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Abstract; There is growing interest in whether plant species composition can affect the composi-

tion of soil microbial communities or soil fauna communities. In the present study, the effects of

three dominant grass species ( Stipa grandis, Stipa krylovii and Leymus chinensis) and one com-

panion species (Agropyron cristatum) on the composition and function of nematode communities

were studied in a 10-month pot-experiment with soil from the Inner Mongolian steppe. Our results

revealed the following patterns: (1) Nematode compositions, including abundance, diversity and

trophic group structure, and nematode maturity index were significantly different among different

plant species. Nematode maturity index was lowest in soil conditioned by A. cristatum. (2) Nema-

tode communities could be separated by plant species identity by discriminant analysis. (3)

Based on the similarity coefficients, the result of cluster analysis indicated that these samples

were clustered into three subgroups: samples conditioned by S. grandis and S. krylovii as the first

subgroup, then samples conditioned by A. cristatum as the second subgroup, samples conditioned

by L. chinensis as the third subgroup. This ordination closely resembles the phylogenetic structure

of the grasses that were used in this study.

Key words: species-specific effect; diversity; functional group; discriminant analysis; cluster

analysis.
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Fig.1 Biplot of the first two canonical discriminant func-
tions from analysis of quantitative characters of nematode
communities from different plants’ rhizosphere soil
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Table 1 Composition, trophic group and c-p values of soil nematode associated with four plant species
BIATE B4 ep fi A KH¥ mCEE ke ot
AL /T8 Rhabaditis 1 ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
HFFJE Mesorhabditis 1 - + + + _
TN 2E)@ Acrobeles 2 ++ ++ ++ + +
AT 2@ Acrobeloides 2 - - - + -
k@ Cephalobus 2 ++ ++ ++ + -
BRI & Eucephalobus 2 - ++ T+ + _
M I )@ Chiloplacus 2 - - ++ ++ T4
REFIIRIR Cervidellus 2 ++ ++ + ++ +
A JE Amphidelus 4 _ _ _ + B
ToH & Alaimus 4 - - - + _
BHREZEL M W 71)@ Aphelenchoides 2 e+ ++ ++ ++ +
¥ T1 )& Paraphelenchus 2 ++ ++ ++ ++ +
IR )R Tylencholaimus 4 ++ - + ++ -
228 Ditylenchus 2 - - ++ + -
6557 J& Diphtherophora 3 - ++ ++ - ++
14 & Leptonchus 4 - - - - +
b7/ e i SRALJE Tylenchorhynchus 2 ot ++ ++ - +
JEARIE Pratylenchus 3 ot ot et et 4
1)@ Paratylenchus 2 ++ ++ ++ ++ ++
KA Longidorus 5 ++ ++ 4+ et 4+
W I)J&E Psilenchus 2 ++ ++ ++ 4+ o+
) Hemicycliophora 3 - +++ ++ + _
JNERJE Criconemella 3 - ++ + - _
HlWK & Belonolaimus 5 _ _ _ + B
PIELVESE Pararotylenchus 3 - - + + ++
UERE Paratrichodorus 5 - - - - +
MEIE Psilenchus 2 - + _ _ _
BRI G JE Mononchus 4 ++ + ++ ++ ++
HEIRJE Labronema 5 ++ ++ ++ ++ .
X 2)@ Dorylaimus 4 ++ ++ ++ ++ it
HI L& Eudorylaimus 5 - ++ ++ + ++
K5 & Axonchium 5 ++ - + _ ot
FLWAJE Discolaimus 5 - + ++ + ++
LA J&E Aporcelaimus 5 - - - ++ _
HiWA)E Carcharolaimus 5 - - _ + _
B A 16 21 26 29 21
o PR, ++ WOOLRRE, AR, - RN,
R2 AMEYRERLEZAHEFEREEFRILH
Table 2 Characteristics of soil nematode communities with four different plant species
FE LA & AL BHEE  HEPEAEE ROAER SHMEEER WSS RVERH
(% + 100 ¢! Ll (%) el (%) LRl (%) 21l (%) (H) (E) (MI)
T+)
Xt R 36.2+8.4 b 11.50£3.50 be  18.55+0.32 ab  24.08+3.08 a  45.08£1.08 b  13.22+4.05¢ 2.2320.26 ab  0.72+0.08 b  2.43+0.26 ¢
KEHE 41.9+73b  12.80+1.02b  19.82+2.05 ab  14.90£0.56 b  44.95+2.29 b  20.33+1.61 be 2.19+0.15 b 0.89+0.04 a 2.92+0.05 b
TG 104.0+16.1 a  17.72+1.38 a  15.66£0.94 b 11.33+0.65 be 49.52+3.03 ab 23.49+2.362 b 2.63+0.07 a 0.77£0.04 ab ~ 3.14+0.05 b
i ) 122.1£22.3 2 15.89x1.14 ab 22.14x1.20 a 7.95£0.99 ¢ 55.29+3.04 a  14.61x1.81 ¢  2.40+0.07 ab  0.55:0.06 ¢ 2.62+0.08 ¢
ES 78.7+11.2 ab 14.14£0.59 ab 18.70£1.44 ab  9.71+1.86 be 34.26£1.76 ¢ 37.33£2.29a  2.4320.04 ab  0.67£0.02 bc  3.51+0.06 a

Bl (G +SE , FFAR Rl 7R R 25 5 13 (P<0.05) , IR PR3 R 2R A 5.3 (P>0.05) ,
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R3 ATEYIRIR L IEL RBSER Jaccard LS
Table 3 Jaccard’s similarity index of nematode communi-
ty associated with four plant species

WPREHORE  KEF mIREEE VK ES
KEFF
e FRET 0.778
VK 0.594 0.719
FHE 0.593 0.679 0.515
HRBR R
K4
REHE
VK
éﬁﬁl 1 1 J
1.0 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.6
Jaccard M1 R %

2 4 FEYRER TIEL REEFE AR LR
Fig.2 Dendrogram of Jaccard’ s similarity of nematode
communities from different plants’ rhizosphere soil
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