jre#e Ja LR B RAIEE 4% 6, FE5R 1 ERRMRFIEEBCRIA pH. AP, S/KE . A
R, R 2 RO RHEEECRIAE pHy 2B HEEH, 7R 3 E R RHEE B 2.

Table 5. The eigenvalues corresponding to the principal components after rotation

5. MEREFRE RS R BOFHIE(E

Tt
izt
1 ERS %2 FM %3 B

pH 0.772 0.555 0.292
B 0.986 0.002 -0.062
ER 0.205 0.970 -0.026
LN 0.132 0.256 -0.779
BKE 0.972 0.212 -0.034
A 0.966 0.168 -0.146
E 0.960 0.179 -0.066
AR 0.142 0.927 0.027
A 0.020 0.344 0.801

VL. ek )i BAT Kaiser TR IR KA 725

THEAS R 3R 5 > B0, BEMBAE RS s BRI AIMR A S5 1537, SR 615
TP T EAIE RN, HER L 6. 55 1 ERh, fRAET=RRR. HEL EE, ENNE
U EKESESERS: F 2 TR, SR =M_HE. (L5, WE, eNmet. 3 E
B %3 BT, HAM RN E . B AR, BN EREE. 6 M R 4%
JE KA 9. #R > HHE > (25 > WE > @ > M. XIS, R, FiHE. EE
NFEE LR, B TR . AR R YRS ) R

Table 6. Principal component score, comprehensive score and ranking

F6. EHNEN BEBIRHF

WA ER e Y 2 AR 53 ER RS LA Herr
LIEEN 1.63 -0.72 0.50 68.71 1
A 0.94 0.73 -1.43 44.14 2
£ 0.43 0.10 0.77 35.66 3
WA -0.65 -0.31 1.38 -19.69 4
TSRV -0.90 -0.69 -0.68 -73.17 5
Ty -0.81 -0.96 -0.81 -78.16 6

3.2. FEMEH AT IBAE Tags, OTU ZRHEE

3.2.1. AEMFEIETER Tag Ei%

22 PCR Y5, ARt e 40 B I 7 R B A5 S W36 7. s m] N, AN [RIRE B AR i 11 L
A0 B JF UG 7 4 Raw Data K54 44.73~45.79 Mbp. Zeidid e 75 30 1 & iR &0 5 %08 Clean Data
Y18 37.5 Mbp,  BE (R B % 81.90%~83.84%, [AI 1M At 5 B 5 S e - I3 41 T e 45 K
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Table 7. Filtering table of soil bacterial sequencing data of different vegetations
2 7. TEIMEHW T IE 40BN BRI e R

B i 45 Raw Data (Mbp) Clean Data (Mbp) HHfe 12 B 2 (%)
DCSAS 44.99 37.5 83.35
JXBM 45.05 37.5 83.25
MDZSS 44.95 37.5 83.43
XJQT 4555 37.5 82.32
XYFS 45.79 37.5 81.90
YMRD 44.73 37.5 83.84

XFRLUEJE3RAFH) Clean Data #EATHHE, ZA I 8. HIBLAIEN, AS[FIEARRE M 438 40 B I e 1) S 4
FPAIE R FEHBZ) 0N 75,000 5%, PHERIILE 99.5% LA b, HHZIE LRSI 25 4155 441,673 5% Tags.

Table 8. Tags connection
5 8. Tags %18

Total Pairs Read Connect Tag Connect Ratio Tags Without

PR S Number (4%) Number (£%) (%) Primer (%%)
DCSAS 75,035 74,949 99.89 73,834
JXBM 75,034 74,959 99.90 73,880
MDZSS 75,037 74,970 99.91 72,686
XJQT 75,034 74,946 99.88 73,647
XYFS 75,052 74,875 99.76 73,915
YMRD 75,035 74,966 99.91 73,711

322, 4B OTU B

S HHRTIE, EBRICTER DNA JFA B, 751 Bt 5 34T OTU 628, AR b (1Y)
AR OTU KRN 9. HHIk A1, YMRD ) OTU #E /& %, 153 4413; XYFS. JXBM. XJQT
) OTU ¥z, t¥Jis%] 3000 LI L; DCSAS. MDZSS ) OTU &4, 4514 1930 F1 1511. YMRD
A1 DCSAS (1) OTU £ AH % =ik 2902, K WA EFEAALH L OTU HEAEEKZE T, HERVIARE
ALY R b 1) T S 0 TR B VR AR AR R 2

Table 9. Statistics of OTU clustering results of soil bacterial communities in different
vegetations

F 9. TEHEH TIBEEESE OTU BREER ST

BT Tag #E(K) OTU kb (7h)
DCSAS 50,338 1930
JXBM 47,364 3747
MDZSS 52,368 1511
XJQT 49,821 3013
XYFS 45,903 3883
YMRD 49,062 4413
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3.3. FEIKF T IWAEEETELARR
3.3.1. [TKFE

FEPE AL X 2580 BRI BEIR, 7ET 1K b, B 78 0 [R5 1 %) - 338 400 B4 0 b = PS5 A
WRELE 2, ERRRMEERE —FAIE 125, BE BN R IZA B T 28RS R A
2 R, AS[RIAELABORE 1 () L340 B R L AR AL, (BT S LU ] . o, DCSAS At -3 s il
FIGNE 29 17, IXBM FEHh LG BI40E 38 17, MDZSS Fftth I ILA MBI 40 58 27 7, XIQT Fih
IR BN R 36 17, XYFS FEH AT FIAHE 40 7], YMRD FEHb -8R 2040 56 42 1.

1.00

1 ver

. Acidobacteria

= S L] . Thermi . iroct . C ia

Bmve2r  [opn 7 A3
Wz B ~cio Elusimicrobi

075 Wi sBrios [l Par W Amatimonad
. Kazan-3B-28 . Tenericutes || Chlamydiae
[ rep oP3 W others
B GouTas BRC1 B wes-2

0.50 | B4 BoaLis WS3
ws2 M Buryarchacota [l G i

[ NKBI9 ™7 W Nitrospirae
Caldithrix [ FcPu426 [l Chloroflexi

Relative Abundance

025 W BHiso-139 [l Chlorobi [ Bacteroidetes
. GNO02 . Firmicutes . Planctomycetes
. GNO4 . OD1 . Crenarchacota
0.00 [ Fibrobacteres JJij TM6 I Actinobacteria
DCSAS JXBM MDZSS XJQT XYFS YMRD

Figure 2. Histogram of species abundance of soil bacterial communities in different vegetation plots (phylum)

2. NEHEHA B EIRMEE R IMF EAERE)

Table 10. The relative abundance of soil bacteria at the phylum level
10, IPKELIEMEENFEER

FEH 5
SLLES DCSAS JXBM MDZSS XJQT XYFS YMRD
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
A5 1 (Proteobacteria) 25.88 39.23 31.86 31.28 26.64 31.13
% FF14 1T (Acidobacteria) 38.61 22.15 36.37 20.17 18.80 17.29
Ji £ B ] (Actinobacteria) 2.76 12.30 2.74 10.67 4,68 9.28
V7% 1% ] (Planctomycetes) 3.40 7.29 2.26 5.17 6.74 6.90
THALBZHE # ] (Nitrospirae) 0.03 3.62 0.01 6.41 3.89 4.09
LUK 1 (Bacteroidetes) 1.70 3.36 2.70 474 4.68 6.70
-1 1(Chloroflexi) 459 3.29 1.18 2.40 3.69 6.40
WEMTE 1T (Verrucomicrobia) 7.78 3.26 6.65 5.95 15.20 5.24
2 HUTE |1 (Gemmatimonadetes) 0.81 2.39 0.57 1.99 1.74 2.30
S 75 B 1(Crenarchaeota) 7.40 0.84 9.06 9.66 8.37 6.09
WS3 — 0.58 - 0.57 2.32 1.80
WPS-2 1.70 — 2.79 - — —
L INES 5.35 1.70 3.83 0.98 3.24 2.78
T — RN IEMA T 1%8UG AT, PTG X <1%&FH a1,
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PEAKI FEIIAS (R AR AT 1 398 e, b 308 200 B A 0T = B2 KT 1% 48 A7 1 A A 0 =F BE SR 43 1) R 93.82%
96.88%. 95.60%. 98.45%. 96.75%. 97.22%, HIEARIATIL A 10, Horr, SR T L33 40 5 L 35 1R 35
NEEFFR T, IR BN BT T, 12 TR LIR35S 1], IR 35 B N iR 1],
HZ MR EANFEERT 1%MT1KF, RISMFE WPS-2, £ LRFIIEA: £ LWMa R
BB ] AEACARTEER 1], MR F A RIX AN T126 . FETTKE b, APSKm i 3320 1 P P 2 A S
FEEEAHENER; 2 BRI, PUEREHAEX TAIAR . T, BT =R R, PER R
I VAR ARDGS = R T SR B 1 R A 3 A

OTU HAKLE R BN AR AL T3] OTU BEAAAEEKZER, R FFEH IR0 YRl 2 =7
BK, MRS RIS, NERRIZELI, AN R RE A RN B A T AT AR AL BEGIEAT LA 10 )R
(1) log #Ak). &l 3 ALET TP EANEIRE T e A0 i = BE R T, b m) SRS 8 R LI AN B AE AN )
P b [RIEEVE 22 S 0, T SR/ b 2 TR BE B80T, AR () 2 B (R )R, U358 BH A At (1] - 43
Y (R R R S 2 P AR L. i 3 ATRAE ) YMRD. XYFS BoA—2%, HAEKRE, 3 YMRD.
XYFS PANFE D A R0 1 (1) 20 e FP 28 K 32 B AL DCSAS. MDZSS %8 55—, 15 I HAE 4 B 1 4L ik
TR B EAHMLEE ;s DCSAS. MDZSS RS YMRD. XYFS, IXBM. XJQT 5 ki) il
R IBARE, WA £ LR E L IR VYR B AR S AR RO ZE 57 o R ) SRR
AILUE A R0 AR RAE 6 ANFEHDIE] FE BRI L, ARACLEE A0 2E | — 3 b, Qs A i g B 1] 0 2 B
OB T TR AE [ — 32 b, U B A A R 17 110 28 P 1D A P AN (R A A A9 38 o =F R 5L e AR AL
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Figure 3. Species abundance heat map of soil bacterial communities in different places (phylum)
3. TR HIRMEESEIFERAE(T)
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3.3.2. BKE

AHIE T A (DA b - 58 40 B £ & 7K P B 3= FEAR V0 L ] 40 BRI AT, 72 J8 7K |, DCSAS.IXBM,
MDZSS. XJQT. XYFS. YMRD 75/MFE - 35640 5 A Ja (P 3= B /T 1% 40 B B R ) A X = B e A
4314 90.93%. 93.77%. 93.26%. 84.13%. 78.66%. 90.66%, [& XIQT. XYFS Pi/MeEHhAh, FHAREH:
IR AR EIAE] 90 % LA b AER I JE (FH X 3 BK T4 T 1%)H, Candidatus-Solibacter 7 DCSAS.
MDZSS P NFEH AR X = K /N7 51l 3.08%. 2.05%, Candidatus-Koribacter 7£ DCSAS. MDZSS #ANMEE
HiuAH % 2 BE R /IN A 2.90%..3.03%, 1T 7E IXBMLXJQT . XYFS.YMRD PU4MFE#s 1 Candidatus-Solibacter
Candidatus-Koribacter #HX§=E(%T 1%AG M AR ; 203550 b6 J& (Rhodoplanes) 75 2 # HUAH X 3= B K/ Ay
DCSAS (1.98%). JXBM (3.33%). MDZSS (1.66%). XJQT (2.29%). XYFS (3.78%). YMRD (2.20%): 4%
1L J& (Candidatus-Nitrososphaera) 7. XJQT. XYFS. YMRD =/MFEHuARNTEFE /3 5N 9.66%. 8.20%-
6.08%, f£ DCSAS. JXBM. MDZSS = AMFHLAFX F KT 1% A ZE]; DAL01 7£ IXBM. XJQT.
XYFS. YMRD 7& Y/ MR AR A 32 5 20 591 1.18%. 2.71%. 9.36%. 1.06%, 7E DCSAS. MDZSS =/
HH A 2 R T 1%B A6 I AS 3 5 241 J& (Steroidobacter) 78 JXBM . XJIQT HHxF 43 514 1.73%.1.21%,
HARREAR N AR T 1%E0UK A< 2] ; Candidatus-Xiphinematobacter 7 DCSAS #f A X = & K/ 1.11%,
HAFEH AN AL T 1% A S| . i, Candidatus-Solibacter Jy DCSAS FE LA &, Z0iE5h
J& N IXBM FEHE )48 %5 J8 , Candidatus-Koribacter iy MDZSS #h it 34 &, 2 AL HJE 8 XIQT. YMRD
PIAEEHLIDL SR, A101 4 XYFS REHLIIL AR .

[ Other
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Figure 4. Histogram of species abundance at genus level (species with species abundance less than 1%
are merged into Others)

4. BIKFIMFEADRE(MMFERT 1%E94970 & F 5L Others)

AHIE T A VG b S 5 1 DX AN [ R A e 3B A B g /K P EERSEAE L] 5. |tk ml WL, 8K |,
ANF 2 AR YMRD. XYFS /N H - 3840 B 6 4 BF 28 J =F F fAABL,  IXBM 5 HoAth 2 E A7
IO TR R 2H R 2K B T 75 R K DCSAS Al MDZSS FiMREHBAE JB /K1 L, SRR B T 1K F
SRR, AR T DCSAS Fl MDZSS JE/KFZEF KT TR 1ok, 2 LFp 5 bk FhrE JE K
b, SRR P ZE SRR 2 R T FEAR ZE R, SR AR b T DA 1 b - SF A 1R] RBE VA 25
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Figure 5. Species abundance heat map of soil bacterial communities in different vegetations (genus)
B 5. TRIEHE TIRME R E DT FEERE(E)

3.3.3. #kFE

AN [EIAE AR b SR A B AE MK Rl = FEAS DU LR 6. BT AL, ZEFRIZKF |, DCSAS. JXBM.
MDZSS = AMFEHUM A FR(HEXS 3 BE /N T 1% A0 B B R, T [H)) AT =F B2 A 100.00 %,  Jof 35 Fh (FHxT
FERT 1%MAMEERE, T XIQT. XYFS. YMRD =AMFEHLFA MR X 32 B SR 43 51 A 94.73%.
92.31%. 94.83%, At Fs NE FAH JE-SCAL170 (Candidatus-Nitrososphaera-SCA1170)

3.4. THMEFEE R SHMER

A [ R e R b L SR A B 1 2 REE SR RO 2 10, LI I (VR BRI P coverage F8 B B,
coverage U{EER R, FRFE S DNA JFHIREATIN RIS, 28 E0RPET 1, YOUIRE S 1 BT E Y
NP EgI AT S . hE 11 %1, 6 MFEMM coverage FE¥UI KT 097, fmis®| 1 0.993, WA
YOI PR L7 a5 i P T A LR B, AR C AT I SR WA i A v ) LS . LR B RS
(=% FEIE R H chao T4 &, chao FREGER, 4HPH =& FEHUBRR . S [EIREHh 3840 B == & i chao fi
= REEHFE N : YMRD > JXBM > XYFS > XJQT > DCSAS > MDZSS, #hk i il + 338 410 5 =F & H11%
T2 LW R, IR 2 FEE T A shannon FE4UfiT &, shannon FEEGER/)N, T ZFEVERUN . 78 BT 5T 11
FEth, (RTINS 2 Re i, R IR, RUMET R A ittt E £ o0
RIS TR, AN R0 A i Bl P 7R TSR 5K o AN R A b - 920 18 22 R MR AR B0 N HE Y
4: YMRD > JXBM > XYFS > XJQT > DCSAS > MDZSS. 7 -IE4uE £ REErh, AT SR LI g0 5 £ 4
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Phem, IR IR B AR AR, 2 R IR 2 R T AR R . Zx EObdT, 2
PR SN R F R . B REVER R TR . SR AR AN SR SRR A, Ui ] 2 R B A R T
WEEE SRR

100
W V20 V4 V20 V4 V7] ezaoves
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Figure 6. Histogram of horizontal species abundance (species with species abundance less than 1% are merged
into Others)

B 6. MoK FEEIREEMFEERT 1%099M&H K Others)

Table 11. Soil bacterial diversity of different vegetations (OTU level)
F* 11 TEIHEH TIRMAR S HE(OTU KF)

ZREMETEH
FEHL g 5
coverage Chao shannon
DCSAS 0.992 2237.90 5.91
JXBM 0.976 4819.16 6.81
MDZSS 0.993 1823.79 5.56
XJQT 0.981 3991.12 6.28
XYFS 0.975 4788.65 6.48
YMRD 0.974 5632.93 7.02

3.5. TIRABTIBETM

35.1. —RIIREFUR

¥ LHEAN T 16S J [N 7 A (KR & A5 2 S ONEOHE E rh, 5 850 i o 5 DN D R 0 B DR S AT L
M SRAFIZEE R (O ThRE TN 25 5 . FEAHE T b, ARG JbA 1At DA (R A T SR ) — G AR AR g i
ThEe BRI TR 25 T 70 IR 7 RTRN,  ASHIF S0 R AN [ AR A bt AR A 7 (A B ) — S 2B AR i 2 T
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FNEFE: WA EREEENT 5% E I AME R, 5.87%~6.38%). M i5E(5 B A (11.46%~13.03%). it
fEA5 B AL FH(16.00%~16.77%) 1R 141(50.81%~51.58%) LA K o K Th AEJE K] (13.59%~14.20%), & FhThfg
DA TE AN [ R 9 - B T AR 2 FE AR — B, WA K. WIS sh TR, TMiAe & M At e AR Y
WA, DRI A AR MR 2 — 2 AR IR, A RE AR RR IR R RE R AL

| B A BTN QSR L s BARRE ) R = I BB
100
] | 608 6.38 6.08 587 6.02
80
60
H ]
=4
= ]
40 -
- 7 7 .
20 + 1 4/11// %&59 //444/ 150/ //ééo/
| o 7 7
| =myr= =13.03— —=11.48— =12.72— =12.43— =12.69—
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FEH 2 =

Figure 7. The function prediction results of the first-level functional layer of soil bacte-
ria in different vegetations (abundance less than 5% merged into rare genes)

B 7. TREMENDREE— R IR TUNE R (FEENT 5% aHAREER)

3.5.2. ZZRThRETAN

AN [RI AR M SR A B ) — 2R Dh RS TN 45 B L35 12 76 T340 — R Ihfg rh, JLA6 I 2 40 i A b 5 4 |
AR AR 24 FRIERI TR, b 2 LRl S SR o - 34 B L DR TE S A A b 4 . AR SRS 2
The F RN & AN K, (EAEGRADBT LS Bk S PSR 20 R/ 2 A ) A = P ik
BREZEFRBNOZIEELE 2 LRFFL 5B ST & 8 KT 0.5%).

3.6. TMFS S LIMEEDRIHEXY

3.6.1. BUMRSETRAESHNYE

HEPE AL A T XA R PR S R (3 97 70) 5 3 1 = B AT+ AR (1)) Spearman A7 M 2R
WA 13, ML, R 15 1 pH. BUKESE 6 MIMER ARSI, AR E]. Mg
BRI 2 BT 1145 — A B AR R AR S RO R (] SR T T4 4 RIS SRR 180
BEMRME. (£ 9 AR Trh, L3 pH SEERET. MACRIERE 5 5 FdE BE S, B
B A 6 M TS — E M T E RSNSOGSO

3.6.2. HIMABHEREMFAAMEXY

AT ST J 7 A 200 A b AR 2 RN 2 BE AT AT IR i 4 R A% 140 el AL bk
W EEARAE JU e SRR R 1] ZF BB [ TP T IR R B R TARAR S i ) 3%, /e
FPRTTS BRATE SR L EREER.
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Table 12. The function prediction results of the secondary functional layer of soil bacteria in different vegetations
= 12, AEHEWH HIRME R INEEE I TUNLE R

F b 5
2K T e DCSAS IXBM MDZSS XJQT XYFS YMRD
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
G P | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
EIREg Y 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04
AbFE A A 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.05
Yot JR M RIE) 19 % 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.07 0.07 0.07
SHAESE RS, MR, YetaikorEl 0.72 0.88 0.73 0.91 0.86 0.90
BRI R AR i 2.03 2.00 2.04 2.09 2.03 2.07
YIS E 1.94 2.38 1.97 2.30 2.30 2.27
B AL 2.56 1.92 2.50 1.85 2.00 1.91
DAY E R ISR AR 2.27 2.50 2.29 2.33 2.21 2.33
HAL I IRIZE . 4 h R FE RS 3.03 3.05 3.03 2.94 3.05 2.97
Jg T i AN A i 3.42 3.84 3.47 3.70 3.49 3.63
I N S L LS RS 3.72 3.75 3.76 3.90 3.88 3.86
B IE A 3.94 4.39 3.96 4.47 4.30 4.40
TS 5 AR 4,01 441 4,06 4.45 4.40 4.45
BIPE. Wk 5 R 4.84 477 4,92 5.26 5.05 5.09
i, EHAFEE 5.18 5.55 5.05 5.59 5.57 5.59
WK A A AR 1 6.73 5.65 6.61 5.45 5.75 5.71
B A P A 45 6.29 6.49 6.37 6.80 6.42 6.60
2 BT L2 A A 7.08 6.40 7.10 6.29 6.58 6.41
55 i L 6.74 6.89 6.65 6.67 7.00 6.84
L 7.53 7.29 7.41 7.07 7.13 7.09
IR AT AT A 7.56 7.72 7.67 7.70 7.40 7.61
ThREA N 7.77 7.61 7.82 7.65 7.91 7.60
— R fe T 12.55 12.39 12.49 12.43 12.54 1251

Table 13. Correlation analysis between soil environmental factors and soil bacterial species (phylum)
= 13, BIRIMEEF S TIEMEFIEAE XSS

WG T Pro Aci Ver Act Cre Pla Bac Chl Nit Gem
el -0.268  —-0.780  0.0506 0.207 -0.029 0.752 0.785 0.644 0.532 0.577
TR 0.481 -0.670  —0.383 0.892" -0.197 0.544 0.448 -0.038 0.892" 0.768
TEEKE 0711 -0.659 -0.622 0.992" -0.521 0.650 0.473 0.138 0.767 0.869"
AHUR 0.831" -0.582  -0709 0970  —0.560 0.569 0.414 0.020 0.672 0.806
R 0.212 -0.702 -0.334 0.742 0.087 0.453 0.724 0.210 0.875 0.697
T -0210  -0.019  -0.193 0.154 0.611 -0.304 0.123 -0.200 0.399 -0.035
R 0.751 -0.556 -0.562 0.950” -0.561 0.592 0.256 -0.053 0.706 0.786
TR 0.843" —0.484 -0.720 0.944™ -0.567 0.495 0.265 -0.081 0.622 0.737
pH 0.525 -0.881°  -0.323 0.955™ —0.446 0.851" 0.688 0.302 0.903" 0.977"

FE: AISCHETE 0.01 ZUM(UE) R H ThRH, 75 0.05 ZUl (W) &3 M brth . HAIRANB T = A RO, BRI 2 0
%10, W Pro FoRATLET T, T,
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Table 14. Soil fertility and relative abundance of soil bacterial species (phylum level)
= 14, TIEEAS HIRMEFEENEFE(IKTE)

IR AR T B (%)
P FPAE(TTKT)

AR FIAE b =L WpaLiER 3
TR 31.26 +10.85* 19.87 £ 2.44*
B 28.13 £ 3.25° 33.88 £ 4.64°
PER ] 9.88 + 4.64° 4.82 + 1.40°
SR 8.28 +0.83° 5.53 + 4.44°
STE 315+ 1.77° 4.03 £2.10°
A 4,13+233" 6.45+1.13°
AT 339+1.12° 10.75 + 1.51*
FFFE] 3.02+1.51° 4.94 + 1,68
FENET] 1.04 +0.62" 2.23+0.21°
THAGIR R TR 1] 1.31+2.23° 471 + 1.49°

e [F—ATARE/NG FREOR 22 57 i3 (P < 0.05),

3.6.3. LIMAENSIRAERIHE R

TIRANTE NSRS RGP AUE TR, BRI 2 SR RE R IR A 0GB S+
SRR AN AR Spearman AHSCHE T WA 15, rubwl A, HARAE SPCRORE ] B R UG, 5
R MR TTRERFIEMR, SEEET] RbwE 15 HA 7 TR0 R B A

Table 15. Correlation between soil fertility and soil bacterial species
e 15. BN S TIRAEMAAE XS

Aci Pro Ver Cre Chl Pla Act Bac Gem Nit

e 37K —0.488 0.488 -0.878" —-0.293 0.098 0.683 0.878" 0.683 0.878" 0.683

4. g
41 HAEMLER

AW T30 Sl S P A E I T AR S A, BHE T 2 LR AP R R A T b A X g
P BEVR SRS RIS 2 5, TR b, TR B T VRN AT B 1 1FEAS [FRE AR b - 338 40 T AV
R A . — SR E KB, EREEE[32]. K2K[33]. FAME[34]. A [35) Wit 34 A
FEEH, TR A, AN AR T B T TE &P ) LI A R VR A R R, mTRER A
HARK AR [36], MIMAETE S AL TR . ABFARIMAR ., HHEE LIEAYUR S S8 et t, +
AN P AR T R A, X 5 2RI [37 )7 S MR i TR B2 O WIF 0 45 T — 30 BRAT I 1 1R B8 %
WETRAT B RS BRI 2 R R 5 47 48 % [38], HoXt pH 5 — & I 52 P, 7 IR 1 L 398 v = P i [39]
AHFFCILRIN, TERR . MR X SR PEARAE /) L3RR b, FRAT B T AR W, 5T A4 R —5.

TEARMEF R, BRE TSI BT A+, DCSAS =0.67. MDZSS =0.87, +3E¥ iRk
P, IEAE WK, WAE IXBM = 1.77. XJQT =1.55. YMRD =1.80. XYFS=1.41, -3k
BRI, AR s, BRI, AT L@ AT B T S ERAT R TR B LA, BT E R
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TEHEPEBET TSR E T FEEERT 15 et i+, £ 1% 1.5 y e+, KT 1
NIRAE 7] 338), B SR IR AR AR K iR IR R ISR DL R N TR B AR 2 R R R,
ARTETA 115 BT B T A = B OB KN S R38R A et — R, A HAB AR R A 6 5 R E )
R R WA Rridt— BT 5T .

TEJEAKT b, AT A AR I TP A8 K E AT RN, 8 AN RN 7 3
TEEYH. Candidatus-Solibacter. Candidatus-Koribacter, 7EFZA . ¥E3thn AN g R 1 = 34 s AR o 3 1
BOR, KSR e R I BRI T s 2130 3h R R AR RIS B BRI T R AR AE G, ARWE T
TR AR A BE R e, AT AR RS A AU 2 A, WM 7E & A A L3 h 27 o A A Ll s g s 8L
W B & pH {E9 7.0~8.5, AeRI R A L E B S Re R R, & MUREE TR, SmEFTE.
WA ATG = e R IR AR B e, PR YR HRA AN SR R M 3R M A G = FEAC T 1%ak4:
MIASE], AHHAEMARBEARG BT 1% AR, HE A Fik— Bt .

T B [A0EWT T K U AL H R IR B T TR R AR AT, R 115K i & B A OGP sk ¢
[41]. BREAE[42)5 45 LIEFE W SR R, TR TS LI A BRI ARG . FEARTR T, T
W5 13% pH, BIE/KESE 6 P FFREER FAHOCHERCR, ST AT — 3, % T B x5
Fror BATBORRIA N, DRI AR TR v 1) AR Dy i it 3 B R MR I SR K AR WD HR B

42. TEBUMRNER

FELIRE KBTI, N TR AR AR KA, HAIREIKE R ERT 2 LA ISR A,
WA RS AR T R B[43]. LSRR RO UL SR O 3 5K BRI, Rt TAsp i
M S5 A OGS 7K 73 8 SRR 3 BSR4 R 48K 70 35 AR, (RIS 3 LS BLAT i IR /KU g 77 [26],
FERGRY . SRHFAAE I A LTS AR, PRI RS IR IR M Bb . 9, ATRER i KIAR N LI #k
SRR RGN, B E B RE A BOR, 3G R X K 0 T R [44]

THEFR DAY WA AR PUEE LIRS RGNS AT RE[45] AR T 25 A LU #T
FEPEAEA R R A HIRIE S R e Mk > F1E > (£ > & > @tk > Bl diT
AHTFCRIRER 2 A L, R R KRR, 238 a7 3R 7 IR AR [46], T AR FURF dh H
KEEEZWNE S, FNREMERKES, S8R MHRRE, Frel, SR LAE ) ats T ag
A PR

43 IRAEFEESSHMENES

FEAW T, 2 ERRE IR R 6 . SRR AR R, T3 SRR AT R thak W],
P IR R S A E I B 22 5, ok, (RS R R AN = 8 T L 2 R R, IR RA R
A%, XATRe SV IS IE R A OC . BT 2 SRS LI K R P R AR R, R R A
Hu o LA SR AN R R 2 T E SR RS B ROA BT, T IR AR R R 2, (AR
PRI R . AR R — R S5 2 R R 2, ASREDy T IR AN B 4R 11t 22 o fb T FR Y AN
EE IS, BT UHARPR HIERUE R S R AR S 2 PR BORE SR . (EE R T ERHEY,
AE -5 A s A G R R B E, IF BAEE R TyEHIeoR, iR v s se oy L3 nsr 7, BImE
SRR R P L 2 R e T AR R RS S R, B AR EE RS &
B, i Ja REAEM I A KR BUE 2 T I E FRYI B Xun [A7)550F TUR L, L3R AL R AR
2, AR IR AR A, SRR AR R, AT A R S AT A R 2

HARMAEA K KB ERET, @ 5 EBESRGE RO ERR, M A X 3 B A 1k
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JR B AR BRI E VI BEVE G5 . WEFURIL, ZIF. Bk THIBRSERE YRR 8 U AR M Y U R
ke, Wi 2 EL AR A TR RIS, FEARAE I 2 FETE[48] . SATTFEIMIZE R, 5%t U 45 AR

4.4, THABEIBETNNESR

HI7% 12 EEBAT A, AESEDR I RE TN b, 2 AR S SRR G i B B BRI S iz
AACHE . R EE I A R A X = MR R B B2 R BUR . ARSI = MR v, SRR AP 25 81
w12 LR, GRASBTEALE] . AR BRI L AR A I PR A S R, T R R X AR
Tt 2 DR R E 49 1 1 )3 ; DCSASMDZSS ik K A & Wiz A A PR &5 B L=, 7T RE /2 DCSAS,
MDZSS WM 3L TR, BAEYON T 4R IR W AR aiE B, R 1R AL S s da A QS IR i R
%, A BERIERW KRS .

4.5. EEA LSBT B E S ERMRIERE

MAES G T 5, FEREPT AL DCE VA b X R E ARG RAGIR B, B 3E 2 H A e A2
W e i, AT, DA, HHE. 5. WES 2 TRFCOUEHM RN, K ERMEm S
FEVE pH . B3EEKE . AHUGEE LIRIE T ARIR I T ARk . JRIFA ke . (2. HE. W
KRG 2 LA DT, B, RARKIE, FiERe e, HATRERM, BA R 1 fRK ke
73, XA T X IR R IR A 15 A AR AP 1 3& R [49] [50], T AR TR KRG 20 Ll i A s A
IRRFIIRAE . Bk, EEBOLRT 7, RREXBRIH RS, 2 BWAMES b X A SR
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