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Abstract

In order to understand the soil fertility status of tea gardens in Guiyang, taking the soils of Longgang
Town and Huaxi Yang’ai tea gardens in Kaiyang County as the research objects, 13 soil fertility indi-
cators were measured and analyzed, and principal component analysis and correlation analysis
were used to construct soil indicators combined with Norm value. And evaluate the soil fertility by
obtaining the comprehensive soil fertility value (IFI) through the indexes weight and membership
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degree. The results showed that the minimum data set (MDS) indicators included total phosphorus,
sucrase, available potassium and organic matter. Soil alkaline hydrolyzable nitrogen and available
potassium were the main limiting factors affecting soil fertility in tea gardens. The comprehensive
soil fertility value of Kaiyang and Huaxi tea gardens was II, which was generally at the middle and
upper level. The soil fertility evaluation results based on the minimum data set have a positive cor-
relation with the results of the full data set, and the correlation coefficient was 0.8961, so the mini-
mum data set method can be used instead of the full data set method to evaluate soil fertility.
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1. 5|8

M (Camellia sinensis)|@ L FXFEHLI KB, £RZF4ESMRMEFRBRAR T SEY, REEENLFED,
2 Ay A R M X ) B LR G2 — (1] AN B Ll X 20355 i 1Y) i B S A P b R R £ 7
A, TR R EE KR . L 2020 R, STME AR BIE T AL 714.63 JiE, AHECT 2016 4
BN 13.22% [2]. (HEEEEIER M, Z5E -3 T 250 B SRR AU ASREE 1R >
LA AEBTR S 0, S it s el IR N . 3Bk FUBAL . IR B SR BB T
R R IR ) 3] [4] [5] [6]. ANMNAS4A 55 [ 7 )R JEE 5 bl S5 T 3 A A R R W, A 51.85% 41 31.48%
(2% el L34 T T AN I 0K, R FR s R B AR R A s A4 75 [ 815580 B M1 48 FFBH 7% el 358 7% 43 FIAE )
JREFAT VAN, BEAERE, JFPHE AR R IRAR ) R S A KT R T R, H R, o AR A R
BRI ARG, N B R M T BRI s 2 SR [958 AR 32 a3 20 B vk RRSOR AR PPAT 38 ST
SR Pl I Ty, 4 SR IR SCTT (R TR 2L A M 8% e AN AR PGEL A B kel P 438 L ) o B A 0 T 40, Ak
TR ARSI EESE . JBLAS AR R R IL 2R b M i IR RSSO 1T 2K,
AbTrp EKSF ZRIAE[ 1OV TR R B, 3B BRI R A P v A D B 4% el L 397 4 VAN 1) B AR M 4R
By FEANTRIAS X NV 2 U R AE Pt , 5 55« TR AT A5 WL IR PR 5% X I A0 HILAE i FH

TR R SL AR TR AR R A R, RS B RENE RN, AREAS RS
PRV G RE S L 4 1) R RN B g o RIEAE VT AR & R B ST SRR, A g A ) ) AR
FR AR KR B 3 ELEERAIN, 6 S I R A v MEAE o dRe NS 4R (minimum data set, MDS)
T MARZ B LIEYEE L A2 AE Y FR BR b 0 i e/ IR R SR e SRR R AR AR SR A, BRSO R
PP AERAR TUARFI N E MM 11] [12] [13] [14]; & F BTG TR0 F R 0 A% 2047 . Norm
EARIFRAREE[15] A FOR B BH T 2 AN 0328 fel AT B S RAE R E 3 H7 » K FH By 3BT 7572456 Norm
E IR R/ N AR, Dot PHTT S8 5% [ 1338 0 VAN TR 7 R BB SRR , DU 8 s 4% bl () A P2 e D
H AR EAR S

2. MN57EE
2.1. HamRRSLE
LS B T B 0 BRI PER DX & Pl 3 BF S R, T 2021 4F 10 A4, 1R 2K
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AL, W iy H BRI R 3L 18 ASREEHIT, RAE 30 ALk, HApITBHE 2
B8 A, LM 2 F 30 12 A I FR R M IAE 50 B LLERIZRIE, #5119 50~80 FEL—ME
HERE, A REE R ITAREE 5~10 AN/ R AT IR & o 42 BB G e 5 S BB ) 14T
M HUE A RRARIE, BORE RURETT I s BRI VAIASRRF IR B AR — 3R b, ) “S” T A dik
REETRIET 0~40 cm [ EAF; R KAE i ERHR G50, RIDUZME 2 kg A B FE, 2 IRHEARR, R
RG] KRS Y S BAC T OREE FB i A T IE pHL BKRA LIRS, R AR
B DR o s P L A A A o A

2.2. T EFRIE R IE

RAESPN RS IRIE IR, 1) ESMEN: e R EE R, MAPEREREER. GEE
SR FEA T RE, H A ARRMEREL . (2RI R, U RN FE AR IR R Atk 2) BB
HEEUIFRAR RN IR EE . A 3R F 77 30 R B A A AR A B B U K RS 3) SRR PRI . R i
GERfR . 25 5 s g BRI (3R bR 4) BOZVEBEI: D VAN, BTG R FE bR R H IR
RKR[16]. BT AT AWFITEA[7] [8] [10], KEEA W TR SLFRIE ML, A0 7T 1%E #1328 pH. CEC. A ML
R R, A AW A, A, EERG. REE. BRI A A ERESE 13 AR AR
B VAR AR EAT 25 Hh A% Il 438 A0 ) PPN

WEE T IEEHEAR £ B S (I LR 7R [17], TR RO E ik £ B S (i
RALATHTY [18]0 Forb, FRMEBERRBGR AR BERR AN LL 6, TERERG R Na,S,0; e, WREGR H e
bt vk, i S AL AR R B KMInO, 3 52 75 - 1358 pH ECR A AT vE (LK EEN 1:2.5), B T 22 #e i F DETA-
LR A, A HUTCR H BAR TR 2 vk - AL, B A RR YL E B0k, B ECR S
Bk, BRI 4R HCI0,-H,SO, SR B b LL taik, B ZE R 0.5 mol/L NaHCO; 2 #2146 Pt L
kB4R NaOH MRl IE 6 ETE, # I0H 20 R A Imol/LNH,Ac 1252 K A6V

2.3. TI|ARSIIEM

2.3.1. TN S BIEE SR

B, WARIRBUSEM > 1 BRI, 35 SPSS 25.0 XA 13 It i8br k4T R (PC) /T,
MR B A EBS: B S ADERS P EAE > 0.5 Bfataklah—4, &3S abs R EAFE
FA A R T 0.5, WRRYE S48 AR B A OC R EL, Kz 8 br R 7 B 5 HARFE AR AR G BRI — 4
[19]e Hk, THESAMEPRA Norm B, 1EHURFZH P 5 8 & Norm {EAH 2 10% Y6 H N FEFR, 80t
FHZ FRFR A M A5 ARG (Pearson A G R &L » > 0.5), AT 43 f mn IR FR Am A\ ik fe /N R 28
HARBRE IR, S WIS e N /N £ o AT 93 3] e 28 1) B /NI B2 (MIDS) (2010 3 4h, Norm {EER K
D B R B 2R 515 B B RE JT k5 . Norm fEL T A

Nikzg/i(uiix/lk) 1)

e Ny N8 i NREERAEE > 1 BIET & DB ERGEEEAT wy N DRSS LD L
MO, LTSRS § AN ASRAES kDR MR B AR5 kAR IR E .

2.3.2. HIMBIEMIBIERBENHE

PN Fe bR B B LT B R R e . SRB R  TRL. BRALRII R =R, R
3£ B AT S AL BT 9 [X 39 1 R % S AR ot 3R IE 3 6 IE RS T S (9], ELASHIF 5 h AN B g
RN AR 748 bR . & Fabr BT s SR s sl B AL 2 1 R
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Table 1. Types of membership functions of soil fertility evaluation indexes

= 1. DR ATNIERRE R AR

EEE A R B H Y SR
0.1 x<x,
HHUE. CEC. 4. &8, £, 09(x—x)
TR AR A RERENE TH Y SR I ek £ N, =i——+0.1 x<x<x,
TR BRPERERRNG . I3 I T
1.0 XX,
M-&—O.l X, <x<x,
X, =X
pii WA R N={ 10 e
O.9(x—x1)
——=+0.1 X, Sx<x,
X~ X
0.1 x<x B x>x,

HRAE b3 S5 bR HOR 1 8 % VP IRAR ISR B AR, 752 S VP RAR I FEHT 2L Xy xon X3+ xas
MRHERT AT [21] [22] [23] [24] [25] 4SS ik L3S A (1) oy Fbnite, 256 2% e 398 S AP A K SE Bt
B, o3 B E S PPN TR AR AR SR, rb L SRR R B I R EUAH I P 5 /DML AN S5 KA D R B S 4
Mo SV FRPR AT SANE 2 TR

Table 2. Turning points of each evaluation indexes

2. BRI R
eifrei pH  CEC AHLBT &% MR 2 ARWE & @0 s ki R I AN

x1 4.0 5 6 0.5 60 0.2 3 6 30 0.85 0.02 23.33 0.04
x2 4.5 20 40 2 200 1 40 30 200 11.11 0.55 296.12 0.70
x3 6.0
x4 7.0

2.3.3. AN B ERTE

PR FE bR A R ERAE A & T - AT S H8 okt A3 AE ) () STk R B AR . PR FE R AT 32
T, SVHRFRE RN NSRRI AT T 2 5 A e br AR 105 2 BRI LB 15]. tHEAE
(We) > 2\ R

W, = @

e FONH A R A BT

234. TREBHZFETFNIER

AL ) 5 VRN 15 B (intergrated fertility index, TFT)E S & - 5L 77 #5 b B 5 a8 o SR v 54
AT LIRS LR 5 S, EHEIE TR BOBOR, R R R IE Jy R o AR AT PR A i A
SRk M R IR R PR PR B P D T R A R

IFI=) W, xN, 3)

i=1
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K. NoABRERBE: n AEREE; Wy RN EE.
2.4. BUEALIE

K H Excel 2019 5 JRAGHE AT BH, N SPSS25.0 X #3471 54341, Origin 9.0 #E4T26E
A0 AHSRYE T A SR IR . o 28 e BB R AN R R CV = Frilif % SD/AF
H Mean x 100%.

3. BERSH
3.1. FETIEIE MR EEEM SIS

TELEEA R, EEEFRECV /ANT 0.1 NIFES, 7E0.1~1 WHENAHEER, KT 1 it
FE[26]0 TIN5 [ T 55% el 9 B A 1 B A B VR A0 A AT AR 3), 3% pH {EAE 3.43~5.53 JE N AL,
FHME N 436, HIEAHERAES, TRABCON 0.13, WHASHTTARE 1% pH ZRAHE. HiH
MU & BN 12.34~55.49 g-kg™', “FHIME N 29.57 gkg ™', B FHCN 0.42; ISR S EN 0.33~2.15gkg ™,
S 1.00 gkg ™, A RECHN 0.53; BARAS RN 24.50~188.02 mg-kg ', FHIN 7133 mgkg !, R AR
BN 0.62; WS EN0.48~224 gkg™', TN 1.01 gkg™', BRAECHN 049, HRESEN 7.71~65.25
mg-kg ', PR 2925 mg-ke ', BRHON 0.51; EFIEEN 12.39~36.77 gkg ', TR 2513 gke ',
A RZEN 0.30; HAESEN 15.53~74.39 mgkg', TN 41.62 mgkg ', BRECN 0.39; CEC N
11.27~19.54 cmol'kg™', “F#4 15.61 cmol'kg™', 57 RECN 0.18; HIEAVLR. &% MR Wk,
AR A8, A CEC ¥J8 T &8 R, Ui iA 5 PH T 2% [l L3 b & 8 fa b & I AFfE P 55
SRR ZE 5

Table 3. Statistical characteristics of soil physicochemical properties and enzyme activities in tea gardens

3. FETIRBAM R, EIEMRGITHHE

fabr /ME I ON| FIME PRt 22 BRRHCV
pH 3.43 5.53 436 0.13 0.13
HHUF (g'kg™) 12.34 55.49 29.57 2.92 0.42
R (gkg™) 0.33 2.15 1.00 0.12 0.53
BlfR S (mg kg ™) 24.50 188.02 71.33 10.44 0.62
SWi(gke™) 0.48 2.24 1.01 0.12 0.49
% (mg-kg ™) 7.71 65.25 29.25 3.48 0.51
S4i(gkg ) 12.39 36.77 25.13 1.79 0.30
R (mg kg ™) 15.53 74.39 41.62 3.83 0.39
CEC(cmol-kg ") 11.27 19.54 15.61 0.66 0.18
FEMEE(mg-g ) 0.85 11.11 4.13 0.80 0.82
WA A (mg g ) 0.04 0.70 0.31 0.03 0.46
Jik B (mg-g ") 0.02 0.55 0.23 0.04 0.68
R MERE R R (mg-g ") 23.33 296.12 111.69 20.53 0.78

Z e -3 R BE RS N 0.85~11.11 mg-g 'L AL EREE N 0.04~0.70 mg-g ' IR AN 0.02~0.55 mg-g ',
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W VLB A 23.33~296.12 mg-g s PUANEEBETETIME 24 4.13 mgrg's 031 mgg'\ 0.23 mgg '
111.69 mg-g ™', 85 2% H8 0.82. 0.46. 0.68 F10.78, HJE T &R, HETEIEARIN, H
MR AR S REEY T LI BAG AR bR U BH ST PE T 2% bl R R R AR 2 R, HAER A
UK . S7 4 1 5 IR R A IR 55 o bR (27 R0 B S s P B A R SR A (N Y/ T853-2004) h J5 el -+
BT ) o FhrtE[28], MASIE L3835 0 S = IMERE, Bk ERIUCNVENIR. 5. &8 A 804
HERRONFER, KB 1 HRTREIE JphrdE: IR B A s (R AR Re /18T, AbT 1T GoKk-Fs T
fiAE SR B B B AR, oA T K7, LM 3 5108 71.33 mg-kg ' A1 41.62 mg-kg s X 5T HiF5[8].
Tk /INEE29] SR 7T 45 B — 5.

3.2. BMAEHEN R/ BUIEERGE

FER AR 4 frox, WRIERHEE > 1 FRDUEN, JLEREE] 4 TR, HoTEE S A
38.574%- 21.338%. 11.962%H1 7.719%, ZARTTRRFIEE] 79.593%, tHIFTHEAH) 4 >3 plior REMfRE 5t
IH 7 5% el 458 Jeg 1 ot - 358 JIES 3 5 00 %) e 0 B0 o MR % 3 40 R D] 1 e (i AFNRH O R 380K I e b 1A T
Oy, BARE. ATROWE. IREE. FRYERERREE. 4. CEC. &%/E PCl LN 4axtE4>0.5, Hrp
BUSAHTE PC1 1 PC3. FHURTE PC2 M PC4 [35>0.5; B PC1 _EFabsim A ¢ RE A E TS
0.13~0.56, 5 PC3 LfabriEIAHR RE 3N 0.14 (K 1), S4E LS5 3 HIsbrEIAHISHER /N, BRItk
9534 FFEEHURBIING 4 4, R&DHE: 51 AONIRER . AR IR, FRYEREIREE . 4wk,
CEC. &% %2 4044, MNEEA pH; 25 3 40N S S B RE R 58 4 AN E R

Table 4. Soil indexes principal component loading matrix and Norm value

4. DIRIERRE RS B K Norm &

A bR Gail PCl PC2 PC3 PC4 Norm
BRAR 1 0.826 -0.187 0.008 0.203 1.89
Ak 1 0.812 -0.059 0.034 -0.335 1.85
4L 1 0.803 0.323 -0.036 0.178 1.89
5 P 5 P il 1 0.787 -0.334 0.301 0.271 1.91
T 1 0.785 0.473 -0.121 -0.184 1.94
CEC 1 0.779 0.248 0.123 -0.073 1.80
o 1 0.767 -0.319 0.315 —0.12 1.84
e 2 0.287 0.797 -0.343 0.209 1.55
R il 2 0.38 -0.754 -0.193 -0.152 1.54
pH 2 -0.122 0.734 0.441 0.354 1.41
ARG 3 0.106 0.141 0.797 -0.138 1.06
Ve 3 0.556 0.23 -0.577 -0.065 1.49
B 4 0.193 -0.563 -0.119 0.69 1.25
TR FFIEE - 5.015 2.774 1.555 1.004 -
TSP TT 2 TTRR (%) - 38.574 21.338 11.962 7.719 -
TR BARTTER (%) - 38.574 59.911 71.873 79.593 -
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Figure 1. Person correlation coefficient matrix of soil fertility evaluation indexes

B 1. ZRABHTFNIERR Person #EX R BIFEM

M A (D) THE & F b7 Norm 8 S e/ NAR AR FEFR I B2, % bE & 73 248 b5 Norm {8, iEEUEEA
W5 i Norm (B AHZE 10%6 H N TR, 455 5 AL br 8 AR S AT P A i (] 1) 28 1 b i
B AR IREE. BRUBEREE. SE 5 SRS 0517, 0717, 0747, 0387, 0417, ¥k
T 0.35 BB FE MK R, Bt DAL BEEE N S/ N 48 s 27 2 ZH 0 RE R AR 42 B AH OC R &N -0.34, /N T 035,
AAMS 25 R AREZEHKCR, PRGN RS, 5 3 HME 4 Ao E B A pLs e
NI /INERSE o BT 8 I B/ NEUR AR 9 A . TENER . SRS R LR . ARFF R BTIE 13 AMERR, &
1% 5 73 B e/ NI AE 4 A, TR RIS 69.23%, MRtk T HIBAE IV FRAR A R, A R BR AR T A
IR IR 7 R AR R

3.3. BB AIEN

3.3.1. TIMAB SR THEARTEM

BB LSRR R EUE N 0, AENY, BAMNESREEREE R | (RAEN 1) bRk %A
AUBAE P S B TR AR RS, Ahrl bR s SE T J A,  BT SOBR () B —FR AR A KRS, R
JE R HRATE T WP B — FR AR BB T KRR R [30]. B 2 T, BEBH T 2R i AR g e b SR B AR
BN B4 41(0.787) > 42H%(0.785) > CEC (0.714) > pH (0.663) > HHLF(0.606) > 5 %#(0.589) > it
FALEN0.472) > JIREF(0.349) > 4%(0.0.318) > FENENF(0.288) > FRIEMEIRNF(0.285) > HlfiF%((0.189) >
THE(0.162).
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Figure 2. Radar chart of membership function values of soil fertility evaluation indexes

2. BB IEIRRBE R B EREE

3.3.2. BB AEEFESR

PN FEAR A 77 2 BALE SR ILF 5, MDS HH AT SR E R, HUORESERIE MU, R
BiFfe /I, VAR LIRS M TTER R R, RS S AU . RYE RR A, T EAFRIS T
FEBHRIAEIR 5% bl 3 ) R IR ) 45 B VAl . 45 & 3 o, T30 ) 45 A (8 7 4 30 4E (total data set,
TDS) M/ NG RELIEHAMIF, RINIEE > JFH, HAEURER TR/, R4
WA [958 F - 49 A 7 J 2 1) 43 G 46 4 S PR T 4% [l L 38 IR ao, 3 TR BRI 4 AP (E 6). Hhdk
6 A, TEA R AR SRR iR N ECIR 4 T SR PH TS R I 1 LB R AR T 4, AT A Ak
T ChEE” bR

Table 5. Common factor variance and weight of soil indicators

5. DRIERHNAETFRERNE

- Sl R E/ S BNESE
PN FRAR — —
AT E B E AR FI7 % BE
pH 0.874 0.084
HHUR 0.845 0.082 0.726 0.238
A5 0.803 0.078
TR A 0.759 0.073
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Continued
B 0.888 0.086 0.811 0.266
Ak 0.776 0.075
A 0.879 0.085
T 0.699 0.068 0.800 0.263
CEC 0.689 0.067
A il 0.773 0.075 0.709 0.233
AR 0.686 0.066
1ok 1 0.781 0.075
[irqERTA 0.895 0.086

Table 6. Classification of soil fertility
6. TIRIBHFRX 5

IFI FEANME IF1>0.75 0.75>1F1> 0.5 0.5>1IF1>00.25 IFI<0.25
PPN S I II 111 v

MDS-IFI
TDS-IFI

0.6 -

=
Ln
T

g
e
I

TRAES R BRARAEIFD

ot
W
T

0.2

0.0

FH pia: S
Figure 3. Combined values of soil fertility and quality in the minimum and total datasets

E 3. s HIESEMERESEIERNRELREE

DG VPN TR TR 1 SRR T AR D RS, S EVRA S RAE R R N PR R L. AL, R
M BRI S Ho N RS A IFLEREATZE B 04, W iR D BRI AR AT IR IR (5] 4). 45 R3EH,
AW IFHEM A H R RFIEAKKR, KRR 0.8961 (P < 0.05); #ual A i/ MRS FE R AR
B AR SR TR AR Bt BH i 25k el - 3T 7 T B RS BEAT 1A
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070 ¢
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R IR RS
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Figure 4. Correlations between the combined values of soil fertility and quality in the MDS and the
TDS

4. RIVBIBEEMERBEET IR RESSEEB XM

4. Wig

TIEAE S RF A KR B ISR 8 E N, IR N R e AR B AR T AR R A K.
flt, IEmh = AL BB TR I, RN R NS I S ORI R I AR K R B A (3 1], BT SR
[BIFFE I, el a3 EAIAN S5 R 3% 5 o i P B R0 5 S B S AR DG 1tk g b S B AR Bl T 2D
PEslE, FrRdl A SRR . RN LLE 32T LR I, AR — S B A S R R TE pHL AL
B AR S OO SE 2 M IR R A AR R A RS R s s, BRI, EAEARXT 2
JEHAE. FIERESL T, FEBEFSEAER AT, A R0 2o p = & L i 3 sl SRR E A - 2508
S0P KIL, HIERVERERREG . IREE. SMBC. SMBP %+ 513 CEC. AR, 2%
ARG IR A SRR R 2 IEAHOC, AT PPN i AT 1 ) S 2 A WA 48 A

AHIE FE @ LI 5 43 By B B T A [ LR AE 4R AR, bz X R T AR AR PR TS T k. B2
HERYEAEY, RN EIRIEZ VY, X IR THRE ) S R A URS, a3 i R B B X R 1 AR
KRB M S AR s M AE KIS pH N 4.0~6.5, & pH A 4.5~5.5 [8] [21]; LR, ot
FHTIT 2% [l -4 pH fH7E 3.43~5.53 YUl NB4L, AU REIES: NyERET L3 pH, & RS & A
R AT 1k g BERR A . CEC /R PP LI ORALRE ) i Fahs, ok R IR & 3t A0 i B 24k . A
WURAE R e 0 BB B 43, R4 I S M AN 035 2)) B I e - 48 8 77 I B B4R b2 —[9] [33];
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R BIRBT  bel IBE Jyhn e, H CEC fRAERE 1 Ab T-rh & m b, I& B AW AE K BB AR R 80 2 Al
XPRAR,  HLSR R e HUE 3 B RAR T AR e, 22 PR AR Z50R S R A i B T 2 [l - 338 - R A ) B
HIPEDE 7o TR AR & B S SR BB BRI R, PRI E RIS MR e . X

DOI: 10.12677/br.2022.113031 266 JERZIEERTI


https://doi.org/10.12677/br.2022.113031

EHE %

HE[34]. A 3SIEWIFLR, S LR R R TR, ATLUGRAE I P AR S MR,
B R, B ) R, R MR SRAN R AT DR TR R B R I - e )
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