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Abstract: Soil mite in different restored plantations in degraded soil were studied quarterly, including a bare land ( I ), a
xeric mesophilous herbosa ( I ), a sparse Coniferous woodland (Il ) , a coniferous woodland ( IV ) , a coniferous-broadleaf
mixed woodland ( V) and an evergreen broadleaf forest ( VI) ( I and VI were used as CK). A total of 53 families were

observed, including dominant families, such as Nanhermanniidae, Haplozetidae, Oribatulidae, Tectocepheidae,
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Parholaspidae, and others. The characteristics of soil mite community structure were analyzed by individual density,
number of taxon, diversity, DG index, abundance, and evenness as well as MGP analysis and MI index. The results
showed that the highest density was observed in VI, and the second highest was in I, the lowest density was observed in
I and IV. The same trends were observed by other indices above. MGP | analysis indicated that the soil oribatida
communities of all these ecosystems match the M Pattern; however, MGP Il analysis identified different patterns for them,
i.e. MP pattern for | , P pattern for I , O pattern for VI, M pattern for others. No differences were observed by MI index
among the different restored vegetations. The 6 communities were classed into 3 groups by DCA analysis. The I and VI were
isolated respectively, all others were classed into one group, which showed the response of soil mite to these different

restored vegetations in the degraded red soil.

Key Words: mite; degraded red soil; vegetation restoration

TR R L TEPLRGE, RGN E R, FREY RS, 5 T ES Y B BE K 28.74% ~
77.83% , R TIEHENBEREARI S, EESREREW S WREF UK LIBER SRS B P S
FEER, BEFEREENITN LR EBLNBRER R EZ—" ",

UEAE IR, E SN BIFE S h0R T Al S St RS KR 0+ SRR i Ao > . REM 20
4 80 BB B T 1M A A TR R, R EE R M X 7%, 6 T I 3 i K M K B2
it H AR M IRE AR L,

FRERHF T M X 2 B AL R+ 2 BRI T X A e R8T o RSB %X LA
FERELBAFEH, SRR KPR o 78 AL BT BIL IR REWRE R &, H Y
ZHEERIPR AL EERE TR
1 MERFZE
1.1 FFEES s

B  E R B LA ST I LB HEAT , A T UL VG 48 BB T AR VLB X 5 4 (28°15'30"N, 116°55'
30"E) , B H MR IEENSUEX , I 17.6°C , FHFEK E 1700mm, 378 & & 1359mm, 24K
B 1 ~3 Rdi 23% ,4 ~6 Afydi 48% ,7 ~9 Ay 19% ,10 ~12 B3 10% ., H 7 ~10 A 3E0R
T2, BKBRTELR, AHKEKENCY 100mm, i 78 & &5 200mm,

1.2 FixeE

LBAL AT KA R S B LR R B R BB ™ SEA R (1) (RER&A) \FEME
() gt pk (D) (MR (V) SRR V) IR FEEHAAR (VD) , DB NLO LA TH
MALTIE, BRI T
1.3 SREEmRIFI T

435F 2005 4F 10 J (%K) \2006 4E 1 J (&) 2006 4£ 4 J (F)M2006 47 J (B) RH. B HbE4
MERE®H KR (I ZZEEE) , KAREE AT Sm, 28 XS EE A ARIER 5 NIRRT
Z5BH 100em’ , RAES 3 2 FAEYZE,0 ~Sem 1 5 ~10em + 2 R EK 5 A REFTRERBAR 14
BER MR L ANER . F Tullgren TSkt 2 + Sy A HRRER P MBS R, AR AR IR Sk
(hEEYRREE) EE™  PRIEA SRR, HET B EEIR, RN MR,

1.4 ¥Eabs
1.4.1 HEZHESH

18 Shannon-Wienner 184 H' \ 5% -257F DG 84 Margalef £ & JE I8 41 Pielou 35 B HUHSS 5

IERBEE R ZRENE " FARR ST B 4347 DCA (detrended correspondence analysis ) #E4FHERE ™ .
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Table 1 Properties of different restored plantations in degraded red soil
Uit & i FABRHE o g 1Nt
Vegetations Vegetation property SOM (g kg™1)
I R TREBME,AB BEAER,C BRE, ERBmEH, WA CEPER”, 4.94
Bare land RSB EER SR (TR 1) '
1 Ltk g WEEMN, #E FE N 1 8 ( Symplocos paniculate ) , it F 1§ ( Campylosropis
Xeric mesophilous herbosa macrocarpa) , /N B ( Smilax davidiana) ; A J2 £ B g B 3 (Imperata cy 15.38
lindrica var. major) , BIG3E ( Lysimachia pumila) %
BRI FREEE D B (Pinus massoniana) , TG A RIKE WHE,
WA T 30 45 TR TIEHS (P. massoniana) Jy 2%, FATE B Quercus acutissma) o8
Sparse coniferous woodland T HEARZLIE T4 ( Dracocephalum heterophyllum) 3 ¥ , B ENEHF (I var. :
major) , BY iR3R ( Agrostis matsumurae)
#1989 E/F iR IRE LW BT A, ME AT ARKERE, UL ER
VAR (P. massoniana ), & b #% ( Pinus elliozzii ) Yy 3£, 22 4 )il i B ( Symplocos
Coniferous woodland setchuensis ) ; (R TFHER B Z5H ( Eurya hebeclados) ,/NRIEFE(S. davidiana) , 14.82
BHE(S. paniculate) Jy F; EA B LI B 753K (L pumile) Jy E, | F ®RATH
(Lophatherum gracile) ; BRINTEAREEH , AR T I
#1989 E )5 L IR LM BT A B A T ARKERS; i RBEH D
BN P. massoniana) TR ( Schima wallichii) #1%, |81 288 H1& ( Cinnamomum
V&t-R IR AT camphora) % ; TEAR B LI AR (S. wallichii) HEFIE(D. heterophyllum) b5 hE, 3
Coniferous-broadleaf BB EM(S. paniculate) B 5216 ( Wikstroemia hainanensis) B H- ILI &5 # 17.44
mixed woodland (Lindera angustifoli) % ; BRI A% (L var. major) , B iR (A. matsumurae) g
x, #E B R (Arundinella anomala) , #§ £V ( Lygodium japonicum ) ; Bk PIFT A&
B R TRRE
FoRJZE LA HE ( Castanopsis sclerophylla) (5 ALE:, e 248 KREF(S. wallichii) , A%
VI SR b (Q. acutissima) ; AR JE LV A (Q. acutissima) 39 3, 727 M 3% ( Camellia
oleifera) K& ( Elaeocarpus sylvestris) &5 ; BANZ LI MRATH (L. gracile) i *£,BF 26.74

Evergreen broadleaf forest

+F & (Liriope graminifolia) FIR K ( Oplismenus undulatifolius ) ; B KBALLL
BEFRERSEERAHIRE W IERE AR BTHx i 2

Shannon-Wiener 35%%

H =-Y PilnPi

A, Pi Oy TR S | R ARR0G BANRR LU, S S 3R T T RN

Margalef £ 5 &

SR = (S-1)/InN

HKep N Oy HIRIBERRE R R B E

Pielou 51 &
B - LR

Krp, Di 9% i BNEEL, Dimax NAFEE 5 | BHOBRR MRS ¢ ATE T WP 6 v EHETES

J=H'/InS
DG = (g/6) Y, (DiCi/DimaxC )

B BB, Cir C REXTRER, BIFE C NEEVE S © AL BRAY L 2R,
Giitsrtii el SPSS A FE R
1.4.2 H g ( Oribatid ) & 251 MGP 4347

W 5 500 = KK RALGSF B 495 ( Macropyline, M) (TG & H W i ( Gymnonota, G) FIA B ALHE H &
(Poronota, P) . MGP 43#7 B RARYE = RIS H i G & B9 A 20 LM BRI S M AR AL, o LA W B p R B0 T3

EAMH, B MGP 407 15 LAR AR S H 43 e, IR MGP 437 1115227
1.4.3 5[] H ( Mesostigmata ) BE7&% 4514 43 H7

FRIE B REZR MR S, 43R A MI(maturity index) 38805 B &£ P I B T IRHEHE

VEEMRE BT AP R B K SRR SRR T O KRB E A M8 o AT
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ZK,- + Zri
XA, K 955§ R BTEERHE K8, A% i JR BT 7 {H
2 GREHH
2.1 SRR A

[

PUZAEAHRE HIRBRRB T 4 IWH 53 (3R 2) , HPRSIIIEHE 27 B Cryptostigmata) , Bii <[ I H
(Prostigmata ) 17 &, S, 13E B (Mesostigmata ) 8 &, JuS 1 H (Astigmata) 1 Bf, $E R LHLKRNEN
H 47+ ( Nanhermanniidae ) 71 5.3 F i B} ( Haplozetidae ) , % LI B A2 154 W iR} ( Oribatulidae ) | 25 3% H i}
(Tectocepheidae ) 4 16 &}, —F 3t 5 S RIHRA LAY 89. 8% , A KAFEHE IR G Wi}  Parholaspidae ) &5

35 B, Ay BRI 10.2%

£2 BHOEEHEETRRE T HRGHRE N
Table 2 Composition of soil mites in different restored plantations in degraded red soil

e AE A A Vegetations
Mite I I m v v Vi

Ind Ab Ind Ab Ind Ab Ind Ab Ind Ab Ind Ab
BE 8% B} Rhodacaridae 2 + + 2 10 + 22 + 12
VR )& iR} Parholaspidae 24 36 + 10 + 2 + 46 +
BEHP Ascidae 64 150 + 4+ 10 + 16 + 138 +
JB 5 5%} Pachylaelaptidae 2 20 +
G%A} Laelapidae 22 + + 96 + + 30 + + 34 + 18 +
4%} Parasitidae 8 + 10 + [ + 52 + 12 +
AE 2% R} Phytoseiidae 2 + 4 + 2 + 8
1+ 5F} Ologamasidae 2 + 26 +
K 5iF} Stigmaeidae 70 + + 30 + 74 + + 16 4 +
F& 1 438 Calyptostomidae 2 + 6 + 6 + 58 + + 2
- 43%#} Tetranychidae 18 + 6 10 +
E %A} Terpnacaridae 134 + + 374 + + +
PR 4} Cheyletidae 12 + 12 + 64 + + 2 +
Z54%F} Trombidiidae 4 + + 2 + 2 + +
WA Rhagidiidae 2 + + 14 + 8 + 20 + +
H 2 5% Eupodidae 4 + 36 + 32 + + 14 14 +
B i 4%#} Cunaxidae 112 + + 38 + 18 + 34 + + 6 +
B4 53 Ereynetidae 2 +
$+22 1P Tarsonemidae 154 + + 126 + + 26 + + 12 144 + +
JE WP} Scutacaridae 2 + 6 8 +
S5 4R} Raphignathidae 4 + 14 + 4 +
AR WE Pseudocheylidae 4 + 2
15 4P} Teneriffiidae 16 + 20 +
TR} Alicorhagiidae 2 +
% 4%} Bdellidae 4 + 4 + 20 + 24 + 4+ 26 +
£ B 555} Belbidae 6 ++ + 32 + + 422 + + 92 + + 574 ++ + 292 +
E % H Pl Eulohmanniidae 2 + + 4 + 4 + 10 + 50 +
HEH B Archoplophoridae 6 + 48 + 28 + + 104 + + 38 +
T3 B 5%l Pelopidae 2 + 28
2 P Lohmanniidae 4 + + 2 + 2 96 +
E F ## Malaconothridae 6 + 322 + + 66 + + 16 + 110 +
& %P} Scheloribatidae 60 + 4+ 112 + 4+ 46 + 4+ 260 + 4+ 652  + + +
%4%& B 1%} Haplochthoniidae 2 + 6 +
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e AE A A Vegetations
Mite I I m v v Vi

Ind Ab Ind Ab Ind Ab Ind Ab Ind Ab Ind Ab
BXH 558} Synichotritiidae 2 +
353k B 3B} Tectocepheidae 104 + + 744 + + 252 ++ + 110 + + 294 + +
Hu4% B 19} Gehypochthoniidae 12 + 2 + 2 + 2 +
454 F 1%} Brachychthoniidae 30 + + 2 + 24 + + 62 + + 26 +
B3 F 33l Haplozetidae 2 + + 370 ++4+ 1676  + + + 152 + 4+ 58 + 4+ 442 4+ + +
AE H P Galumnidae 44 + 4+ 162 + 4+ 2 + 18 + [ +
45 F R} Hypochthoniidae 36 +
%% B 4P} Ceratozetidae 14 +
B 558} Oppiidae 6 + 2 + 230 ++ + 10 + 164 + +
REEE F R} Xylobatidae 60 + + 2 + 16 +
/N 8} Oribatellidae 60 + + 10 +
# H 58} Oribatulidae 16 + 4+ + 240 + 4+ + 162 + 4+ 30 + 34 + 4+ 122 + +
EH P Camisiidae 28 + + 140 + + 52 + 6 + 2 +
% B i§#$l Epilohmannidae 2 + + 114 + + 72 + 88 + 66 + + 220 + +
FLAR B 498} Trhypochthoniidae 10 + 50 + 30 + + 14 + 2 +
B 4P Nanhermanniidae 6 ++ + 288 +++ 2982 4+ 4+ + 540 ++ + 878 ++ + 200 + +
{851 43P} Nothridae 2 + + 2 + 6 + 2 + 2
T B 48 Cultroribula 12 + 2 + 18 + 110 + +
A g5 1Unknown sp. 4 + 6 + 2 +
A HEBF Anoetidae 2 + 170 + +
3T Total 54 2004 7622 2114 2998 3448

Ind; &% individual, Ab; {R3& abundance; + + + HIRHR,MALL BMEARK 10% ks + + REMEH, ARG BHFERK
1% ~10% ; + AFALRE, MES L BiBKEN 1% LT  Dominant group, individuals number ism ore than 10% of total individuals number; + +
Frequent group, individuals number is between 10% and 1% of total individuals number; + Rare group, individuals number is less than 1% of total
individuals number

2.2 TIERBIRRBEE S
2.2.1 FEHZEWH

Xt H IR E B M ETHR (R 3) , FR R 3 MNERHBRE R KRR AN AERBE LS
(p<0.001) , FLILFREERERKIL, MENEBERT 0 ~5em.5 ~10em 3R, JGWH Z A BT ERBE
P25 (p <0.001) ,

F3 BUIHEHRETRXABEEELESSH
Table 3 Ecological distribution of mites in different restored vegetations

b3 #£Z Spring EZ Summer FZFE Autumn &2 Winter
Demsity (ind m™)  Litter 0 ~S5cm 5 ~10cm Litter 0 ~5cm 5 ~10cm Litter  0~5cm 5~10cm Litter 0~5cm 5 ~10cm
I 200 100 50 100 350 500
I 4800 2500 50 7250 200 50 3350 3450 300 25650 2050 850
1| 54800 1100 17100 950 100 40550 2950 75200 950 100
v 2250 50 50 6900 350 18400 1550 50 22250 700 300
v 6650 450 5650 150 50 16750 4000 40500 750 50
Vi 28300 2600 750 11850 350 250 6000 8850 150 22850 3600 400
BB &2 Spring E = Summer #*F Autumn A& Z Winter
Groups Litter 0~5cm 5 ~10cm Litter 0~5cm 5 ~10cm Litter 0~5cm 5~10cm Litter 0~5cm 5 ~10cm
I 4 1 1 2 4 6
I 16 13 1 26 3 1 15 16 3 27 4 8
1| 26 6 20 6 1 27 9 30 5 2
v 6 1 1 18 3 14 8 1 23 6 5
v 18 7 17 3 17 10 33 7 1
VI 23 13 6 14 4 2 16 18 3 23 16 5
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FVJBUCT TSR R E R B EN S EER (p <0.001) ,BREE F , kEL&F KA E
FREUN XAEZLEBERANZREIG AN S, EREEERENERER XAFZEEREEFR/NMNEKI),
JLH S5 ~10cm B H) TIBFRFPLA B L X T RBEH TAELIERRRERM, Bi25m T B s, Wk
A B RSB R Y - R 3 I TR, R — e R R (R 3) , AR Y E 1 5 B Fn s
PormTHER,

2.2.2 JKFEEE

S LIBEER A RB LN N E ST EH R T 2000, SRR AR RE B R MR
(p <0.001) FIZAEH(p <0. 05) ; T ZE5 2B A A] IR B R I 1A B BB MK (p <0.05) , B X 4K
B R A B B EHKF(p>0.05) (F4) ., HE 1 TR, BEE AR ESEH AR5 &S
THEXRE HRABER  FPETREENEE SHTR BN EEOFEDERER  FW R ET
BHBEREH, LABHNEEBENBETHRE 3, 5KFHHE, EENEERK, X SHITREIL" &
HES I LRI SIS R MRS, 4 AR R A KB B T S 4
PEE Y R AR AT IR E R EH AR, 5 4 BEZEAFEREREZR (B 1) ; B T BB KR
B 4 HAAL, RRATNEFEETHE 3 AFW, BHRED B EEKTE

T4 HEERAY FHANTRERTEMEF RN
Table 4 Effects of plantations and seasons on density and groups of soil mite

A+ Factor df 58 Density F KB Groups F
AE WA AY Vegetations 5 9.01*** 2.53*
=35 Seasons 3 5.69° 0.741 ns
AE A x F5 Vegetation x Seasons 15 0.469 ns 0.131 ns
5z DE:E OKE BAS B 5% 2% 0o#%E o 4=
90000 Spring Summer  Autumn  Winter 35 — Spring Summer  Autumn Winter

80000
70000
60000
50000
40000
30000
20000
10000

1
|

#J¥ Density (ind-m™2)
KP4 Number of groups

I o . ]]I ” A\ . \'/| .
b2k Vegetations AE A Vegetations

Bl1 B BRI R B R B AR S R R L

Fig. 1 Seasonal change of density and groups of soil mite in different restored vegetations in degraded red soil
I . Bh#H Bare land; I ; S4B Y, Xeric mesophilous herbosa; Il ; 7 41 Ik Sparse coniferous woodland; IV ;4 IH-#k Coniferous woodland;
V . 4F-fEIB A5k Coniferous-broadleaf mixed woodland; F[G] the same below

2.2.3 TIEBIEEESENE

FEMEERFI AR LR B E M0 T Shannon-Wiener 1841 H’ 5% -8 DG 15 % Pielou ¥j5]
FETE UM Margalef £ & BEFEE(p <0.05) , MBI X BB MBI RED BESKE(E2), #
i FRHET AR Shannon- Wiener 1845 8 ZH R T 242 PR3 AT AR 4T R TR SEARF 3 SR IE AR (F =3. 94,
p<0.01) )5 4 BEZEEAE BEEER BE-LH DG BHENRIARHIHHREER THENBE(F =
4.42,p <0.01) , #3H S AR B MR T A MBI 4IRS G IEM AR, J5 3 B RRAE BESER
Pielou %J5] 3 ABM B E R T HER B (F =3.34,p <0.01) , WEsH M bk B2 T RA MRS 40
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ARET RS SRR MK, TG 4 HRBA BEZF. Margalef 5 R180H 0A0 AR M 4T H AR B E K
FTRAETI G AR S R F SRR (F =2.98,p <0.05) /5 4 HHEH BEER
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Fig. 2 Diversity of soil mites in different restored plantations in degraded red soil

2.2.4  WIEREE SR
TERTA B O BEE S I , A SCR AT T MGP 4347 1A MGP 4347 1T 5k, 5 R W3R 5, 3 #E— X HE T
ST (R 6) o W3S W, HIEF BRSSP M B SRR ECE 20 e

£5 BUIREHREETRAXE T RAGRELEMINT
Table 5 composition of soil oribatida community in different restored vegetations in degraded red soil

A BHE T Group percent( % ) AMEBE 41 Individual percent( % )

it i) ey & i) FEVEAR
Vegetations M G# PR Type M G# P Type
Macropyline Gymnonota Poronota Macropyline Gymnonota Poronota

I 62.50 12.50 25.00 M 40.00 15.00 45.00 MP

I 54.17 16. 67 29.17 M 33.91 10.28 55.81 P

Iii| 54.55 18.18 27.27 M 52.49 16.74 30.77 M

v 58.82 17.65 23.53 M 50.98 35.00 14.02 M

v 55.00 20. 00 25.00 M 51.82 31.64 16.53 M

VI 52.38 19.05 28.57 M 26.15 30.07 43.78 [0

M & M #8513 50% ;G B, G #F#8xd 50% ;P &Y, P FF#E1d 50% ;0 & ,3 BB xt 20% , AT 50% ;MG &I, M #f1 G FHAE20% ~50% 2
[8],P #/>F 20% ;GP &Y,G FEH P FE 20% ~50% 2 8] ,M F¥/>F 20% ;MP & M F£A0 P F7E 20% ~50% 2 6] ,G #/F 20%

M type, Macropyline mites is more than 50% ; G type, Gymnonota mites is more than 50% ; P type, Poronota type is more than 50% ; O type, M
mites, G mites and P mites are 20% —50% ; MG type, M mites and G mites are 20% —50% , P mites is less than 20% ; GP type, G mites and P mites
are 20% —50% , M mites is less than 20% ; MP type M mites and P mites are 20% —50% , G mites is less than 20%

hitp : //www. ecologica. cn
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F50% & T M 2 BRI MR R SRR D BULREE B T MP B, BA N RIIER P 2L M st
MBS ETHARRRE MRS BT M B, MIRE M # R AN AR F SRR T O B, Ko, %
BLET M AREEE ST REEE SRR SSRGS B 5 R A I S B — 30, 2900 MBY 3t B4R
PR H MR R R S RE SRS R E A~ ERRSRERY, B X T R
TR ORI A I, (RS DAL Y R S L 96 2 33 FR R I A

B2 6 W I, ZEARZET, HEF R XA BV B . HIRPBRERIR N, SERT AR
FEAMHFRATHEZERT PELHMKRERRET MP 2, HARR M B 0 2, MERESSH , 4 IR 3SH
MER2ZFRT G A, {EE BEMTRHNENKL 3 T MAHHHESZREEAMKESTFRT PR,
HARRM A O B, ZEPIREREIER M B AP REVE A R B S5 R BRI R S5 S B — BB 0L
REREMZFAIEL BRBLHE 2 T TR IR E S SR BRI R B A R —BH;
BAEEEREFHN DR HREMARE SRR MRS RRE 0 M 2, RAERERNEREL
3%, HIERGRENMAE RSN R P B, RHSHWAREE 0 B, MM AL T MRIHALEH
TEFIRRE R R AR BN SRR — B, 300 M AL S ARk 2 S R R R R
HIREVRIRBE SR B — 3, O M EL; H SR ARAK 2R B9 3 VR R B G M R BRI R R 5 g 2 Bl
—3, N 0 B,

F6 BUCETERBHELEMFREL
Table 6 Seasonal change of composition of soil oribatida community in degraded red soil

- £ KPS 5 H Group percent(% ) — AMASUE 43 E Individual percent( % ) —
Vegetations Season M G# PR Type M G# P Type
Macropyline  Gymnonota Poronota Macropyline  Gymnonota Poronota
I % Spr. 33.33 0.00 66. 67 P 33.33 0.00 66.67 P
E Sum. 0.00 0.00 100. 00 - 0.00 0.00 100.00 -
K Aut. 0.00 0.00 100. 00 - 0.00 0.00 100.00 -
A& Win. 66. 67 16.67 16.67 M 50.00 21.43 28.57 M
I =3 40.00 20.00 40.00 0 11.54 20.77 67.69 P
B 50.00 12.50 37.50 M 52.99 2.56 44.44 M
* 40.00 20.00 40.00 0 29.25 9.43 61.32 P
£ 40.00 20.00 40.00 0 36.87 9.34 53.79 P
m £ 50.00 18.75 31.25 M 21.69 31.94 46.37 0
B 50.00 8.33 41.67 M 29.75 8.86 61.39 P
* 42.86 21.43 35.71 0 82.78 2.44 14.77 M
£ 50.00 14.29 35.71 M 62.33 15.95 21.71 M
v £ 40.00 20.00 40.00 0 71.27 6.82 15.91 M
B 45.45 18.18 36.36 MP 57.98 34.45 7.56 M
* 60.00 20.00 20.00 M 58.21 37.91 3.88 M
£ 50.00 25.00 25.00 M 37.27 36.02 26.71 0
A =3 35.71 35.71 28.57 0 18.52 50.00 31.48 G
B 58.33 25.00 16.67 M 34.91 55.66 9.43 G
* 40.00 20.00 40.00 0 71.96 8.45 19.59 M
£ 50.00 21.43 28.57 M 50.89 35.45 13.66 M
VI =3 35.71 35.71 28.57 0 11.81 31.08 57.12 P
B 25.00 25.00 50.00 P 58.43 2.25 39.33 M
* 40.00 26.67 33.33 0 23.42 40.15 36.43 0
£ 50.00 25.00 25.00 M 34.15 34.15 31.70 0
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2.2.5 HRIIBEEHE ST

KA MI BB B LR S R PIRE A FRE B rp ST B B i 25, et
RARHE KM r-{HRHE R T, MI BT R SRR S,

BRI RE A FRB PR MLIEE, B, HEREMA > 5 IR > Mgk > 24
PERC, AR ST M MBS VBRI 7 s B3, MR AT AR > 1Ak, T A B Be 39 0 K 3% 280
HIAFAE , FP BRI R 28 Bk, AR MK = BRAE PRSI > MR A AR > SRR ISHR, ST ARG K 1
BRI, MAMTEH 18928 25, B A 1 A/MRSR MR BE, BT LU BE M 38508 1 R
FEOL, TR F AR > ST HAK > BAMRY > MFAT MK > $ RS, Z0 1, 4 AR 4 TR X
FaEMARAFTYN MERRTHEST; MAS LT MM RTRES, B TEUE; REREHELFRN
MI BT HE, B TEEEY,

£7 R (Mesostigmata) r-{EF0 K-H I E
Table 7 K- or r-values assigned to predatory soil mites ( Mesostigmata)

awx T P
Soil mite (family) K-value r-value Soil mite (family)

BEHP Ascidae 1 VR JE WAl Parholaspididae 2

G%A} Laelapidae 1 1 E Pl Ologamasidae 1
JB 5 5%} Pachylaelapidae 1 JE AP Podocinidae 1
4%} Parasitidae 4 NP} Zerconidae 3

AE 2% R} Phytoseiidae 2 B W%l Uropodidae 3

BE 8% B} Rhodacaridae 2 = Z)%F} Epicriidae 3

YR Veigaiidae 2 EWF} Ameroseiidae 3

B DR R R AR -EEREREAPHERERN =N EME T EE, U RHRE Y RN D Z assign K-or r-values to

families of predatory soil mites according to the egg-laying rate per day and developmental rate, mainly, other factors are dispersal ability and stability

of populations!®: *1

F8 BUCHEHRSETRXIPSITHREELREEEHESE
Table 8 Communities structures of soil predatory mites ( Mesostigmata) in degraded red soil

Z=35 Season I I Iii| 1\ v VI
MI 353 MI index % Spr. 0 0.22 0.25 0 0.29 0.44
E Sum. 0 0 0.67 0.25 0 0
& Aut. 0 0.67 0.38 0 0.2 0.67
& Win. 1 0.45 0.42 0.57 0.29 0.67
2.3 +HURREER) DCA HEF o —
SO LT R BbE R 7] 20 ) - S e . R A
15 DCA Ho¥ (B 3) , BEI T IR, ,6 AT BAAM N 3 %38 P A
BRI A — %, T 4 KRR N—KK, o o
IR T+ R B A LT A B R R A B L ¥ Y
WARE, e, B RS 5 MR A A AR &g
B DX 51, TR A G AR R T BT 0gl

-0.5 2

FREE , TR AR B AT AR AT AR AT TR S

MRE SRR B B E A, BT 13 A —25, B3 BB RAE B AR R T RS FEIE ) DCA HEFP
3 'EFJ- "[fﬁ Fig. 3 DCA of mite communities in different restored vegetations in

degraded red soil

AR B X SR B LB
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DL 195F) ( Nanhermanniidae ) 1 522 B 47} ( Haplozetidae) , H WAEHEALFE FF 7} ( Oribatulidae ) | 723K FY ik
#}( Tectocepheidae) % 16 B, — &4t & BB IRIBEN S5 89.8% , LR 18 B2 X HIREERHE P RE
BRAHE, A KRR IR B Rl (Parholaspidae) 4F 35 B}, (X & SRS 10.2%

BILBE G IR E AR LIBHR RN FENEER . Zm BB EHERBYERAERY
WRNHE RERMEFEEDSS, 8, WA RE YRS i 0055 B RO R 4 Ak R
HEYHED> NP K S8, I LT Y 5 RS R KRR T 38 O, RN R E BB THER
BB, X S AR —3"

MI$8%Ec R B Ruf A 821, BT LIE P M2 K BR800 A r SRR 2SHE LBl 28 bR S B o
S HEH R BE ST, LIPS T 2R . B AL AR
PEIEKRETE  Ruf AT YR FRE BT R 3], R M KRS MT F8 0K, BRRETE K efR KB sk bh il
i, BRSSP B IR S I SRR S IR BRI AN 5 Ruf FriR R RS0, FE
—EMZES, LHEZHR R KMHEE Ak, MI I8 BE 5 T HE S B, Mk shB A0 &4\ AR
BEEUH K LR, DB MR, XSE AN WIS E K24, EKET AR LA H
FRFR S, WA T ZRRIPEO M B ER THEARNERL. K EFEEBESF IR EEIE,
WA ESHH ERARD WHREE S TRNE R, BB K BBEREN r BB Hopl,
HEMPE MI IS R R. ASCRAM R k- r B8R 5 W (E 5 B2 K 58 RO Ak 25 8 B 52 5
ST A Y R O A R, T R R — E MR, X T AR S BRI e R B R BTSN A
B 22 R B, s 3R E I A M A T R R R .

iR T ESh ) R BERNEENEEREZ — AHRNRAE Y BRI EERRL
YEFT s HERBRUR D f Bt - 3 v R 40 4k, T B B8O Wa i + S S AR AL R AR M TE A A ) . FERL TS
PRAZ AT g FR A PR B S M 2B b U BEYE B T MP B B BRI P AL, AT I ARERE L4 0t
MEEE A IR SSARBEE BB T M B T TR 3 S R AR B9 I A R T O B, ST ¥ 4 I Ak
HH G, B 5 2SR o J0 IR 6 BT o LA, RS R L R e AL H Y L A R B Ak 4
PR AR B O T st T R g s R,

N T E MR F B R K8+ R I 2 5 RIIBIA T 24 F B, 7 DCA HiFHE
H,6 SRV EWHLAY N 3 28 4R B SR IE M KB A — 28, HE 4 RPN — R, R T LI VA X
BB E AR B LN , X R, MR E 15288 (R AR BB AT AR AT AR 4R
TB3SH) B, R R B R B RRIFIRE (B 5 B TRR M & SR AR 2 RAER X, A4 TRE P56
BBt o

BB MR R 2 E B RS E R T RS A S AL B AL IR AR, IR AR FE
B RS PRAE S — R bR BB R IR R BRI, W LRI R B Y . ABESE Al ek
B MR E RS EE- X DC IR EEFES RIS HEERELXRNBEER, i
— 3 B AR R A R AR B AT AR AT RR SR B G AR R 22 5 U EH A o 1
SR B VEME IR R BGB AL AR B K A [RI B0 IR SR AR BB R o BG4 , B T0 507 A 100 FH K% P i
% MGP 43#7 0] LAt — 2 5T R AL 40 ST B R A IR S B 1 S i S AR v 10 22 ), S S AR 2 5k - SR s 28 R
TR 2240 7o
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