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Responses of nematode communities to land use in an aquic brown soil
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Abstract: The seasonal and vertical distribution of soil nematode communities under three contrasting land
uses, i.e., cropland, abandoned cropland and woodland, was conducted in an aquic brown soil. The results
showed that land-use types affected the spatio-temporal distribution of soil nematodes and their dominant
genera, and different dominant genera showed different responses to land uses. In the abandoned cropland
and woodland, most dominant genera were present in the 0-20 cm layers and Chiloplacus was mainly dis-
tributed in the 5-30 cm layers, while in the cropland Pratylenchus exhibited an even distribution from the
0-5 to the 40-50 cm depths. Soil environmental parameters under different land uses could influence soil
nematodes; soil porosity, total organic C, total N and the C/N ratio were found to positively influence the
abundance of some dominant genera in the present study. The faunal profiles revealed that the environmental
stability and the homeostasis of the abandoned cropland and woodland lead to higher levels of community
structure and the soil food web tend to succeed to maturity. Nematode faunal analyses were found to be a
useful method for interpreting the stress or/and nutrient conditions under different land uses.
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et al., 2000; Kladivko, 2001; Chemini & Rizolli,
2003; Liang et al., 2005a; Ou et al., 2005).

A AR O g R O B RN AL )
W), e RIS R ARG, I N
RS RGE A AR IR/~ 1EH (Bongers &
Bongers, 1998). 144k AT LU ik i AR fr oy 0 25 4
o3 fift 3 A2 0K 5% i) -+ 38 42 28 38 42 1) g R (Yeattes,
1996; Yeates et al., 2000; Wu et al., 2002; Liang et al.,
2005b; Ou et al., 2005). 124~ H 1k, e TA A A
5 A B O AL e S A B A O
W2 HkIE(Wu et al.,, 2002; Ou et al., 2005; £/ /)
&, 2005), HIXLetF 5T 2 AR L2 bz, £t
TN R B ) — MR A SN R B = o AR
H 34 X R 7k, WG R X AN [R]
ORI T7 20N e VR ARk, SR IR AL
PR35 TR R G R, ik DR T
A TR0 A MR 7 2w AR R R .

1 R SH0R

A SERGAE [ B2 B v B A A SE B S EAT, %
iy LA A TP D R S PR Lo A, A A B T R A
TRF X A I (41°31'N, 123°22'E), {EHhBEAL &
BRI DX AR A R Y 28 AT M . 1%
il JeB WO A Y M KR I A, BRI E N, &
FIEA T, PR T-8C, FHKEN
650—700 mm, JCHE A M 147-164 d. 35S Ny
Fi3E(Liang et al., 2005b) .. 56 H Ay i A S92 50 1) 7
B KR, APURS 62020 glkg, TIEANT
HON1.40 g/kg, TEEAPEECN0.75 g/kg, TIEHAY
K% 5100.00 mg/kg, pH{E 46.5, KHF#ibid e
AT B, TR B BR T EHB30 em)Z Ik Ab,
R BRI AR . S0k gk i
FAED R KRG . Al 2 W)(19904F) & it T ANIFl i £
ORI 7 AR X BRI ORI A
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Table 1 Main chemical properties under different land use types

XK X (Zhang et al., 2004). FA1%k$ T X3 1
R, Hor: (1) 2H, P EK (Zea mays),
mn R E K5 )i, TRy A
I I % (Ambrosia trifida). /)MZ % (Conyza canaden-
sis) . 7 % (Humulus scandens) Fi1 25 & (Metaplexis
japonica); (3) A T #kih, F#i## (Populus cana-

densis).
2 fARA*E

21 HIEMHRXE

BER LA 7 3R 5 E B4 25 mPfRRE s,
FEAMFEHCR B A B E, % % 0-5 cm. 5-10
cm. 10-20 cm. 20-30 cm. 30-40 cm#140-50 cmy~
ANZRG IZ R IERE N B RN R SR A
HRENILRS iy [ 5206 5 5 T8CE T4 CUKAE « HX
FEIT H] 2004445254 H)RE 2B H).
22 TIEBAIEARAYIE

H A KR TAQ05°C) Ml e, - EpH
KA AL E (/K B R 1:2.5), HIEANR YLK
SERIENE, A HLCK HTOC-5000A 43 BT 3l 52 ;
TR R B )R AT I A R
H,S0,-HCIO, Wi, MK HINaHCOz#= 4% (Olsen
), BT BRI E ;A9 SRR F B
Y HUE40°C, THIRREFRE24 hyillsE (&ndd, 2000). A
A R 7 R AR 2 e R AR L.
23 TEZHSEIRAEREE

REAFESFRELE#E200 g, FHYRVE—L Tii— Rt 2
D74y B4 di(Liang et al., 2005a), 60°CiR AL
J&, H = CEENERIAR /R B AR (TAR) [ 2, BIAbRAS R
HREI, FERERIEE RS TEE AEANEE S BE A LA
IN1004% 6 A2 Wb FHMT 4 duUB % e, kil
[R5 5 22 [ Bongers (1988) 173 2K K %34T .
24 TEEHRXARSH

4 JE Ferris%(2001) (1 /7 VEREAT 28 HUIX R0 HT

o e AUEA TR AL pH
Total N Total P Available N Available P Organic matter
(9/kg) (9/kg) (mglkg) (mglkg) (9/kg)
FH Cropland 1.036 0.423 95.8 10.7 19.53 5.7
&3¢ Abandoned cropland 1.466 0.541 127.9 27.2 29.78 6.7
Mt Woodland 2.048 0.536 151.4 17.8 37.57 7.2
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Table 2 Relative abundance (%) of nematode genera under different land use types

& it 200444 H  April, 2004 200448 H August, 2004
Genus culld e b S e Wit
Cropland  Abandoned cropland  Woodland Cropland Abandoned cropland  Cropland

Bunonema Bal - 0.1 - - 0.2 -
Diploscapter Bal 0.5 0.1 1.0 0.3 0.1 1.3
Panagrolaimus Bal 0.2 0.1 - 0.7 1.0 1.3
Protorhabditis Bal 2.0 0.1 0.7 0.3 5.3 1.3
Acrobeles Ba2 19 4.3 0.9 5.7 11.3 3.1
Acrobeloides Ba2 11.7 18.2 4.6 1.2 3.7 0.8
Cephalobus Ba2 1.0 1.4 - - 0.1 -
Chiloplacus Ba2 1.0 125 1.6 0.5 3.9 3.3
Eucephalobus Ba2 1.7 1.9 18 2.0 0.5 0.6
Heterocephalobus Ba2 0.1 - - 1.6 1.6 1.6
Microlaimus Ba2 - - - - 0.1 -
Plectus Ba2 0.1 0.1 - - 0.1 -
Achromadora Ba3 - - 0.2 - 0.1 -
Bastiania Ba3 - - 0.2 - - -
Metateratocephalus Ba3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3
Prismatolaimus Ba3 22 0.1 0.3 1.0 2.8 1.0
Aphelenchoides Fu2 1.8 0.3 0.1 8.1 0.4 0.4
Aphelenchus Fu2 5.4 48 2.8 1.0 1.7 0.8
Ditylenchus Fu2 0.2 0.2 0.7 0.9 0.2 0.1
Deladenus Fu2 - 0.8 0.8 - - -
Paraphelenchus Fu2 - - - 0.2 0.2 -
Pseudhalenchus Fu2 - 0.1 0.2 - - -
Tylencholaimellus Fu4 - - - - 0.6 -
Tylencholaimus Fu4 0.2 - - 0.9 - _
Seinura Ca2 - 0.1 - 0.3 - -
Dorydorella Om4 - 0.2 0.5 0.5 - 0.9
Epidorylaimus om4 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.7 0.6 -
Eudorylaimus om4 0.4 0.3 1.0 1.3 3.7 0.5
Longidorella Om4 - - - 0.1 0.1 0.2
Microdorylaimus om4 - 1.5 0.3 0.5 1.1 0.6
Mononchus Oom4 - - 0.1 - - 0.1
Thonus om4 0.2 0.1 - - - 0.6
Thornia Oom4 - - - - 0.1 -
Aporcelaimellus om5 0.1 0.6 2.8 1.3 0.9 35
Dorylaimellus Om5 - - - 0.8 - -
Laimydorus Oom5 0.2 15 0.2 - - -
Mesodorylaimus Om5 - - - - 1.2 0.1
Nygolaimus Om5 - - - - 0.1 -
Paraxonchium Oom5 - - - - - 0.1
Prodorylaimus Om5 - - - - 14 -
Aglenchus H2 - 0.3 4.7 0.3 0.6 2.0
Basiria H2 0.1 0.2 0.3 - - -
Beleodorus H2 0.7 - 0.2 11 0.3 -
Cephalenchus H2 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.2 - 0.5
Filenchus H2 2.8 2.2 5.2 3.0 2.0 0.8
Malenchus H2 - - 0.4 - - 0.3
Paratylenchus H2 13 32.1 39.7 17 221 37.3
Psilenchus H2 - 0.1 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Tylenchus H2 0.9 0.2 - - 0.3 -
Macroposthonia H3 - 0.7 - - - -

Bitylenchus H3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.5 1.8 0.1
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2 (4£) Table 2 (continued)
& it 20044F4 F  April, 2004 2004481 August, 2004
Genus Guild L H &5 it 5 H A5 it
Cropland  Abandoned cropland  Woodland Cropland  Abandoned cropland  Woodland

Criconemoides H3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.1 1.2 0.2
Helicotylenchus H3 16.4 2.3 25.9 32.3 18 34.7
Hemicycliophora H3 - - - - 0.1 _
Heterodera H3 0.4 0.3 0.1 - 0.3 0.2
Hoplotylus H3 - - - - 0.4 —
Merlinius H3 - - - - - 0.3
Pratylenchoides H3 - 0.1 - - - _
Pratylenchus H3 45.4 0.3 1.0 28.7 0.2 -
Rotylenchus H3 - - 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2
Tylenchorhynchus H3 - - - - - 0.1
Zygotylenchus H3 - 10.5 0.2 1.3 25.2 0.4
Longidorus H5 - - - 0.1 - —
Xiphinema H5 0.1 - - - - -

J& % E Number of genera 33 40 37 36 44 36

Ba: skl Fu: frECpZk i Oom: 2

Tkl Car filifrskily; H: A% A4k 1L Bay Fu. Om. Ca. HJE MIIMEFAREGA L LB M eplE.

Ba, Bacterivores; Fu, Fungivores; Om, Omnivores; Ca, Canivores; H, Herbivores. Number following Ba, Fu, Om, Ca, H represent the cp values be-

longing to each genus.

R3 TRERETRENRBEM=ZER(TFAAN. FENPRERE)AESTFE

Table 3 Three-factor ANOVA table of F-values on the effect of land use, sampling date and soil depth on soil nematodes indices

and dominant genera

A5 Ecological indices

fi#J® Dominant genera

JBIEH mAERE SR mRE HRE HUEE ) s RE AR
GR El Sl ABL ABD CHI PAR HEL PRA ZYG

+ R Land use 13.187 21547 24507 38427 51.847 105427 82137 24697  94.34" 3466
KFEH I Sampling date 12.73" 040™ 3375”7 780" 91.81™ 38697  28.02" 1.04™ 13217  361"™
KRR Soil depth 6.02" 051™ 0.87™ 862"  7.89" 776" 21677  13.447 167™  4.897
SERE H x4 A 5 50 1.92"™ 0.18"™ 3.22" 327" 31327 35067 1158 0.74™ 11777 3.21"
Sampling date x Land use
ST x - ) oy 1.82"™ 0.57"™ 151"™ 5.01" 3.98" 5.83" 14.05™ 512" 142™ 488"
Soil depth x Land use
SKAE H SRR v 1.32"™ 0.29"™ 156 ™ 3.85" 5.34" 2.38" 446" 0.86"™ 0.98™ 111"
Sampling date x Soil depth
F <V x - R FH 7 2l 153"™ 0.40™ 1.73™ 3.677 2.75" 3.48" 225 3.307 0.95™ 114"

Sampling date x Soil depth x
Land use

GR, Number of genera; El, Enrichment index; SI, Structure index; ABL, Acrobeles; ABD, Acrobeloides; CHI, Chiloplacus; PAR, Paratylenchus;
HEL, Helicotylenchus; PRA, Pratylenchus; ZYG, Zygotylenchus. "P < 0.05, “P < 0.01.

HARTHSE A s

BAETRHEl =100 X (e/(e+b)), FH T VRAL 4y

XTT%J?H GEUE 1 0 S

SERJFRBLSI =100 X (s/(s+b)), FHmAEN N T
A AR A i 3 B ) A (AR A

,‘EPb (basal) & B4 I Hh (LAl e 7, 3 2E45Ba2
FIFU2IX AN (R A4 1 2k HOR 3 BT 26 e ep
1B 420925 8E); e (enrichment) A2 £ 4 W o (1) 5 4E
By, T EAEBal fIFU2iX P > SR (R 40 1 2k
Hiep (i R LR B B0 6 b ep (A 21 K BE); s
(structure) X & & ¥ W (1) &5 K9 1 4y, LIS

Ba3-Ba5. Fu3—Fu5. Om3-0m5. Ca2—CaS52&ff (%
BN R SRR R gk fepfE ol
3-SR LAl 2 i rbep i 251128 HF) . by e

ASKE BRI 73590 4 2 Koy 2 keNe AT X Kghs,

Horbiks,

Ke FlTks oy 25 A B XS B B A 2 (BL A 4E0.8-5.0 2
[i])(Bongers & Bongers, 1998), TMin,. nelingiil k7%

FIFIIARR 22 )5

AR T I s SR B s R e g, v LLRE 2k
HX REI HA. By C. DIUAZMR, Heh, EIFISI
[F{EFE0-1002 (M) 4k, 4EIKF50{HSIZNF50 (A
GBR) I, LIRS IRV IR 2 TR AL
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Table 4 Abundance of dominant genera under different land use types, sampling date and soil depth (individuals per 100 cm? dry

s0il) (Mean+ SE)

s

20044F4 ] April, 2004

200448 7 August, 2004

Dominant genera FH 25t R FH 25t R
Cropland ~ Abandoned cropland Woodland Cropland Abandoned cropland Woodland
NN & Acrobeles
0-5cm 7+6 111 +40 7+6 910 55+9 8+5
5-10cm 14+8 13+5 7+5 19+5 91+21 4+2
10-20 cm 4+1 8+5 1+1 12+8 45+ 14 3+2
20-30cm 2+1 312 - 9+4 35+13 6+2
30-40 cm 2+1 6+2 - 4+£2 11+4 3+2
40-50 cm 2+1 4+1 1+1 5+2 30+7 3+1
NS¢ )8 Acrobeloides
0-5cm 13+2 96 + 21 15+4 4+4 4+4 -
5-10cm 29+4 187 £ 45 31+£13 3x1 16+7 1+1
10-20cm 49+ 16 156 + 44 9+6 4+2 23+15 1+1
20-30 cm 34+7 111+ 26 8+3 1+0 19+4 1+1
30-40 cm 26 +£12 49+ 2 2+1 1+1 6+4 2+1
40-50 cm 17+4 13+2 442
¥ JE )8 Chiloplacus
0-5cm 212 19+8 5+5 — 6+4 2+1
5-10cm - 55+8 6+4 1+1 18+ 3 4+1
10-20cm 5+3 63+19 4+2 1+1 3714 2+1
20-30cm 4+2 92+21 3+2 2+2 16+5 9+6
30-40 cm 2+1 56 +7 1+1 17 5+3
40-50 cm 2+1 16+4 - 6+4 2+1
4l'J@ Paratylenchus
0-5cm 12+5 175 + 36 172 £ 28 9+4 48 + 33 43+11
5-10cm 74 504 + 80 165 + 50 6+3 280 + 94 57+19
10-20 cm 2+1 470 + 88 81+7 2+1 173 £ 65 40+ 10
20-30cm 1+1 165 + 28 84 +22 1+1 86 + 16 57+15
30-40 cm 1+1 42 +11 21+7 31+12 61+10
40-50 cm 21+10 15+3 - 18 +12 174
12iEJ® Helicotylenchus
0-5cm 154 + 67 6+3 153+ 49 13+6 34+12 220+ 42
5-10cm 73+25 6+4 51+18 117+ 27 3+3 101+ 49
10-20cm 35+ 13 212 12+6 69 +13 212 32+15
20-30cm 44 + 28 6+4 16+9 46 + 10 4+2 29+ 20
30-40 cm 9+7 714 38+11 36+13 32 12+3
40-50 cm 5+3 316 46 +5 42+3 36+ 10
JH{A&JE Pratylenchus
0-5cm 99 +38 1+£1 - 8+2 - -
5-10cm 140 + 64 55 3+2 85+21 3+£3 -
10-20 cm 84 +34 - - 91+16 - -
20-30cm 121 + 26 212 - 397 2+2 -
30-40 cm 119+ 18 1+£1 2+2 40+9 -
40-50 cm 64 + 10 3+2 347 - -
48 Zygotylenchus
0-5cm - 109 £ 59 - 4+£2 116 + 44 4+2
5-10cm - 149+ 78 - 1+1 373+ 153 1+1
10-20 cm - 59 + 38 - 1+1 136 + 30 -
20-30cm - 51+28 1+1 1+1 62 +13 1+1
30-40 cm - 28+11 - 2+1 63+ 15
40-50 cm - 75 - 1+1 12+2 -

w2 B e BT, MEIRISIFE R T
50(B% )i, B 3 5% - R B i i B2 T3
FEEER/AN, WM ER T e, ElZNF50{HSIERF
50(C% BRI, F I H8E5E RO ZE 0 2 TP
PN, YA T S5 /40 FIRAS; TEIRISIHES

T50M (DZR M) I, W] 3w R A B =1 A2
TR v, CXTIAEE G O i, B kR AL
(Ferris et al., 2001).
25 SFitHh

AT I E 2 AL (R 22 2K T-10%)
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Fig. 1 Results of nematode faunal analysis under different
land use types. (&) Cropland; (b) Abandoned cropland; (c)
Woodland. Numbers of 11-16 represent sampling sites at dif-
ferent depths on April, and 21-26 represent sampling sites on
August, 2004

RIHCRE AT Logao(X+L) Rk, 4R R D48 s F it
e B BH M AESTRESIREN AT Z N FE T %
GMHT, P < 0,05 2 5t BEHEACT: MIXAHTRATR
AFEAN T, TR R, R

BH. ESIEHRGIHENS 3BT A 2 &
#; CL LS MR HISPSS 11,04k 117

3 #R

31 ARLHFAARNTRIZ BEFRHEK

AFF 5 1 1) 7 3 AN [ =t R O 2R 4 e 3
£k 64 (22), b2 oAb B P 25 i i B0 i
=, 408 (4 H)F4djE (8 H), ik kMR AiI
FHALEE . Gitt o i i, DLdiJa i 2 FEAE AN Rl AR B
AN]SR I JRT RA R P 2 (RSB A AR A 3 2 7 (P
<0.01), 1 =& WA HAE BN IEIA 2% (33)

R HEP, &R RARE N R E
(Acrobeloides) . 12 Ji¢ J& (Helicotylenchus) 1 % 14 J&
(Pratylenchus), HiZ&4n] %11, £160% 481NN 58 & Fl i
g8 2 b A AE0—20 em 2, T A4 e 2k e
M) 5) 53 A fE0-50 em &AL Rz . 7EdE it
. B K J& (Acrobeles) . L HN K g . WF &
(Chiloplacus) . % J& (Paratylenchus) # % & &
(Zygotylenchus) 4yt %5 J, e b 5% J& ATHLL N 5% i
£ F A (E0-20 em 2, Mt E 8k 15
I3 Ai7E5-30 emt 2 (H4). fEMRHL T, Ak 8 AR
BEJE AR, FENATAE0-20 cm1- 2 . it HT
LKW, BRI E MBS RN, SR AN T
R T7 N ASRERAFE I ARRAE 2R B 2 18] ) A7 A AR
BEEREP < 0.01), i =3 1A AR BRI bE
JEg, AR AN T A I F ARG e e et H AT
E S AP
32 ARLHMFAFRNEBRXAD

AR A J7 20 46 HUE SR TR BB R 45 1
FREL(SN YR A .3 72 7 (P < 0.01)(583). £kt
X RS RKM, w5 HEY, IR d s iR
G R i BB IR (<50), ALK 2 B0k i A /ED
S, R TIEEYM AT BRE, L2
Peahi R (K 1a). 7688 e b 28 H ) 4 R s B0 i,
BRI, FEARKZHESMAECHRE, KW+
BAR/D 2 2P0 E), SRR T iR (E 1b) .
MAEAR M, 2k SRR =, & R TR UK,
FER P AT{EBRICH IR, R LI i 4b
TEWIRES (E1c).
33 W E5TIEBUIBFRRIMEX ST

MESH H, HIRSBESWIRE. £ R
JaE B N e B A H AT 835 IR A R OCR,
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1 33 R Al 5 D) %o AN ) - 33 2% o g = A T S
PN, A S5 RE . WER e Bk i B
WEIEMAHRLKR, MELHEEH. FERL B
TEEE . AR 2 BE AR, i
HHRA AR SRR S A2 DB % H 2 F
G, T EUEE R B E N AACR R, HHEL R
SERFREN S I LA R CIN &2 38 2 1) IEAH DG O%
A (#5).

4 g

AWFFTEE R W], Ik eV I I 25 20 Akt
JAEARFAER RGP RE 2R, HFAAFZLR
JaE Xof R 7 2 ma NS R] IR 2 S ] B A
[F) 24 PR ARV Bl ] SRAS B ) R 1 A R o A
S A 18 B AR 1 5 AR 46 AT 9% (Norton &  Niblack,
1991).

Kandji%#(2001) I\ h, KRZIENMES R T
o gEek di ZAEMER . Fus(2000) B 3k3E T 281U
g5, RGP R 4 LR i e B s T A
ARG, AWIRGREY, TIEERENZ EAEZI
BNV /N IR P8 i b A B P B vy, 1T /AR M R 5 EE Ak
HAAR,  HASIRI 2R H P 38 A0 R I HH AN [ (1) I 2 4y
ks R o LIk A3 1 2 o A B R R
FERIAEFE TR AL B 2R A s
B AIAE0-20 em 2, 2555 L IEH Ak M ORI S
FRARVLIFEM . BeAh, 30 3m ARG 1T e 5%

Wi 2 OO A IR SR B R 3 2 —, 3L B R i ok 5% i
O, 19 H ok 52w 2k HUf¥) 43 47, Sohlenius A1 Sandor
(1987)fEHEHb A2 AR S RGPt R I, T+
B AOIRBL I, AR BRI S /e g i
FkEY) a7 AR B AR R T2

BT AN A TS I ), g R kAR T e
A3, FPECRIEZ WA A b ) AR IR AR R A
A, X BLR AT RE S W) B O AT ) 2E e A R
(Ingham et al., 1985). X4 75 2 2k duifi 5, FEAR
Fo M oA 1) 2R 2 —(Norton & Niblack,
1991). AHHTU, EHiE. Heh JE AR e 4 I AE +
S5 1 TP PR oA A] RE S AR R I K.

Ferris%5(2001) 7t £ th Dy fig ARl 4 (R LAl |, 2
TR R J7E, WU R gL R
W)W 5/ FNFE 0 & HOR IS5 AE S (Ferris et al., 2001,
Wu et al., 2002; Ferris & Matute, 2003; Liang et al.,
2005b). AN[F] R FH 77 2R 2 HUX R O3 B R
FEH, LEFE i HRRR Hh Ak B rp £ SR 2 A FR A
& ARFREURAR, R gLk i vl fe b T
SERIACIRES, THERZ BN SN BN AN, RS R
Ak Ak B A v () S A PR HOE IR TR B IR e
SO I, 3K TR S b RUbR b b SRR 45 A AR
8, TR M aMNINA R Z TR TR
AL, 28t ) s SRR O S5 M 4R B IK, &
B R 2 BIOMHESE N A Rt se e, 5 Lk
AV T IHEIRES .t AR R 7 X

#R5 MBELZBARE. £TBBELIEBLBREXSH (1) (0=72)
Table 5 Correlation coefficients (r) between the numbers of nematode dominant genera, ecological indices and soil phys-

ico-chemical properties (n=72)

LI PR EpIR 3 A5 WA LE
Soil porosity pH TOC N CIN
i #JE Dominant genus
W 5EJE Acrobeles 0.292" -0.032 0.218" 0.230" 0.103
BIWT%E)E Acrobeloides 0.102 0.314™ -0.030 -0.031 -0.012
HRJEJE Chiloplacus -0.048 0.481" -0.176" -0.169" -0.189"
)& Paratylenchus 0.294™ 0.317" 0.066 0.087 0.024
12iE % Helicotylenchus 0.330” -0.236" 0.538" 0.528" 0.269"
Jiik)E Pratylenchus -0.073 -0.472" -0.048 -0.057 0.077
¥4 J8 Zygotylenchus 0.245" 0.047 0.048 0.056 0.030
4= 2545%0 Ecological index
JEH%H Number of genera 0.380" -0.245™ 0.267" 0.267" 0.142
wAEFR % Enrichment index -0.093 -0.265™ 0.049 0.023 0.083
SERIFEHL Structure index 0.159 0.025 0.182" 0.160 0.198"

"P <0.05, P <0.01.
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BRI o) fiftid 2 A5 AR A I FE % AH ¢ (Norton: &  Niib-
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