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Abstract: Nematode abundance, diversity and functional indices were investigated at a subtropical evergreen
broad-leaved forest in southern China and a temperate deciduous broad-leaved forest in central China to illustrate
the effects of climate and vegetation on energy pathways and nematode diversity in soil food webs. The results
showed that the biomass, indexes of MI, SI, PPI, H' and SR at 0—10 cm soil depth, and S7 index at 10—20 cm soil
depth in southern China were greater than those in central China. Besides, the NCR index was greater than 0.5 at a
subtropical evergreen broad-leaved forest in southern China, but it was less than 0.5 at a temperate deciduous
broad-leaved forest in central China, indicating that bacterial energy channel dominated in the former forest
ecosystem and the fungal energy channel dominated in the latter. Overall, there was a difference in nematode
community between two forest ecosystems, and nematodes could be used as bio-indicators for soil nutrient status
and energy channel pathway.
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Table 1 Species composition of soil nematode in Shimentai and Jigongshan

& £ 171& Shimentai 354111 Jigongshan RS
Genus ¥ Number flL# % Dominance ¥ & Number {3 Dominance Functional guild
Hoplotylus 239 +++ 1 + PL,
Acrobeloides 106 -+ 83 R Ba,
Paratylenchus 105 -+ 39 ++ Pl
Aphelenchoides 35 ++ 191 +++ Fu,
Basiria 100 +++ Pl,
Filenchus 58 ++ 21 ++ Fu,
Heterocephalobus 20 ++ 24 ++ Ba,
Ditylenchus 24 ++ Fu,
Paraphelenchus 18 ++ Fu,
Eucephalobus 18 ++ 12 ++ Ba,
Criconema 17 ++ Pl;
Eudorylaimus 15 ++ 2 + Omy
Mesodorylaimus 15 ++ Oms
Trichodorus 13 ++ Ply
Plectus 12 ++ 5 + Ba,
Malenchus 12 ++ Fu,
Brevibucca 10 ++ Ba,;
Aphanolaimus 10 ++ Ba;
Tripyla 10 ++ Pr3
Pellioditis 9 ++ Ba,;
Iotonchus 9 ++ Pry
Prismatolaimus 8 ++ Ba;
Boleodorus 7 + 53 ++ Pl,
Wilsonema 6 + 38 ++ Ba,
Cervidellus 2 + 11 ++ Ba,
Cephalenchus 7 + Pl,
Diplogasteritus 7 + Ba,
Microdorylaimus 7 + 2 + Omy
Pungentus 7 + Omy
Merlinius 7 + Pl3
Eumonhystera 6 + Ba,
Alaimus 6 + Bay
Tylencholaimus 5 + Fuy
Aporcelaimellus 5 + 4 + Om;
Protorhabditis 4 + Ba;
Rhabditidae 4 + Ba,
Diptherophora 4 + Fus
Aglenchus 4 + Pl,
Xiphinema 4 + Pls
Rhabditoides 3 + Ba,
Paractionlaimus 3 + 3 + Oms
Pristonchus 2 + Ba;
Bursaphelenchus 2 + 1 + Fu,
Loofia 2 + 1 + Pl;
Rotylenchus 2 + Pl;
Rhabdolaimus 1 + 2 + Ba;
DBylolaimophorus 1 + Fus
Coomansus 1 + 2 + Pry
Epidorylaimus 1 + Omy
Dorylaimellus 1 + Oms
Macroposthonia 1 + Pl3
Criconemoides 2 + Pl;
Cephalobus 2 + Ba,
Panagrellus 1 + Ba;
Rhabditis 1 + Ba;




%521 XIS AN S feaad 8 DX ARbR g2k H R (18 LAY 193
%:3% (Continued)
& 114 Shimentai 311 Jigongshan e
Genus ¥& Number 34 Dominance ¥& Number 34 Dominance Functional guild

Macrotrophurus 1 + Pl3
Chiloplacus 1 + Ba,
Monhystera 1 + Ba,
Teratocephalus 1 + Ba;
Trischistoma 1 + Pr3
Thonus 1 + Omy
Thornia 1 + Omy
Prodorylaimus 1 + Oms
Helicotylenchus 1 + Pl3
Unknown 3
&1l Total 830 658

Om: FEL M, Pr &L Pl Y H AR 0L Ba: AN I, Fu: ARG DREEBENHTH o Ao

Om: Omnivores; Pr: Predators; Pl: Plant parasites; Ba: Bacterivores; Fu: Fungivores; data followed functional groups are cp values.
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Fig. 1 Biomass of soil nematode in two sites. OP: Omnivores/Predators; PL: Plant parasites; Ba: Bacterivores; Fu: Fungivores.
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Table 2 Diversity and functional indices of soil nematode communities at two sites

+J2 Soil depth (cm)

f174 Shimentai AL Jigongshan

J&% Number of genus (S)

ZREEFEH Diversity index (H')

Y15] )% 464 Evenness index (J)

FEEHR % Richness index (SR)

34 EE e % Dominance index (A)

FREAEFE %L Maturity index (MI)

ZERIFR%L Structure index (ST)

B HF5H Enrichment index (E1)

TP 25 R 2 BB A FETREL Plant parasite index (PPI)

2k B FE % Nematode channel ratio (NCR)

0~10 23.75+1.44" 14.25+1.49
10~20 16.75+2.50" 8.50+2.10
0~10 2.62+0.04" 1.88+0.14
10~20 1.86+0.35 1.3840.30
0~10 0.83+0.02 0.7240.07
10~20 0.65+0.09 0.52+0.12
0~10 3.50+0.17"" 2.07+0.27
10~20 2.8040.47 1.51+0.33
0~10 0.1120.01 0.24+0.05
10~20 0.3240.11 0.39+0.13
0~10 2.49+0.12" 2.10+0.05
10~20 2.15+0.07 2.08+0.04
0~10 64.48+3.95™" 16.18+6.77
10~20 45.68+1.90" 15.09+6.65
0~10 47.09+6.34 33.5245.75
10~20 49.84+7.72 38.69+5.92
0~10 2.27+0.07" 2.01+0.01
10~20 2.13+0.07 2.02+0.01
0~10 0.610.04 0.4840.12
10~20 0.75+0.03 0.36+0.17

n=4;"": P<0.01;": P<0.05.
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Fig. 2 Faunal analysis for two sites
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