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Effects of early crop-tree release on soil nematode communities in a Cupressus

funebris plantation
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1 College of Forestry, Sichuan Agricultural University, Chengdu 611130, China
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Abstract: To study the impact of crop—tree release on the soil nematode community in a Cupressus funebris plantation, 12
plots were selected from the cedar forest of Anju District, Suining City ( crop tree density 6 trees/667 m’, 9 trees /667 m’,
and 12 trees /667 m’, and a control group for each of the three), 252 samples from four seasons ( spring, summer,
autumn, and winter) were collected, and a total of 143 genera belonging to 59 families were identified. Among them,
Prionchulus was a dominant genus, Bacterivores were represented by 38 genera, fungivores by 12 genera, plant parasites by
36 genera, and omnivores/predators by 57 genera. The soil nematode colonizer persister was dominated by c-p 4 groups,
accounting for 44.33% of the total. Among these, the whole plot with crop tree density of 9 trees /667 m*(9N) had the
largest proportion of c-p 4.The crop-tree release increased the number of soil nematodes. Among these, the crop trees with a
crop tree density of 9 trees /667 m*(9C) had the maximum nematode density . The number of omnivore/predator nematodes
was highest in the crop-tree release, and the number of 9C omnivore/predator nematodes was higher than that of the other

treatments. The crop-tree release increased the Shannon-Wiener index (H') , Pielou evenness index (J) , Trophic Diversity
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(TD), and Maturity index ( MI), which showed that the crop-tree release increased the diversity of soil nematode
communities, and the crop tree density 9 had the best soil nematode community structure. The results showed that the use of
crop-tree release was conducive to the enhancement of the diversity of soil nematode communities and the development of a
Cupressus funebris plantation ecosystem to a more stable direction. Among these, the crop tree density of 9 trees/667 m”> had

the most significant effect.

Key Words: soil nematodes; community structure; crop-tree release; Cupressus funebris plantation
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ARG AT IR R A SR G LA BRI £, B THIHEE BEROR , S BOr 45i0 Bh—  FIRP T L g
VAR T AP s — E ZRE R Z . MO R 1667 #&/hm?  ABH =535 0.7 Lh_E R AR5 -1
Mafe HA 12.0 em, “FEIRE 8.0 m, 2B K T HE N FBIKF  MORA KRN R, THARIRBU 22, AR DRkt TR 1k
RS, HIRBEARBL A TR TG B R 75% , B 322G AT ( Myrsine africana ) , B3] ( Vitex negundo) IR K
(Rhus chinensis) M5 ( Ficus tikoua) .45 R ( Parathelypteris glanduligera) . V5% ( Cyperus) 55, MV IEYI L)
FAR BRI 3 JERERHE, 290 0—2 em, 40 M 485
1.2 FEHBAREE
1.2.1 Hir & B

ST XAAARBR S 1) B AR 25 A o S < R I BB 3 U 148 Mol T 4 82 22 A BRI H B R AL He
REREPAT 23 BITE 667 m? BIREHL P BEEL 6 K 9 ¥k 12 MRAIANE N HARH , I RARHE 0 B AR A4 K i 13
B IO B R T HARR A B — o . E PR 3l 9 AR B AR Z B R R — e AR (3R 1) , H R
IS oA (B 2) 80 HARRE 2 e MR T4, (23 BEARt A< . H AR 238 5 AR M 2 B AR R 7E
1350 #%/hm*

H AR TR EE | SE R SR T R 35 1) H AR ARG A RARF AR A

THEB - L B ARA Ry ocs W 5e 5 B AR 4 ol — 2 B S 9 (O BB AE ™ A ) R RAROR

— R RARIR T A J5 |, AR5 TP B B AR LS — AR A
1.2.2 A5 Hh s

2015 4F 10 H , 87 414 AR AR 0 AR — B9 12 AFEHb, BN 1E LR 667 m*(25.82 mx25.82 m)
A3 E AR R 6 /667 m® 9 #E/667 m® (12 #£/667 m*4% 3 NEEHL, LK 3 X HRAE L, B FEHD
[ERE S m AL, BRI B4R B LM bR IC , B Bk FH R ARIC

RIS E 3 Bl H AR RE (6 Bk 9 Bk (12 BR) A R (RIS T BAR 2B nAEdh ) 4 Fhabsi (£ 1),

®1 BHNBESEHESR

Table 1 The number and distance of crop tree

F et b pee FI b2 1 2 JEE Treatment
Crop tree number/667 m? Crop tree number/ hm>  Distance between crop tree/m  H FRB B Crop tree HAFEHL Whole plot
— — — CK CK
6 100 10x10 6C 6N
9 150 8.5%8.5 9C 9N
12 200 Tx7 12C 12N

CK: RIEFT HFRB 229, No crop-tree release;6C : HER 2 EE A 6 #5/667 m>FE3b Y H AR Bk, The crop trees with a crop tree density of 6 trees
/667 m? ;6N HFRH N 6 $R/667 m> BEHB AL SEEH , The whole plot with crop tree density of 6 trees /667 m?;9C ; HFRW 5% 1 9 ¥k/667 m>kE
Huf) B BRH BLRR , The crop trees with a crop tree density of 9 trees /667 m? ;9N AR B4 9 #k/667 m> B AY#E Al , The whole plot with crop
tree density of 9 trees /667 m*;12C.. HARE N 12 ¥k/667 m* B H AR BLER, The crop trees with a crop tree density of 12 trees /667 m?; 12N
bR 3 R 12 ¥R/667 m? FEHLE AN EEMD , The whole plot with crop tree density of 12 trees /667 m?

1.3 FRAR ISR Kl s

TERH BRI 2 1 45, F 2016 4E 10 A (F) 2017 48 1 A (&) 4 A () 7 B (E) 1 4 Flb 3
FEHL PN RAE 3 2 RN T IE Y2 R4E 10 cmx 10 cm,iigﬁﬁﬁﬁéﬂﬂ 5 cm B’\Ji%ij}%%%%m] A HL0—10 ¢cm
F110—20 cm )2 135

1E HFRRHRE 6 Bk 9 Bk 12 BRI REH R AE FIRRE S (K 2) .

(1) SE—FIC 3 B R BARRIRIL , SRABE 5 B A B BE b P FE AL R B 3 A5 HARA , 78 2L e i 1l S 3 N
HEEE T 50 em B X ICRAE SRR HARERAE 2 405, 5 3L 6 A AORES A ZIR A B 1 AVBESD

(2) 55 AR ARE - AR | SR T S AR RE L P FEALZE I 6 AbSRARE 5 6 AR AORE S0 JZ TR A AL 1
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VAN NEDERLAND ). ( SOIL. AND FRESHWATER width vertical projection of the crop tree (first sample) ; O JyHEH P fifi
NEMATODES) . " [ + 38 46 2R 1 45 ) F1“ nematode.
unl.edu” £ HUE R J8 8 25 > J& 10 5 R A IR R 2 RO
o HFATRES IR — TN S B SRS, R I 73 248 3R G0 FERT - SR 5 v o0 B ) - AR AT A
HR 2 i () B A RN B B R AR R 53« 2 41 B 26 L ( Bacterivores ) | & FLT# 2k HL ( Fungivores ) i B 14k
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1.4 BHEAbH S 50150
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(=) Fm, MR LR HUAS R A A 76 S TR WS 8 3828 11438 5 A4 colonizer persister (c-p) 258E, S %
Neher %[34] o

G3HT T HELE TR S5 AR FH LA R JLAN G R -

ZAEPEFE L Shannon-Wiener index( H')

HLRAE 5 (55 Rl AL ) | represents a random sampling point in the

plot ('second sample)

H' = ZT pinp;

o, S Fon SR IRNEL, p, 2R E | A SR el
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A=;pf
P, S RN BRI IFEL, p FORE © SRR S e
M FE BEFE L Margalef’s richness (D)
s—1
lnn
K, S ERGTWFECE | n EFE A PR SRR
2k KB SR Z R X Trophic Diversity (TD)
2 HUE IR ZFEEIR BT LLR s 2 U SRR RO AR Z2 A S B A
1
2 p
o, p A E TR IR T I L], 2 B IR 2RV B0n) R/ INRE S B et 4 AL B PE 2 R PR 1Y
[ (198

28 1R T8 B Maturity index (MI)

D =

TD =

MI =Y v(i) - f(i)
i AR B AR T SR HEA T AL B 2R 0 () SR AR R HUR T K- 3 - 85853 BT 19 c-p 18, A(0)
S AL R B AL AP R T R LR
2 0138 % U {H Nematoda Channel Ratio( NCR)

NCR =

(B+F)

A, B AUR B AR L e 2R H SR 2 F AR FL AR L 2 R AR 2 5 NCR O {EAE 10
0 Z B3l , 1 Ry 5E 4 i 40 #5 (totally bacterial-mediated ) ,0 A58 4 FH EL R #5 ill ( totally fungal—-mediated ) .

K FH Excel 2013 #4748 A9 B BRI ; 68 F SPSS 20.0 B4 Bdfa 117 )7 2253 H1 ANOVA, CK 5 H AR
2B A AL PRI - A R 25 7 0 S PR B8 R ] Least—Significant Difference (LSD) J532 | A [Rl4b BRI AN [7] 2=
T L R B B E SR R AL S A R BOR ] Duncan’s multiple range test ( Duncan ) J7 125 SR
Origin 8.0 /& ; + 34k HUBEYA 4540 5 R85 22 [B] B9 AH 2 43 BT, >R Canoco for Windows 4.5 #AFHEAT 704404
(Redundancy analysis,RDA) ,

2 HEREHS

2.1 HARREE XS A BT 50

K ANOVA 7387 CK 5 HFRP 2878 &AL B 22 57, 22 5 W35 PR A B0 R T e/ M 2205 (LSD) T i 4 2R 36
) A 26 2 ML PR B e (2 2) . R e AR LRI N (R ) L C( LR k) 7k Bt
1, CK BT C(P<0.05) , HIEARFA HAMK LB ON i CK A B3 TR (P<0.05) , HAxdb Bk
BT, T FERR AT AT HLIR & KL T CK(P<0.05) , 76 3 Al F1 vk 5 B 2 O RE Ut 3 2B .
N WAL & B 2E A B (P>0.05) . 26 A 6C FlON 8 CK At , A& LY CK 2554
B3 (P>0.05), 12N 5 CK #J pH 2254 B3 (P>0.05) , HAaab 35 CK FEHIAY pH 2253 35 (P<0.05) , HoR
FHEFRR 2278 5 1) T35 pH @k,
22 PIELAMRLRE LB FRER

M4 AZFATRIAAIARN TR LR S R A0 B 1 15945 -2k iy 1% BE R P59 P ol 4253 45/100 g, 4
oA 159 25/100 ¢ T4, H 2@ 59 BE 143 J& . Prionchulus AR E , HARECE 5 BE0AY 10.46%,
Enchodelus .Panagrolaimus 55 1% W& , 5 MUY 58.31% , Longidorella , Paraxonchium %5 R Fi A &, 5 B EUHY
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31.12% , R HN 17 25, R 0.11% , BT 2R B ( Bacterivores ) A 38 J& , £ EL 15 148 HL ( Fungivores ) A 12
J& AEEPEL HL(Plant parasite) A 36 J& , 74 B/l & PEZ HL ( Omnivores/Predators) A 57 J& (£ 3) .

®2 AEAEHTEELER

Table 2 Different treatments of soil physicochemical properties

fb oK ijgﬁfi T IEAHLI s o
Treatment Moisture Bulk density/ Organic matter/ Total phosphorus/ Total nitrogen/ pH
content/ % (g/em®) (g/kg) (&/'kg) (g’kg)
CK 24.52+0.19a 1.652+0.027a 12.71+0.22a 0.792+0.012a 1.594+0.321a 7.61+0.02a
6C 20.37+0.25b 1.731£0.017b 14.28+0.34b 0.868+0.033b 1.431£0.119a 6.68+0.03b
6N 23.94+0.27b 1.676+0.020a 14.02+0.20b 0.729+0.067a 1.256+0.077a 7.11+0.05b
9C 19.08+0.24b 1.657+0.017a 14.84+0.32b 0.556+0.026b 1.511+0.300a 7.26+0.05b
ON 27.04+0.20b 1.564+0.037b 14.19+0.27b 0.850+0.040a 1.334£0.139a 7.27+0.04b
12C 23.28+0.19b 1.643+0.048a 14.66+0.27b 0.689+0.023b 1.340+0.182a 7.75+0.02b
12N 23.42+0.46b 1.797+0.008b 13.72+0.44b 0.582+0.027b 1.292+0.059a 7.62+0.02a

YA R 2 ; RS ER G R R R R 22 573 835 (P<0.05, 1LSD)

®3 FAELMETREEAFRARRERLH cpE

Table 3 Different treatment of soil nematode community composition and nutritional group c-p value

J& Genu FIRPEAL cpfH*" HEHEE Dominance

s Putative feeding cpClass — 6C 6N  9C  ON  [2C 12N CK
HWR)E Panagrolaimus Ba 1 +H+ ++ ++ + ++ ++ +
BT Rhabditophanes Ba 1 - ++ - - - - T+
PIBLLJE Anguilluloides Ba 1 - ++ - - - - ++
HHLE & Geomonhystera Ba 1 + + + - ++ o+ =+
Diplogasteriana Ba 1 - - + - - - ++
B HE R Eumonhystera Ba 1 + ++ + - - + ++
/INFFIE Rhabditis Ba 1 - - - - - ++ ++
HUEr TR Monhystera Ba 1 - - - i+ - - _
FWHJE Panagrolaimus Ba 1 -+ _ _ _ _ _ B
THAUE & Pseudodiplogasteriodes Ba 1 - - ++ - - - -
JEFFJE Protorhabditis Ba 1 - ++ - - - - +
V5450 JE Tylopharyna Ba 1 - - - - + + -
Rhabditoides Ba 1 + - - - - - +
Rhabditella Ba 1 - - - + - + -
Diplogasteritus Ba 1 - - + - - - _
AT B Mesorhabditis Ba 1 - - - . + - _
W& F)Sk i & Halicephalobus Ba 2 ++ - - ++ - ++ ++
Heterocephalobus Ba 2 . ++ ++ ++ + ++ +
PIBELRIE Anaplectus Ba 2 - + - - ++ - -
Heterocephalobellus Ba 2 - + + - + + _
LELR I8 Plectus Ba 2 - - - - + - +
Bk & Eucephalobus Ba 2 - - + - - + _
13K JE Tylocephalus Ba 2 - - - - - + _
Sk J& Cephalobus Ba 2 - - - - + - _
WeWHJ&E Prismatolaimus Ba 3 - - + ++ - + o
[ S J& Bastiania Ba 3 4 - o+ — _ it "
TR @ Microlaimus Ba 3 - ++ ++ - - e T
Heterorhabditis Ba 3 - - - - + ++ -
% H & Chronogaster Ba 3 _ ++ _ _ _ _ _
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& Genus ’%5‘?%@ * c-p 8 ** L Dominance

Putative feeding c-p Class — 6C 6N 9C 9N  12C 12N CK
ML B Micronema Ba 3 + - - - — _ _
W53k J& Teratocephalus Ba 3 - - - + - - _
JE 4% J& Prochromadora Ba 3 - + - - _ _ _
Metateratocephalus Ba 3 - - - + - + -
Leptolaimus Ba 3 - - + - + - -
ToMH & Alaimus Ba 4 - ++ - ++ e+ ++ -
T8 Amphidelus Ba 4 + + ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
Bathyodontus Ba 4 ++ + + — — + _
Diplolaimelloides Ba 3 - + - - - - ++
LI J1)8 Aphelenchus Fu 2 + - - ++ ++ ++ +
thET1 )& Nothotylenchus Fu 2 ++ ++ ++ e+ - - _
Wit ERJ& Paurodontus Fu 2 ++ ++ - - - - -
Aprutides Fu 2 - - + - + - -
Paraphelenchus Fu 2 - - - + - - -
Howardula Fu 2 - - - - + - -
Diphtherophora Fu 3 - - - - + + _
T8 Dorylaimoides Fu 4 - - ++ ++ ++ - -
)@ Doryllium Fu 4 + - - - ¥ e+ _
HIRJE Tylencholaimus Fu 4 + - - + ++ + -
SR JE Tylencholaimellus Fu 4 + ++ - - - _ _
Y15 )& Leptonchus Fu 4 - + _ _ _ _ _
Pristionchus op 1 - + - + - _ _
HUMIEE Paracyatholaimus opP 3 - - - - + ++ -
S0 J& Achromadora oP 3 - - - - - - +
R J& Enchodelus oP 4 ++ ++ ++ +++ + ++ ++
B ¥ & Eudorylaimus op 4 e+ - ++ ++ ++ ++ +
Drepanodorylaimus op 4 + - - - ++ ++ -
&4RJ& Chrysonema oP 4 - ++ ++ - - - -
MEEW & Campydora op 4 - + ++ ++ + ++ -
Takamangat opP 4 - - - ++ ++ - -
WSRJEJE Thorneella oP 4 - ++ ++ + + - -
Actinca OP 4 - - - - ++ - +
HEJE Pungentus op 4 + ++ ++ + ++ + -
Microdorylaimus op 4 P _ _ N _ N
Akrotonus oP 4 - - - ++ - - +
Oriverutus opP 4 - - - ++ + - -
FERJ&E Dorylaimus oP 4 - ++ - - - _ _
Labronemella op 4 + + _ _ N _ _
Thornenematinae opP 4 + - - - - - ++
Epidorylaimus op 4 - - - - + - _
MRS Actinolaimus opP 4 - - + - - - _
HEJ® Labronema op 4 - - - + - - -
Talanema OP 4 - - + - - - _
ZJeJ@ Thornia oP 4 - - + - - - -
Tyleptus oP 4 + - - . - - _
LU JE Aporcelaimus op 5 ++ e+ ++ + ++ - e+
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J& Genus EHRHAL c-p 8 ** HE# B Dominance

Putative feeding epClass 6 6N  9C 9N  12C 12N CK
hF L8 Mesodorylaimus opP 5 - ++ - 4 . n n
Laimydorus oP 5 ++ - ++ - - ++ _
Paraxonchium oP 5 + ++ ++ - - _ +
HiA£kJE Prodorylaimus oP 5 - ++ + + + + -
Aporcelaimellus opP 5 + - - - + - +
Ecumenicus op 5 - - - + + - -
Jit 2 )& Sectonema oP 5 + - - - - _ _
WA )& Odontopharynx opP 1 + - - - e+ _ _
=ALJ& Tripyla oP 3 - _ _ _ + _ _
15 8 Prionchulus op 4 o ++ e+ ++ et ++
4 J& Mononchus oP 4 ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ -
&5 J& Anatonchus oP 4 ++ - _ + + + "
F 48 Fudonchulus oP 4 ++ - - ++ - - -
A& Mononchulus op 4 - ++ - - - - +
ik & lotonchus opP 4 ++ + ++ + - - -
5 S8 Mylonchulus OP 4 - - - - + ++ -
55 )@ Miconchus oP 4 - - ++ - - - —
IR JE Ironus oP 4 + _ _ + _ _ +
Cobbonchus oP 4 + _ _ _ _ _ _
Discolaimoides oP 5 + ++ ++ + - ++ +
HiMHJE Carcharolaimus opP 5 ++ ++ - ++ + - -
Dominicactinolaimus oP 5 + - ++ - - - ++
WRWAJE Discolaimium op 5 - - - - ++ - -
FEWAJE Discolaimus OP 5 - - - + + - -
Solididens op 5 - - - - ++ + +
ZEMH B Nygolaimus oP 5 - - - - . - i+
Aquatides oP 5 ++ + - — — _ _
AWE Paractinolaimus oP 5 - - - - - ++ -
Paravulvus oP 5 - - + - - _ _
Clavicaudoides OoP 5 + - - - - _ -
Laevides OP 5 + - - - - _ -
/NEETRJE Nygolaimellus opP 4 - - - - ++ - +
¥1J& Paratylenchus PP 2 - ++ - + ++ ++
W& JE Boleodorus PP 2 + - ++ + - ++ +
Trophotylenchulus PP 2 - + ++ - - + +
Z£J& Ditylenchus PP 2 - - - ++ + + -
Laimaphelenchus PP 2 + + + + + + +
Aglenchus pp 2 + . ++ - + - -
Bursaphelenchus PP 2 - + - + + - _
Scutylenchus PP 2 - - - - - - ++
Gracilacus PP 2 - + - - + _ +
Lelenchus PP 2 - - - - - + _
Neopsilenchus PP 2 - - - - + - _
1 I]JE Tylenchus PP 2 - - - - ¥ - +
Sakia PP 2 + _ _ _ _ _ _
W2iE )@ Helicotylenchus PP 3 - - + - i+ it —
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J& Genus %%%M * c-p fH ™" L Dominance

Putative feeding epClass 6 6N  9C 9N  12C 12N CK
Sauertylenchus PP 3 + + - - - + .
Geocenamus PP 3 - - ++ - _ _ _
Rotylenchulus PP 3 - - - - + + -
Pararotylenchus PP 3 - - + - - + _
#%J8 Hemicycliophora PP 3 - - - - + + -
H)&E Belonolaimus PP 3 - - + - - - -
Neodolichorhynchus PP 3 - - + - _ _ +
Nothocriconemoides PP 3 + - - - + - -
Amplimerlinius PP 3 - - - - - - +
Nacobbus PP 3 - - - - - + -
242 )& Hemicriconemoides PP 3 - - - - - + _
Trophurus PP 3 - + - - ¥ - _
Paratrophurus PP 3 - + - - - - _
Cactodera PP 3 - - - - + - -
Nagelus PP 3 + - - - - _ _
SRR AT B Longidorella PP 4 + ++ ++ + - + -
EHIJE Trichodorus PP 4 - - - + + - -
KAt Longidorus PP 5 + - + ++ + - +
81 J& Xiphinema PP 5 + - + - ¥ - _
Dactyluraxonchium PP 5 + - - - - - +
T WA )& Dorylaimellus PP 5 - - - - - - +
%5 W J& Axonchium PP 5 - - + - - - -

TRk R 4 R A TG P4, IR RAR T 30, « RAEFRMEH Yeates 25135 % % cop. R LTS LS colonizer
persister, 73255 % Neher 25134) ; Ba, 4 4R H1 , Bacterivores ; Fu; £ EL A 2k I | Fungivores ; OP ; ¢ £ /4 & £k I, Omnivores—predators ; PP ; #E £ 7
2 11 Herbivores ; +++; AMABURE 5 B A%0E 10% LA E YR, The group with more than 10% of the total number of individuals; ++; AMA$T i & 84K
Hht 1%—10%H92EHE , The group with individual number of 19%—10% ; +: MAKUE: 5 S ECE 1% LUF 1928HE, The group with less than 1% of the
total number of individuals; —: A H LA ZEHE, The group that do not appear

XA ) Ah B A R AN TR 2575 (1) 32 e B AT 07 25 0 AT A (3% 4) AN A 381 i) 28 s 00 i 2 S
F(P>0.05),12C Lkl B BEm 2% , i (27.9+16.6) J& ; M A 6] 45 R34k dUs 8 25 % 3% (P<0.05) , Horp
BB Z N (34.2+5.8) & , Uil £ 1L U F=Y 0 2 Ak

FIiA 43 B A5 21 A 26 HUAE 15 52 SRS colonizer persister(c-p) LA c-p 4 ZRHER 3, 5 BB 44.33% , c-p 1 2BRE
07 LA, 8 12.07% . AN 3 AT LI 2R B H BRis 2838 0 A BRACSSRE BT o L) 22 SR80k Y002 c-p 4 25T
A7 HEE R, H A ON 1 c-p 4 5 c-p 5 Z R LU R = 5 AR FH B AR 2878 (CK) B4 SRR i LU ] 22 358
AN SIS, R B LB S T c-p 4 Al c-p 5 BYELBI,

2.3 HARRZERT A48k % B AN [] 7 R S 4 U Y 52 )

R E AR 2235 T - Lk (0 % BE SE AR (R 4 81 4) |, CK 12 dUB FEAIR T 3 Rl 3R H AR Bk IX
B, BAR T 3 FhAb BB AR b U B, b 9C 2R HUB R IR K, R (1829.3+875.2) 45/100 g T 45 CK £k
RN, N (1075.3+£525.4) 25/100 ¢ T4;9C 55 CK ULk i3 8 52 | 2% 25 5+ (P<0.05) . &l 4 Fiizs, CK AY
2 MU BEAEAN R 205 DL AN [R) 2 390K R B ARR 208 O RE bR H bRp B kR . 76 R I H AR08 1 3 A4
ARFRER LRRE O BRI 12 ARIGAL R BRI C R E R N, MR 6 #ARIAL I R ¢ /NF N, 7E4
AL PRI AR - RO 9 BRIVZE BB BE R K, AR 225 4k L% B 25 57 1 38 (P<0.05) , Hih e e 2k % i
K, H(2598.6+£591.3) 25/100 g T+ ;42 -4k U IR AIK, 7 (582.1£119.4) 4:/100 ¢ T+, +HEdk il
TEARR )2 R B HE T R 752 >0—10 em>10—20 em (& 4)
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D7 cp1 B cp2 [ Jcep3 RXXcepd BE3 cps
100 |

80 -

70 +
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40 b
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IZ_ / / )

6C 6N 9C IN 12C 12N CK
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N

B3 AEGETELR c-p AL
Fig.3 Different treatments of soil nematode c-p composition ratio
c-p 1. HUATE S 5EE R 1, colonizer persister 1;c-p 228 HUAE 1% 515K A 2, colonizer persister 2;c-p 3: 48 HUA= 1 2 56 E 4 3, colonizer persister
3jc-p 4: 2B B3R IE - 4, colonizer persister 4;c-p 5 28 HUAR I S 508 9 5, colonizer persister 5

11000 |-
000 % % ] *
10000 |-

6C
9000 |- =\
1 9C

8000 E?yc

7000 % o
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SR A AR

Individual density of soil nematodes/(4%/100g T 1)

4000

3000

2000

1000

?
:

0 ------ -
B s5 = 5
| 22 ]
< E o 2 2 < =

AbFE Treatment

4 TEZRNMEEENSFTELNEES R

Fig.4 Seasonal variation and vertical distribution of individual density of soil nematodes

JITAT 23 B A 3 0 MR BN RS IR I o BN 2 B/l B PR B> B A PR LR S AR
PELR ST B PR R (32 4) o HEP SR FARI 228 AL B b 5 0 2 /Al PR R B e 22, EL A R R
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HR T CK B R R 2 8 B/ PR R BUE HOR (B 5) ;CK Mgl e & T
HEAE(P<0.05) , 1 CK MIZ2 &/ & ML AU B IR T HARW 28 0 & 40 21, Horp 6C AT 9C B3 & T CK
(P<0.05) , KW HIARI BRI T 22 B/ g dulim, AR RI R/ ML ifitin®,
2 B MO A L BRI TR 2 A L B LR RS R RN A B/ L B
EIRZ , N (115.6231.1) 75 XM B L AR i, M (5.16.3) 5%, HEMHE RAESTT RS M
YA KR AR a3 — 3,

R4 TRLEURAREFTEEFLBTELAHE
Table 4 Number of each feeding type of nematodes in different treatments and different seasons

B/ R R L

IR B A LR HEEMEL R TR . .
Genera Bacterivores Fungivores Plant parasite Omnivores/ Nematode density/
Predators (%/100 g T+)
AP Treatment
6C 19.0+£11.2a 47.8+22.7ab 16.9+14.8bc 8.0+£6.3a 109.6+20.0b 1609.0+890.5ab
6N 22.8+10.4a 65.3+27.1bc 21.0+£16.8¢ 15.3+14.2ab 96.7+51.3ab 1704.8+800.0ab
9C 25.2+11.2a 46.8+6.7ab 8.3+8.4ab 35.6+21.7bc 111.6+£14.7b 1829.3+875.2b
9N 22.3+9.1a 30.6+10.1a 26.4+18.9¢ 15.6+7.9ab 104.9+40.7ab 1713.3+922.3ab
12C 27.9+16.6a 42.5+34.9ab 28.7+12.0c 30.4+25.6abe 98.9+37.6ab 1668.3+957.3ab
12N 24.8+12.4a 64.4+17.3be 23.7£15.7¢ 51.2+46.2¢ 92.8+33.1ab 1332.6+459.2ab
CK 19.2+7.7a 75.3+41.4d 2.8+3.1a 34.3+31.8bc 73.6+36.0a 1075.3+525.4a
ZE Season
4 Winter 10.0+£3.2a 54.9+39.0a 19.2+21.3ab 5.1+6.3a 93.8+46.7h 582.1+119.4a
# Spring 17.7+£5.0b 51.0+21.5a 23.2+15.1b 13.8+16.2a 115.6+31.1¢ 2598.6+591.3d
X Summer 30.1+£9.4¢ 47.9+28.7a 10.9+13.9a 48.1+32.5b 73.4+25.2a 1323.8+288.4h
K Autumn 34.2+5.8d 59.1+£23.1a 19.8+10.1ab 41.8+24.0b 110.4+21.4bc 1742.6+150.2¢

SESAE AR E 2 R BB 5 7R R R #6822 573 .35 (P<0.05, Duncan)

2.4 HARRZERT -4 R S5 F 1 7 )

ANT)Ab 3 A Lk OBV AR A SRR RN 3% 5 PR SR B AR 22 B RE L Z R P8 80 (1Y) = T CK {H L
ZFARE(P>0.05), ¥WAIETRE(J) 6N WE & T 9N 12N Fl CK(P<0.05) , RHFEFEE(A)9C e, >
0.143+0.151, BFEFEREE(D)IN &, BEE T 12N(P<0.05) ;9N & T 6N Hl CK {HA R E (P>0.05)
RHE SR ZREEFRRL(TD) 6C KT CK, A F K, Hib 12N B35 F CK(P<0.05) , £k ¥ HR %L
(MI) R BFR 2B 5 T CK, Hirh 12N 5 CK Z 5P B35 (P>0.05) , ALY CK 22 5544 1B 2%

x5 TRALELEZABEESFEHR(N=12)

Table 5 Different treatments of soil nematode community ecological index ( N=12)

ZHEEE H5 R . s B R iy b 2k B L
s B BRI e s ool P 1T T T S
. Shannon- Pielou evenness . . Margalef's LR . Nematoda
Treatment . . . Simpson index i L Maturity index K
wiener index index richness Trophic diversity channel ratio
6C 2.548+0.647a 0.883+0.044ah 0.125+0.081ab 28.204+1.244h 2.126+0.610a 3.441£0.293bc 0.792+0.164h
6N 2.830+0.413a 0.917+0.046h 0.075+0.026a 27.293+1.830ab 2.657+0.568ab 3.465+0.336bc 0.766+0.148h
9C 2.658+0.846a 0.8610.076a 0.14320.151b 27.566+0.700ab 2.488+0.536ab 3.541£0.178¢ 0.861x0.146bc
9N 2.556+0.229a 0.837+0.066a 0.11420.025ab 28.238+1.329h 2.366+0.498ab 3.516+0.332¢ 0.581+0.213a
12C 2.728+0.599a 0.871£0.041a 0.10420.062ah 27.535+1.686ab 2.507+0.672ab 3.462+0.347bc 0.497+0.342a
12N 2.633+0.491a 0.867+0.048a 0.097+0.031ab 26.548+0.825a 2.871+0.666h 3.161£0.425ab 0.783+0.145h
CK 2.546+0.361a 0.839+0.036a 0.109+0.037ab 28.162+1.554h 2.241£0.504a 3.022+0.554a 0.971+0.044c

KA AR = PR 22 R VB J5 7R AR )28 225 .3 (P<0.05, Duncan)
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P2 bacteria feeder A fungus feeder [ plant feeder RXJ omnivore/predator

100 = p 7 7 7 7 7 7

90

80

60

40 F

30 -

6C 6N 9C IN 12C 12N CK
Kb 3 Treatment

5 FEABEEFRLBLAHBLLG)

Fig.5 The proportion of nematode populations of each feeding types in different treatments

(P<0.05) ; AR 2 BN 9 BRIG MI 275 F HAR 5 6 #RAT 12 #F, H 3% KT CK(P<0.05) , £k Hiid #%
FEfH (NCR) R HI HF & B e T CK 22 1% 135 (P<0.05) fHI KT 0.5, KB ey 43 il ad 72 35 LA 4
LS E RN za e llibI= I

AR ZET 1 e VR A S AR A g 6, 2RI BU(H ) AR 5 4 /W 2 7 3 (P<0.05) ,
AR E 3.068+0.267 , & Z ik 1.885+0.360, EHJERI (M)A EREE TH B HE(P<0.05), BE
HEHRB(D) A EFRERTH MFE(P<0.05) , LIEFRZHMEIREE(TD) B K 2.863+0.357, H 2 3%
FTA BFE(P<0.05) , LAAERRB (M) F B KB E S TATE(P<0.05), HFEFm, 24840
H(NCR) ¥ KT 0.5, EFHBERKTHES(P<0.05),

R6 TREFVLELAFFRESFIEH(N=21)

Table 6 Soil nematode community ecological index in different seasons(N=21)

. ZHARY W5 e Y . . PR s » . 2 U i L
i R Y 10 S Ve e I 110 12 0 S i
N Shannon-Wiener Pielou evenness - . , . EAERETiT . Nematoda
Season . . Simpson index Margalef’s richness L Maturity index .
index index Trophic diversity channel ratio
& Winter 1.885+0.360a 0.865+0.074ah 0.202+0.092b 28.344+1.647h 2.033£0.712a 3.168+0.608a 0.733+0.368ah
# Spring 2.651+0.229h 0.900+0.035¢ 0.091+0.018a 27.261£0.703a 2.342+0.485ah 3.479+0.311b 0.678+0.244a
% Summer 2.955+0.212¢ 0.836+0.050a 0.080+0.024a 28.387+1.647h 2.622+0.514bc 3.414£0.301b 0.851+0.112h
Fk Autumn 3.068+0.267¢ 0.871+0.046hc 0.065+0.016a 26.606+0.518a 2.863+0.357¢ 3.428+0.217b 0.738+0.101ab

KA AR = PR 22 R VB IR 7B A R 2058 22 5 .3 (P<0.05, Duncan)

2.5 HHELR RBRE SHBE N T Z AR
SFAS [V AL B A SR LR b TR 25 AT bR SRS I - R4 T RDA HEFE (1R 6) |, 85— Tl A28 — i Ak (8 40 91 A
0.417 F10.205 , H. 43228 da BE& 45 40 A EREE A9 AH SEME 20 5115 E 0.627 A1 0.936, H 245 3435 3] g 2 /K- ( P<O0.
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05) . PRSI T IR RO AR St B E B S S AR G | R BE R BRI 4 A B 5 05 4k U o i
A B /A PR B TEANSE , 2R BOM A HUE I7 SRR TR S IS K M pH G, 7E45 AL
Hirk 12N 5 CK Z [ 25500 AR B S CK 225780 .,

1.0 N'g O oC
<> A ON
SOM o 9C
M1 4 12c
+ 12N
D Gen ® cK
Fu A oP
7
S P
o <& A @)
B — — g 0O
pH
O
TD
O
N
Ba ++ pb
(
PP [
+ . NCR
ND
-1.0
-1.0 1.0

Bl 6 ik mEESMSIMBIERMN TR (RDA)
Fig.6 Redundancy analysis of soil nematode community structure and environmental indicators( RDA )
P L AR &, Total phosphorus; N: 1384 &, Total nitrogen; SOM ; 1-3EH HLIT &, Soil organic matter;pb: 13458 | Soil bulk density;
o: FHEE KR, Soil water content; pH: 13 pH {H, Gen: J& %L, Number of genus; ND: £k HL £.5, Total number of nematodes; H; ZHEPEFE 5L,
Shannon-Wiener index; J: 2] FEHE 4L, Pielou evenness index; A : fE#EFEL, Simpson index; D : b2 1 FEEHEHL, Margalef’s richness; TD ; £k 17 37
ZREPEFE S, Trophic Diversity ; M1 ; 2k i UBE FE %0, Maturity index ; NCR ; 28 B8 % I & , Nematoda Channel Ratio

3 iTtig

JIHh EE B XA TARAEAERR SR 85 R IR E R A AN AR A8 T AR AL 565 1) R R ] E AR 2
B, MO AR B IR A R AR, el BB BRI 2 WA LUBEI, R K S A LA TE AR AR R
IEEAF NG AW RFRWIR T B AR 208 B 4 7 R A LT &, LG T 3% pH X T
RE-SG MR T e MRS A G . FPRR SRR S BT 9 - A LSRR R T e, B2 T H
IR AT S B0 A R s ], b s R G IR, (88 St B T s, S B W A LB R AL 1 — S S R
A, EUARAR Bk LSRRI TR, ELAIR T K, T RBJE: ph THMRE 23 BRI R A, bt 28 4 45t 434 Jon st
JRAY T A A BRI LR IR S IREE A T A DGR, AR 2 A5 AL B Y CK 225 4

FI B 225 MU 1 AR PR, R I SRk AR M4, SR B PR B 3 1 2 s Rci gl s %
JE A2 U AR 9C AR K N I, T CK e/, R WISR AT B AR 22 8 B 7 2 2 - e 2k b i g 484
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R AR R 9 BR/667 m® SISO N W 8, ARSI K 3 - 42k ol Y B R R B AR A
WS RE, HARZY A L2 dURtE 22 S AR 1 5 48 BUAY A 1 IR G, D e IR e 2k
R, WX REAS 2R ) LR AR A TR, A RE R I A B ) - M2 HUREVR R AE s ASBIF SR B A Ab H 2 [R] £
SRR R RO 22 S A W TR m T UMAE T B AR 2 S W, 22 S BN B o SR T F AR 2255 Y
2 HUAETE LIRIE LA c-p 4 Fle-p 5 M, 5 BB 54.6% , A ON [ c-p 4 Fl c-p 5 7 LA CK $27F 1 28.96% ,
M CK A2 AR % 30 c-p 1 Al e-p 2 PN LB o-p (2R IR HUR T K-XF SR 2 o= X 5 43 il MK 5>
0 FRWIR T E R 278 e T2 UM AR AP BB, 2k O RE R ML 2 3 SR AR S ORST 32 30, SR B 1) TR
W

HI bR 2278 ook ek AR HSERE ™ A 132, SRHT H AR 2258 RO AL B b 28 0 e /Al B M2k e B fix
Z b oC ¥y THEACHR 1T CK A B ANE ML i i 2, Z0 B/ B PR 2k U2 Do B W) I 52 2 1R 0 5%
SEREZSIE OSSR AU AR ARORI R AR bR B AU A R SRR AR T 2 B/ R Tk
PRI EAE ML A RS TR IR AR A S R G MR R o R /A e M i A A R
RS, 2 B/ B PEE I . ARFFEIAR N TR ] AR 2258 )5, 20 B/ B P 2k oo s,
KU LR G Y MITA T EZRESRZR, LS YRR 2 RN 2 | R N SRR | R PR 2
e

R HTEHA 28 AR RS R B (H ) S ST AR () (R IVE IR 2R R (TD ) (2R B 5 5L
(M) 55T CK; 2 HUE i U (NCR) SR WITE A b BEAE M - S A 3 i R4 LA R O 25 100 CK S 1] 1
WETER . ZHMERRE(H) (2 F R (MT) AN BB FR Z RV (TD) HORFMRE AR B 1408
FERTEMNI T , 6T AT M4 Rk ORI BRI T e SRR IR S i % AR IR 9 11 - 18 2k A=
BEAREORTE | RIW AN B AL 1 I R 454, 32 1 ez R 2 REE H B AR R 9 #R/667
m’ (AR 3

4 #ig

FIARAR 228 Bat 1T AR AR RS o2 R SRR A I 2 LA LR, A AL A AR R, H AR 2238
WHEIN T LR A B, 9C IE R LR B R H AR B s 1 2 U 2R A7 IR0 SR AR il & &=
SCHZR P RT3 30, BB 1] TR RS R AR 25 AL B 2 DR /il B PR i i 2, Hoh oC
2% B/l B PR A R B Ry T E AR B T CK DR B A bl PR OB e 22 R AR B 3 1 2 hEtE

FECCH') FSEARE(T) BB TR SRR E(TD) (S HGEIRB (MT) B I0 T 32 iU v 2484
ot FRR R 9 BR/667 m? LA USSR R (M) AL F= 8 BERS B (D) feidr . PRk, AR F A 22

PR ML R KO R BEICAT | FLBRRYEFE Jy O BR/667 me Xt - HEEk U REE MR AT MR 25 S5 1
et A F,
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