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W E NVTHRAEIATAIALEEEER LB L ZHENRE, T 21357 A
FE o A A B A B R AR A SE B o MO B BUA AR (F BARAR A RAR) (B AR (K
HH LIAEAR) BOR A (F BN B BAR-RPHAR) , JE X 6 ME XA TR L8
Lok R EBAMRAATTEE, LAk 16853 &, FHEEH 1873 % - 100 ¢ ' F
L RKBT2HSERMSBE, AFEEE MHEEMSLENRSE PCA 2T ERE
WM ARAG REHMN DRR- IR IR & b BRSNS R S, &h#
% HE UG RAR-K PRI R MR A, AR Ty AR -4 4 B R AR (K, Shannon 45 $ fr 3y
S RAR B UG RARMAK L HME T, LT RAR- A P MR I8 2 AR 5 (K« ik 24 48 $0 ML, PPI,
PPI/MI i fn £ EE BB AAFEZERA AR LEEFZ R MAR-HEEEE RUH K
Sb M EMEA R TR WIKEEZREE, MXOTRA LERESHED T £
BRHE RAHALEEMR MEEFLENG L HARLEEFEML, £REK
6 HEEEAME L ARMERENAAEDm, LERMALEZY WA LHEETR
MW EERHT,

LA BT RE, P&, BRER AT BELH

HRESES Q958.15 XEKIRIAAE A XEHS  1000-4890(2015)12-3443-10
Effects of different silvicultural patterns of plantation forests on soil nematode communi-
ties. WANG Qun', LI Meng', LIU Shi-rong®, WU Peng-fei'** (' Institute of Qinghai-Tibet
Plateaw, Southwest University for Nationalities, Chengdu 610041, China; *Institute of Forest
Ecology, Environment and Protection, Chinese Academy of Foresiry, Beijing 100091, China).
Chinese Journal of Ecology, 2015, 34(12) . 3443-3452.

Abstract : Six silvicultural patterns of plantation forests, including coniferous forests ( Pinus mas-
soniana , Cunninghamia lanceolata) , broadleaf forests ( Mytilaria laosensis, Castanopsis hystrix)
and mixed forests ( Pinus massoniana+ Castanopsis hystrix, Pinus massoniana +Castanopsis fis-
sa) , were selected at the Experimental Centre of Tropical Forestry, Chinese Academy of Forestry
in July 2013, and soil nematode communities and soil physico-chemical properties were investiga-
ted to reveal the effects of silvicultural patterns on the soil nematode communities. A total of
16853 individuals of nematode were extracted, belonging to 53 genera, 32 families, 8 orders and
2 phyla. The mean density of the nematodes was 1873 ind + 100 g™ dry soil. The dominant genera
were lotonchus, Microlaimus and Chrysonema. Principal component analysis (PCA) showed that
the structures of soil nematode communities were similar between the C. lanceolata forest and the
M. laosensis forest, and the same pattern was observed between the C. hystrix forest and the
mixed P. massoniana + C. hystrix forest. The densities of soil nematodes were smaller in the
C. hystrix forest and the mixed P. massoniana + C. hystrix forest than in the other forests. The
Shannon index and Pielou index of soil nematode communities in the P. massoniana and M. lao-

sensis forests were greater than those of the other forests. The highest density and lowest Shannon
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index and Pielou index were found in the mixed P. massoniana + C. fissa forest. The differences
in taxonomic richness, free-living nematode maturity index ( MI) , plant-parasitic maturity index
(PPI) and PPI/MI index were not significant among these silvicultural patterns. However, pre-
dators-omnivores, bacterivores, plant parasites and Wasilewska index (WI) differed significantly
among these silvicultural patterns. Correlation analysis showed that the densities of plant para-
sites, bacterivores and fungivores were affected significantly by soil P content, while a significant
positive relationship was found between soil K content and the density of predators-omnivores.
These results demonstrated that different silvicultural patterns influenced the functional structure
and composition of soil nematode communities. Soil P and K were the main factors affecting the

trophic structure of soil nematode communities.

Key words: southern subtropics; soil nematode ; silvicultural pattern; plantation forest; commu-

nity structure.

AR RARMRTEFRAE AR R, [RIIE A TopR T
FRAE BN, DR e N T ARAE FR AR AR 25 R G0 b i
PAAEZ T LT, P E MO R 5 /IR 4 E AR AR T
JRIEAY (2009—2013 4F ) 25 5, O T 6K m ARGk
0. 69 12 hm* , N TARAE 3 B AR £ 38 rh (5  SE 22l
fLCHHTZL,2014) , BRI, 5 R SRMAH HE, N TARAE
M) IR R E T E S A SRS RS
B/ (BN, 1995) o el Bk e B N AR 4258
R B AN TR B RS RERL 36 T A T
MR T R DL B 0], SRy ik, v RO B2
WFFEBEAES PEAERE T A MOl SE R oo IR R T A
TARAS RS A e s 586 . N TIPS R
BN TARAAE R 4R, W58 N 53 6 XA [R) 3
WA AR A P a Az ™ ) R i it S5 0047 T
5T (FE VK4S, 2009 ; /5 57 455, 2009 ; Wang et al.
2010a) , {HRTE HIE Y 215 T e A i 5%

LR EPRAITFENEYZ —, & LED
() EE A, X R ML 00 SR AT IE IR
I T PR FE SR BT FZAE H (De Goede et al.
1994) b A5 BE A il 0] 52 mi) - HE 2% R VR 454
(Yeates et al.,1999) 1M 4 e £k HUBE 75 4549 A2 fb B
] S e A S B AR B 19 A2 £k ( Neher,2001) . I,
I A 328 b P A8 T R TEA AN TR 45 B it o A 2
RGN C N Tz 4 52 80 (Pan et al.,
2010; 7 % ,2014 ; R b5 154 2014) , A SCHlE i
XS] RN TR Rk s 8 1 PR 4, B 5%
N T AN ws A %t + ek s I8 2 R 2R
KIIREREEERIIE W, B 38 R N T AR TR 3E 1 A
R BHEA S R G0 P85 o i MRS e R AR O, R
N TMRAY AT e 208 A B AL B A 3

1 MARMXEHARFTE

L1 5 XA

T A T PG SRR Y rh RO B2 BT B
P Mol 52 56 b0 AR I 92 3 3 (21° 57" 47" N—
22°19'27"N,106°39'50"E—106°59'30"E ) N, iZ% X J&
T AT 2 XU R 2 18 1 -1 1 e X, T 2 B
,4—9 N, 10 A 22843 A i RE, 4F7
P 20,5 ~21.7 °C, =10 C AR s AU 6000 ~
7600 °C ; AFIFEIK R 1261 ~ 1388 mm , 45 AR X
80% ~84% , HuAIEHI UKL e o 5, 4K 430 ~
680 m , iU 1k N A6 b e A A B LU BT, £ O
JEJE >80 cm,pH {HAE 4.8~5.5,

PR AR ( Pinus massoniana) FZAK ( Cunning-
hamia lanceolata) AKEHE ( Mytilaria laosensis) Z1HE
( Castanopsis hicklii) =5 FEHN-LIHEIR ZE ( Pinus masso-
niana + Castanopsis fissa ) F1 5y & ¥A-K it % ( Pinus
massoniana+Castanopsis hystrix ) {38 6 F X T M A
TG, DRI A, PR A B i FEAR
FEW , DL E A 54T ( Microstegium ciliatum ) KT
& ( Dicranopteris linearis ) HAEH, 35 & A 90% , Fi i
&I EN 3.5 em Zodq s A2 ARMRGEAS BT AR A2
ME LAY, FEAR 35 N 10% , MR /20 4 em
Lty MR Wl A AR (Ficus hispida) 5Bk
( Blechnum orientale ) 55 ; 2T MEMRIR 568 25 141, i3 1A] B2 AR
KA EHOCRAMT KT YD oA
g BN 10% % WALT MDY O & , (R 0t
TR, M A TR IR AR S i1 0k A v 2 v )2
H T em A, FEYIFA =5 ( Euodia lepta) 'Y
& ( Toxicodendron succedaneum ) FNEkT5H 55 K ZHE
N TMACE RS AT > BIREY 2, tEsk
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Table 1 Main soil physicochemical properties under different management patterns

%8 TR pH AL ot g 0 el AL
B (g-kg™") (g-kg") (g-kg") (mg - kg™") (g-kg™") (mg - kg™")
PM 34.57+1.42 ab  3.72+0.04 b 70.25+6.43 a 2.28+0.16 b 0.50+0.03 a 2.16+0.56 ab 1.18+0.11 ¢ 26.99+1.79 d
CL 40.7+1.78 a 4.22+0.04 a 45.25+2.88 b 1.80+0.05 ¢ 0.32+0.01 b 2.03+£0.23 ab 6.23+0.32 a  123.36+5.35a
ML 43.53+1.54 a 3.63£0.05 bc  75.99+6.2 a 2.77+0.13 a 0.31+0.01 b 3.28+0.62a 1.98+0.22 b 56.17+2.19 b
CH 19.9+1.38 ¢ 3.75+£0.03 b 47.16+1.08 b 1.79+0.03 ¢ 0.30+0.01 b 0.75+£0.27b 1.70£0.29 be  40.21+3.51 ¢
PF 28.5+1.93 b 3.55+0.02 ¢ 63.28+3.53 ab  2.03+0.12 be  0.32+0.01 b 0.63+0.44h 1.05+0.00 ¢ 20.93+2.49 d
PH 35.3+1.68 ab  3.61+0.02 be  49.86+5.29 b 2.16+£0.06 be  0.36+0.01 ab  3.32+0.24a 1.06+0 ¢ 31.27+0.88 cd
F 27.52 24.20 7.82 13.40 27.20 7.58 24.07 94.53

P <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01

N=6, [/ —F R FHE KRR 25 B3# (P<0.05) . PM: DB ( Pinus massoniana) ; CL: £ AKH#K ( Cunninghamia lanceolata) ; ML : K EHEMK ( Myti-
laria laosensis) ; CH : ZLHERK ( Castanopsis hystrix) ; PF . Ty BN -ZLHEIR S8 MK ( Pinus massoniana+Castanopsis hystrix ) ; PH : T BAN-K M ARIR S (Pi-

nus massoniana+Castanopsis fissa) ; T [,

RTEREN 8% Wik V&M 2 AE 12 em 2247, EELY)FP
5 JLI ( Psychotria rubra ) F1ER 15845 5 oy FEFA-ZT M
TR 28 PR R I JBE - I R R 58 PRCB AR 55 13 43 51 R
70%F1 60% K TE I ZITE 5 em 247, EE YR
H=NF  EM 446 ( Mussaenda barometz) | Bk1=%
4T ( Cibotium baromeiz) %5,
1.2 W5k
1.2.1 HEHXE

P E RO B2 A 5 Bt 2T MOl 5258 e 1 AR
BSLIREELT 6 FRTR 28 B 0 N TR, HAk
AL EARAR AR 2 FhET AR K HEAR 20 ME
A 2 e e AR D R A2 A | I R AR AR 2 A
BERRTRSSAR, 25 4 Hh LA ME O a6 1, B Fp S
HIEH 6 N K/NZIH 50 mx50 m FIEEHL , H ASTE A
— Uk
1.2.2 HMBRE FERLBFE T T
2013 4F 7 FAE H EAROE B B 5 BE THT AL 55 55
s N IR DX X BE B 6 b N T PR AR ML, N RE
HIE I 6 A RFE A RIHEAE 5 m 2245, 45 FEHUBURE
REE 15 em VIR E R 534 0~5.5~10 F1 10~ 15
em 3 2 ORI TR B9 F IR i) 4 SRR
108 1y, SLHZE N, N4 EREHFFRIL 50 ¢, AR I}
7% (Baermann 3£ ) 7325 1584 H, 43 B HF[R] R 48 b,
MRAEC T E SR R K ) (T4 1998) 7E
2 WA (Leica DM4000B) R 4% % 2| )& |, I 4t it
AMERECE RIS R KR R B AL
100 g T+ gk B 5880,
1.2.3 st REoR AR 5L AR AR
B 2 DA SIS R 43, A RB T B R
10% VL b3 RO HZEHE, M IRE G SR 1% ~
10% & WLSHE AR SR 1% LT A

RME (MR, 2004)

HR A 2 UL AR A8 R I AR A 5 T2k
WA E 2L (bacterivores ) B B 258 (fun-
givores ) \FEH ¥ 7 A= 2B (plant parasites ) FI &3
BE/ i B 251 ( omnivores-predators ) 4 NIIEERE ( Ye-
ates et al.,1993; B2 %455 2001)

K Shannon Z #1445 %0, Pielou ¥ 5] B 45 %L
H1 Margalef =& FE 48 BT L U I 19 2 AR
(284 2001 5 Serigne et al.,2001) . FHEAR4S
A .

s
Shannon ZHEVEFEE. H =— z P InP,
i1

Pielou index 5] E 5% . E=H/InS

Margalef =& EF54L:. D= (S-1)/InN
A, S R, N Rtk SRR, PO A R 2R
FEMARBAERETE DK B &5 19 He A

FHBC 8 2k B R 45 48 ( Wasilewska index, WI)
(Wasilewska, 1994 ) . H A= i 12445 %L ( free-living
nematode maturity index, MI) FIFH ¥ 27 A= B 248 £
( plant-parasite index, PPI) ( Bongers, 1990) 3 ik 44
B Lk MBS RS A RAAIE . TR AR

WI=(f+b)/pp, MICPPI) =Y cp, X,
b b BN L B f B B G s pp
AT R BB s ep, o H AR TR (R 7 A=)
T aEL d gy S colonizer-persister 1H ( Bongers,
1990) sn 2y H HIZETH (FEH) 35 A2 1) 1 B LR U2 i
o, o RHEL BORE F AR T (R A A1) el
5§ ERE AR E BETS S A Ee 9]

FH BT 0BT (PCA) XN [N TR 4= 248
FETRHEATHERR , ABF 98 N AR [) 22 38 A A0+ 38
L MRETR LA S, HERPBEE S 1SR S 4 R Y



3446 ERFIE F34E B 12
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KRR T 225081 (one-way ANOVA) X AT
MR BT ek U Vg 25 2 S AR PE R 4L
22 AT S . 2R 22 55 2 2 WA Tukey HSD
L (Jr 22551 ) il Tamhane” s T2(M) ¥5 (J7 24 5F)
HATZ AL, W5 AN I AE 2234 B £ iz
lg (1) Bl 48, 8 5 5 J AT AN IR D T 285 43 A DU 1]
Kruskal-Wallis Test ( H) Fil Mann-Whitney #£174E S
Ui g

AR R AR 8 AH 508 ( bivariate correlation
analysis ) P 5T PR 58 A 7~ 55 32k e [|] 19 5C &=, R
two-tailed K35 ARAFAH I M:

BT H CANOCO for Windows 4.5 % IBM
SPSS 20.0 At

2 ERENH

2.1 AFZEHN TR e O 41k

ATRE IS B 15 3] - HEZ 1 16853 4%, 13
WM 1873 4 - 100 g T L RET 248 H 32
PES3JE (£ 2) . M5 ERER %l J0, He 14 R
(lotonchus) T "W J& ( Microlaimus ) 1 4: 2% J& ( Chry-
sonema ) = HE , =73 5 BAAE 53.5%, F L
KRFFENG ERE ( Greenenema) 55 11 J& , 3 1 B A1)
38.1% ; i A LB CL 45 I AT & ( Protorhabditis ) 55 39
& A AR 8.1%

LML B 24 26 J& 2800 4%, 44
WK 1867 £ - 100 g7, Hirp 245 & (Joton-
chus) J8 "W & ( Microlaimus ) | 4 2% )& ( Chrysonema )
FTE R B ( Greenenema ) AL & , 4 J& 11~ 1A% &=
Hi A AR S EL 65.8% ; Hi 41 Fl & ( Tobrilus ) 55 9
ANJE LR T ERIAMARR 29.5% 5 T )&
(Doryllium ) 55 13 J& AT A &, 5 A SR
4.6%,

FEAMRIL ST B3 B L iR 20 J& 2987 7%, MA %
FEF-1 1991 4% - 100 g7, Horf 3635 J& (Totonchus ) |
G288 ( Chrysonema) FIE L& ( Chiloplectus ) H AL
PIm 3w AR T A S 72.2% 5 =
FUE (Tripyla) 55 6 4> J& i W s , & B 2 F A
B 23.3% ;WM& ( Enoploides ) %5 11 J& NG A )&,
A AMAEL 4. 6%

KA B 13 B Lt 21 J& 3909 2%, A
WS4 2606 2% - 100 g, Ho L5 & (Loton-
chus) 428 J& ( Chrysonema ) F1 B8 2% )& ( Ceratople-

49.8% ; Fik )& ( Mononchus) %8 9 M@ e WE, &
A B AR B 46.7% ;W K & ( Enoploides ) 55 9
J& R A o5 A AR 3.6%

LTAEMRIL 3B 13 B L e 29 J& 1286 J%, AR
JEF-1 857 % - 100 ¢, HrA FL U5 & (Totonchus ) Fl
i A1 K] J& ( Tobrilus) A PLHE 2 J& A AR 5
BB 51.6% 5 (47 J& ( Chromadorita) 55 14
A& ULE B TR 2 RAMERELY 42.0% ; 45 148
( Prionchulus) 55 13 J& M# A7 )&, & i3 SRR
6.4%,

I FRAR-LUMETR SR IL 7 B 1 2 4R 21 ) 1758
a5, IR T3 838 4% - 100 g7, Hrp LA TR
(lotonchus) 45 2% J& ( Chrysonema ) Fl —fLJ& ( Tripy-
la) AEFE 3 & A KR & BT A AR SR
66.9% ; 47 2k J& ( Dorylaimoides ) 55 12 1~ J@& A H UL
J& , 5 BT A BRI R B 30, 5% ; B & ( Tylen-
cholaimus) 5 6 J& WH A& , i A MRS 2.7%

Ly AN-R M BRI AZ AR AL 7y B 45 3 2k e 18 Jm
4613 %, AMARBE T34 3075 4% - 100 g7 Hoh SE
J& (Totonchus ) FVEWA & ( Microlaimus) NILHE 2 &
A AECE 5 T A AR BY 73.9% ; B )8 ( Hemi-
cycliophora) 55 8 1>J& i UL i I AT & A%
23.9% ; 5515 @ ( Prionchulus) %5 8 J@& Wi B &, 5 r
AAHELH 2.3%

2.2 AFEZER N TR L BRI S TR

A B RIAR ) 27 A P Y 2 U B Dok
HEMR B, B0 40 T P 4 U DL TS R A - R R B
T, 8 Y DAL HE AR R P21 TR A AR R IR
(P<0.05) (1 1), B ELTEVEL 0% LI5S A AL
e, TE K HEAROFN LD HEAR ok R B B4
(K1), 4FINRERET, A4 - PRk dUB R 5 L
TR 56. 0% , BB TEL LU 40.0% , A 75 A=k
2 HU L B R 2 323 Sl R AC Y 3.59% A1 0.5%
(£2), HMLTTH, B EEME A E L 2
T X O T ) B REAE
2.3 A[FZERN TR Lk O S5 10 A

6 Fh 2R BT () Ik OBH IS S5 M AP —
FROARRLIE 0 22 S (BT 2) o Eh R AAARORT 5 R - R
I BRTE SR A - 2k thRE P 4l R 4 5 At 22 5 A X
TR RO IR 45 25 R AR A2 AR SR B HEAR
L FEFA-LTMETR S AR5 £1HEAR Y 2 o 75 45 44 A AL
PERSET , (EIX P 8] A AL
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Table 2 Taxonomic composition and individual density of soil nematode in different forests

& YIkerR PM CL ML CH PF PH Mean  FLf (%)
L& Totonchus Om4 191.33 470.00 484.67 353.33 302.00 760.67 427.00 22.80
GLE Chrysonema Om5 308.00 465.33 439.33 81.33 135.33 162.67 265.33 14.17
A R JE Tobrilus Omé 100.67 107.33 160.67 89.33 18.00 115.33 98.56 5.26
=& Tripyla Om4 85.33 175.33 46.67 123.33 39.33 78.33 4.18
AT R Mononchus Om4 31.33 54.00 105.33 42.67 32.67 3.33 44.89 2.40
7 & Achromadors Om3 64.00 4.00 114.00 4.67 10.67 32.89 1.76
Wr 2k & Dorylaimoides Om4 99.33 41.33 4.67 24.22 1.29
WE & Enoploides Om5 42.67 1.33 2.67 6.00 58.67 20.00 21.89 1.17
ZEMHJE Nygolaimus Om5 30.67 75.33 17.67 0.94
Pl &R Mononchulus Om4 3.33 12.67 12.00 39.33 11.22 0.60
.7 J& Chromadorita Om3 16.00 5.33 13.33 15.33 10.00 10.00 0.53
515 )& Prionchulus Om4 6.00 24.00 5.00 0.27
{IEJE Ironus Omd 8.67 13.33 2.67 4.11 0.22
UM Paracyatholaimus Om3 11.33 1.89 0.10
#05 J8 Mylonchulus Om4 10.00 1.67 0.09
BA4F Monochromadora Om3 6.00 1.00 0.05
FEHJE Trichodorus Om4 6.00 1.00 0.05
JE A4 F Prochromadora Om3 4.67 0.78 0.04
FEWHJE Discolaimus Om5 3.33 0.56 0.03
INZER R Nygolaimellus Om5 2.67 0.44 0.02
BRELIE Mylodiscus Om4 1.33 0.22 0.01
% 5 )@ Punctodora Om3 1.33 0.22 0.01
N 810.00 1303.33 1536.67 698.00 705.33 1240.00 1048.89 56.01
TR & Microlaimus Ba2 286.67 6.67 36.00 9.33 4.00 1510.67 308.89 16.50
15 EKJE Greenenema Ba2 442.67 81.33 250.67 12.67 22.00 200.00 168.22 8.98
JEHL)R Chiloplectus Ba2 141.33 501.33 156.00 2.67 11.33 135.44 7.23
LR Ceratoplecyus Ba2 374.00 62.33 3.33
[ T3 Domorganus Ba2 90.67 11.33 20.00 1.33 0.67 20.67 1.10
JEAT )& Protorhabditis Bal 6.00 14.00 14.00 47.33 25.33 2.67 18.22 0.97
4 W J& Brevibucca Ba2 3.33 19.33 9.33 26.67 9.78 0.52
B Mesorhabditis Bal 36.00 7.33 7.22 0.39
Joik J& Anonchus Ba2 14.00 16.00 5.00 0.27
B LE R Anguilluloides Ba2 18.00 3.00 0.16
LR )R Plectus Ba2 14.67 1.33 2.67 0.14
FFIR & Rhabdolaimus Ba2 3.33 12.00 2.56 0.14
A Odotopharynx Ba3 9.33 1.56 0.08
W& Prismatolainus Ba3 6.67 1.11 0.06
% B J& Chronogaster Ba2 5.33 0.89 0.05
M CJ& Bastiania Ba2 5.33 0.89 0.05
BURPEL B Wilsotylus Ba2 3.33 0.56 0.03
MR Cylindrolaimus Ba2 1.33 0.22 0.01
Nan 992.00 629.33 880.67 152.00 127.33 1714.00 749.22 40.01
il Xiphinema H5 8.67 14.00 174.00 32.78 1.75
25 1LJE Radopholus H3 62.00 10.33 0.55
JERKALE Longidorella H5 1.33 36.00 9.33 7.33 9.00 0.48
85)& Hemicycliophora H3 39.33 6.56 0.35
K4t)® Longidoris H5 28.67 4.78 0.26
FLHEJE Rotylenchus H3 5.33 0.89 0.05
¥t )@ Paratylenchus H2 5.33 0.89 0.05
WERERIE Paurodontus H2 2.67 0.44 0.02
Nan 38.67 50.00 188.67 7.33 0.00 109.33 65.67 3.51
JEWR)E Tylencholaimellus Fu4 21.33 6.00 4.56 0.24
EWF J1)E Aphelenchus Fu2 12.00 2.00 0.11
IR Tylencholaimus Fud 6.00 1.00 0.05
K& Enchodelun Fu4 4.67 0.78 0.04
S5 J& Doryllium Fu4 2.67 0.44 0.02
e 26.00 8.67 0.00 0.00 6.00 12.00 8.78 0.47
B 1866.67 1991.33 2606.00 857.33 838.67 3075.33 1872.56 100.00
SR 26 20 21 29 21 18 53

Ba: AN ZEHE ; Fu, B ICRISHE ; Om B 2EHE/ 0 B ISHE s H A 35 A 600 s DI RESERE NI EL 71 -p fRL
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Fig.1 Soil nematode densities for each trophic group in plantation forests under different management patterns
BUE R T I(E bR ER . PM . S EBAMK ( Pinus massoniana ) ; CL: &2 AR M ( Cunninghamia lanceolata) ; ML K ZHEMK ( Mytilaria laosensis ) ; CH ; £L
MK( Castanopsis hystrix) ;PF : T FBAN-LIMEIR SR ( Pinus massoniana+Castanopsis hystrix) ; PH ; T BAA- K BRI S ( Pinus massoniana+ Castanopsis
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Fig.2 Ordinations of principal components analysis on soil nematode communities
PM : & B ¥AMK ( Pinus massoniana ) ; CL: ¥2 KM ( Cunninghamia lanceolata) ; ML : K HE#K ( Mytilaria laosensis) 5 CH : ZLMEHRK ( Castanopsis hystrix) ;
PF . B AN -ZIHEIR SR ( Pinus massoniana+Castanopsis hystrix) ; PH ; By BAA- KRR SSHK ( Pinus massoniana+Castanopsis fissa) o

Y P 2 3B AT AL, 565 1 HE Y Bl 2 2 S i fl i
( Microlaimus) W 5= 284k, 5 B FA AL 5 B AA- K
BRIR SR 76 R & - 8 Sk T4 7 1], R WX
MR RO R B . RV EE 2R 2 HEF
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Fig.3 Soil nematode diversity of plantation forests under different management patterns
S EbRELR . PM ;D BAMK( Pinus massoniana) ; CL: A2 A ( Cunninghamia lanceolata) ; ML : KZEHEMK ( Mytilaria laosensis) ; CH : ZLHEM ( Cas-
tanopsis hystrix) ; PF . I WA -LIMEIR AS AR ( Pinus massoniana+Castanopsis hystrix) ; PH I PN - R HRIE AR ( Pinus massoniana+Castanopsis fissa) .

PRI (P<0.05) ; Shannon $8& BRI 5] B 48 i 78
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B E AN WI 8 50f7 2% 25 5% (P<0.05) , Ifii MI,
PPL PPI/MI #8500 1 2 22 7 (P>0.05) (&1 4)
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2.6 FREEPRTxF R R RIS RO IR

Pearson FHJC/MT (3R 3) 3R], ZHAEFRECT AL
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A REY) AR S A A R R B
FHIE(P<0.05 B P<0.01) ; B H L R WI $54L
52w B IEAMH X (P<0.05), PPL$54CH
PPL/MI 5455 1 100 3 5t W 3 1E AH ¢ (P<0.05)
P G AT AT, SRR PR o 2 OBV 22 R M S i 4
55 , (FUXT D RERE L5 A4 52 Ml AH T 08

Table 3 Pearson correlations between soil nematode and soil physicochemical properties

gE| - pH AL g B R Engil A
ARG 0.18 -0.03 0.20 0.01 -0.21 -0.13 0.16 0.12
Fu -0.27 0.09 0.06 -0.13 -0.08 -0.17 -0.23 -0.13
BSR4 0.34" 0.01 0.37* 0.26 -0.07 0.11 0.21 0.16
I 0.27 0.32 -0.03 0.18 0.18 0.27 0.43"* 0.32
IRE-TE L 0.45"* 0.21 -0.16 0.11 -0.07 0.21 0.41°* 0.39"
el 0.15 0.25 0.13 0.33 0.33 0.37* 0.28 0.19
FE A PR 0.45" " 0.07 -0.01 0.22 0.15 0.34* 0.15 0.18
BE MR -0.11 0.02 0.01 0.06 0.36* 0.10 -0.06 -0.22
MI -0.23 0.01 -0.16 0.18 -0.27 -0.12 0.05 -0.27
PPI 0.41* 0.12 0.07 0.18 0.29 0.05 0.21 0.17
PPI/MI 0.42* 0.14 0.06 0.17 0.09 0.28 0.19 0.21
Wi 0.16 0.18 0.02 0.10 0.35* 0.21 0.18 0.06

# P<0.05; = * P<0.01,
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Fig.4 Character indexes for the functional structures of soil nematodes community
SERE bR DR . PM D BAMK( Pinus massoniana) ; CL; B2 A ( Cunninghamia lanceolata) ; ML : KZEHEMK ( Mytilaria laosensis) ; CH : ZLHEM ( Cas-
tanopsis hystrix) ; PF . I WA -AIMEIR AS K ( Pinus massoniana+Castanopsis hystrix) ; PH I PN - R HRIE SR ( Pinus massoniana+Castanopsis fissa) .
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