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Abstract The effects of soil nematode species and the community structure on the growth of Rhododendron
moulmainense in Wutong Mountain, Shenzhen were studied by means of nematode community structure and
ecological index analysis. The results showed that: (1)There were 30 families 56 genus and 5 213 nematodes, the
community composition was very important for the growth of R. moulmainense; (2) Simpson dominance index,
density group index, Shannon-Wiener and Pielou evenness index all showed the significant correlation between
the growth and the diversity of soil nematode; (3)Wasilewska index and Nematode pathway index showed no
correlation among the growth, the soil environment and the decompose dominant; (4)The maturity of the soil
ecosystem is an important index for the growth of R. moulmainense. Clearly, resonable proportion between
microbivorous nematode and herbivores-predatory nematodes could lead better growth for R. moulmainense.
Oppositly, the dominance of herbivores-predatory nematodes would make the growth worse.

Key words Rhododendron moulmainense; soil nematodes; community structure; ecological index of nema
tode
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£ W #EBY Rhododendron moulmainense, )& ft
A 4EF} Ericaceae F1RY @ 4% FHEY), SME NHEARDL
INFER, ARIRAENY, RS E . ML A,
i a-6 7, A 7-12 H, EIFREF LS
Pl MO B A e 2k HURZRTE shi i BFR, A7
fETHIEARRG T, YN0 E 0 MNma, b
WAL LB FRY R, AR IR diEE
R AR SO, fEdERE AR P W, A
BT AL AR R A K 2 R AN R 52
Wi, BRI E B R . XS
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L BRAE W) 7 A 2 o3 LA S 5 | RS A A A A
TRl R 5 Bl

TS R A AR S R G0 B R 4
ARG MGERE R LEE Y, A
SN YA BT, BP9 S T Bl A A
ARIEZ, Bk b SRk B PR R A R0
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AR PRSI IR S, MOl AR A R
BABME S,
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1.1 FRRHER

TR IR A L 1 58 2% AR 23 Bl 2 T 113°177E~
114°18°E, 22°23’'N~22°43’N, N Fr j #b 7, %
iR, PUREARAL, HLBAS ) FE R KA . B
AR AR B A, U bR R 4
B R LR T A 2 R, AT OR
22.5°C, AFPHIREKE A 1966.5 mm'®,

AR L2 e AT AR (0 8 S e AR, 2B W)
ZHAMEEE, AT ESY 24 A 64 B 196 i,
AR 232 BE 762 & 1 378 Rl FEARIZ LR R
Castanopsis fissa . Wi YL #§ Machilus chekiangen-
sis . WA Liquidambar formosana %5, T RJZ FH &
EAFALRY . 4R 48 Aporosa dioica A1 LT Psychotria
rubra % U, IR FE, SOWMERE .
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e LN S RN iE i PAL T
1.2 MRAE

A L - 398 2k ) Ay JBORE I 8] 2 2018 4 11
23 H—28 H, M5B AGHEMRIE TR0 22

S, HERE 4 PSR AR R B AL RS AR, B4R
(BETR< 25%), 1 (50% <FET-%H <25%). 2%
(100%< FET-H <50% ), 2 (FET-F =100% ) 4
FpRE s, XFR; A, B. C. D#EHb, FfHLHEF 10
mx 10 m.

R S Y B R IR ] (d=5 cm), T
RAEBCRFE A, AR E W E . 0~10 cm JZ
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Tz e E (), 5 SRREARIE
Z—HEMmARE (+) U
1.3 HiEAIE
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@ [ w215 4 BB 20 B 48 %0 (Maturity in-
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Figure 1 Statistics of soil nematode’s nutrition types in the plots
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Table 1 Soil nematode’s dominance of plot A
EIRA IOED Y . [ =SS X2 B /9 .
IRk = FAIZIE %0 gy | TR = FRZIE R g
Nutrition Relative . Nutrition Relative .
Genus Dominance Genus Dominance
type abundance type bundance
BF SR 1.82 ++ FF BREEA ) 0.12 +
Plectus ' Campydora '
P Q gl
BF AR 10.36 - FF i 0.18 +
Panagrolaimus Leptonchus
RN TR
BF Acrobeles 333 o FF Tylencholaimellus 1.06 A
A5 #I))E
BF Acrobeloides 2.06 A PP Tylenchus 11.07 e
W& KRR
BE Chilopacus 041 * PP Pratylenchus 0.47 *
Skt P
BE Cephalobus 0.59 * PP Nothotylenchus 6.53 A
=SV A
BF Eucephalobus 0.41 * PP Beleodorus 1.59 o
MR IR L
BF Cervidellus 230 o PP Amphidelus 0.12 *
NS B
BF Rhabditis 4.83 o PP Paratrichodorus 0.12 *
R Lic)e
BF Mesorhabditis 47 A PP Hemicycliophora 2.06 o
BF ' wﬁ% 235 — PF GRS 0.65 +
Prismatolaimus Ironus
=] —
BF WUE R 1.65 - PF ALIR 0.18 +
Diplogaster Tripyla
(LRSS T4
BE Pseudodiplogasteroides 112 o PE Dorylaimus 0.94 *
AT Lk T
BE Protorhabditis 135 o PF lotonchus 1.24 A
Wy Sk Pt H LR
BF Teratocephalus 0.18 * PF Eudorylaimus 1.65 A
s
BF IR 4.06 —+ PF M2 6.59 ++
Alaimus Prodorylaimus
SEHE R thorLk)s
BF Displogasteriana 0.41 * PE Mesodorylaimus 0.65 *
(SRR S5 1 I
BE Chambersiella 2.63 o PE Diphtherophoridae 0.29 *
I8 A
FF Aphelenchoides 2.06 o PF Mylonchulus 0.12 *
N=Ri DI e m
FF Aphelenchus 3.18 A PE Thorneella 112 o
ey #EE
FF Ditylenchus 2.00 o PE Labronema 0.29 *
xr)E Bx s
FF Oriverutus 117 o PF Chromadorita 7.00 A

. BF: B40#4 . FF: SEFEA . PF: MGt . PP: a4, +++. ME. ++: T#E. + HAE.

Note: BF: bacterial-feeding nematode, FF: fungal-feeding nematodes, PF: plant-feeding nematode, PP: predacious parasites.

+++: donimant genus, ++: common genus, +:

rare genus.
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Table 2 Soil nematode’s dominance of plot B
=i X2 1% N ERY X2 BE 1% .
g W MXZI G g | K A R % g
Nutrition Relative . Nutrition Relative .
Genus Dominance Genus Dominance
type abundance type abundance
LRk m IR
BF Plectus 1.89 A PP Tylenchus 0.35 *
BF Eu[ﬁﬁ. 16.78 +++ PP KL 1.26 ++
Panagrolaimus Pratylenchus
[TEEE iR
BE Acrobeles 6.64 A PP Paurodontus 394 A
S [ &
BE Cephalobus 0.84 * PP Beleodorus 119 A
Bk Lic)e
BE Eucephalobus 217 A PP Hemicycliophora 3.28 A
) = LI
BF Cervidellus 2.94 A PF Dorylaimus 4.76 A
/MR Bk s
BF Rhabditis 0.21 - PF Mononchus 1.33 A
PR B
BF Mesorhabditis 12.10 AR PE lotonchus 37 o
BF . *&[@E. 0.98 + PF E%&E 1.54 ++
Prismatolaimus Eudorylaimus
JEAT i
BF Protorhabditis 0.56 * PF Prodorylaimus 9.29 =
28
BF %EI.ZUE 4.26 ++ PF FP%J;)E. 0.56 +
Alaimus Mesodorylaimus
18 222 )m
FF Aphelenchoides 154 A PE Oxydirus 2.24 A
SR P )
FF Oriverutus 331 A PE Mylonchulus 1.26 A
ik R E)E
FF Leptonchus 2.03 A PF Thorneella 1.47 A
IR torE
FF Tylencholaimus 0.56 - PF Chromadorita 1.61 A
FF R 1.40 ++

Tylencholaimellus

13823k, Hrbaaims b 128, HERFELR2
&, HEMELR 18, WErtkLi 8jE. FibD
() E 20 TR 2k U o Lok, AT 50%, ik
H b xt 5 HkEHL AL B 2035 10.11% F1
7.23%; MEPEL IR RO R R, (AR
et AL B ik, AL B R I HE R
He il 2z A i 34.78% (R 4 A 1),
22 TIEEHAERIBHS T

TESFAT T2 A 488U BT e, R SR b
D MG BB REIR, AR B AL RS T ARS8 T,
B CEE 5 75 50 3 M FEHLAEAE 3 25 5, IR
ARSI B AT TR D AT I AITHE . AL

B. C 3 Hefpb g A S BT LT .
22.1 FEREBPERESN A, B. C3 M
VM FR LA FE R R 0.05, 0.07, 0.14, B C.
>Cy >Cro FEHL A S EERAL, BAALRSAE KNS
DLERAE, FEHL C S R R, BAARRYAE RS O
B, T4 HF P=0.003, /NT0.01, FoR{EZE
()22 SRS 3, AT DAk AR AR 58 RN K
THAL A A KA KA, (ER A, +E
AR R, B RS A KIS O

222 BE-EBEIRHoN TIESYEEE N
WA A%, SRR Z A —E B e, 2
177 5 Ay 2 AR R BN T8, 2R



M3 TFAE s ek RO ERDNFRAR L BAR AL RS bR A KA S 87

3 i C TIELRMBEE
Table 3 Soil nematode’s dominance of plot C
IR WMEEE % o || B WM %
Nutrition & Relative ﬁE@E Nutrition & Relative ﬁl:;é“E

Genus Dominance Genus Dominance

type abundance type abundance
4 el

BF R 6.13 —+ PP s ER 26.29 ++

Panagrolaimus Paurodontus

kg i G

BF Cephalobus 3.6 o PP Beleodorus 6.84 A

FL R Lic)ee

BF Eucephalobus 0.99 * PP Hemicycliophora 242 A
INFFE FLJE

BF Rhabditis 0.85 * PE Dorylaimus 7.98 A
AT LIy

BE Mesorhabditis 336 o PE Mononchus 0.43 *
7 5

BF . &HEIE 071 + PF E%/EE 2.85 ++

Prismatolaimus Eudorylaimus

JEAT TR

BF Protorhabditis 0.99 * PE Prodorylaimus 20.09 N
ToIH e thor4E

BE Alaimus 1135 o PE Mesodorylaimus 0.43 *
I8 TR

FF Aphelenchoides 0.57 * PE Paracyatholaimus 0.28 *
Eiyyr eI

FF Leptonchus 1.99 i PE Thorneella 3.70 i
#I)E Or s

PP Tylenchus 1.99 o PE Chromadorita 4.20 A

BT IOE 15 90 R P2 B — BB oo i s ik U i1
RN, 3 ARR M A HRLR s T — ISR R )
4 15.01, 9.14, 3.12, Bl DG,>DGz>DG., i% 4
RAE—E R E F et BARA RS A Fedh A 1Y
DG 68U im, EBAALRSAE K itbf; b B 19 DG
RHoRZ, BAMFRSAERIENC “Hh7s HEHL C 1Y
DG {HE TR, X0 i B AR AL RS AE K
TR 25, Jr 2250 &K L P=0.026<0.05, FIIAH
T L R R — B AR S BARAL RS AE K
FHI

223 BHBRIBEAH Y EBHBSN BTREZH
P T B DA RN S0 A R BI04 TiE R 22 8 it
(R ZRETE AT ek U SR BRI 2 A ) — 2ok
ERMER 2N - TR, ERRGR
FEVESSBE R Y Fh F & B R 2 FEVE Y B T
It b 2R PERERR T AR S R Gk
Braedy, XTSRRI RIEM ARG
BAYIR R E R BA R R RS T,

M S I ZERRE, AL B, C3 MHHLAE
REZFEWIREOMKK S H' > H' 5> H' ¢, T
G306 R Y B AR AL B AR KA U TR,
ZHr &I P=0.001<0.01, Bl 2254k @&, L)
N B B AR ZFEERE B $E i, BARALAS A K
OB R s, TSR, LA, B
BAEEAL, WikEH C BUEM AL THEHL AL B, Xt
YIS R BE T 22570, 15 th P=0.019<0.05, %X
(EFIH 3 DFEHLIY 5 5 B AL RS AR K 3 AHOG
224 EI$BAFIRE>HN T EEE
(W) S S e A 494 R A 21 il 5 I (R
FE R B U PRI BOR AL BL CiX 3R
M, PO TR A £ il 2.61. 5.01. 0.56,
B WIg>WIL>WIe, AR T4 LAY e fd etk
Bl 4 AFEH R AR C BB/ N T 1, BB
BB e 25, % N B AL RS A I 0 25
KR A FIREHL B, XA FEBUEY KT
1, HIEERRG A, B S AR AE AR .
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Table 4 Soil nematode’s dominance of plot D
B X 1% Y =S X ZE /% .
IR A RXIZDLO - g | TR A MRS
Nutrition Relative . Nutrition Relative .
Genus Dominance Genus Dominance
type abundance type abundance
AR T R I
BF Plectus 0.94 * PP Paurodontus 4.63 A
A
BF ﬁﬂ@% 15.41 +++ PP i 2.17 ++
Panagrolaimus Beleodorus
BF Acrobeles 11.58 A PP Rotylenchus 0.36 -
kit )E AR
BF Cephalobus 0.94 * PP Tylenchorhynchus 0.80 -
FL IR ik
BF Eucephalobus 3.76 A PP Hoplolaimus 0.36 -
FEfIEE Lic)
BE Cervidellus 2.68 A PP Hemicycliophora 2.03 A
NS e
BF Rhabditis 2:46 A PP Helicotylenchus 0.80 -
IR LR
BF Mesorhabditis 6.37 A PE Radopholus 0.29 -
o 2
BF . *&u[ﬂ@. 3.84 ++ PF %/EE 2.82 ++
Prismatolaimus Dorylaimus
JET LYy
BF Protorhabditis 4.85 A PE Mononchus 0.65 -
ey Sk - e hrLE
BF Teratocephalus 4.05 A PE Mesodorylaimus 3.5 i
BF AR 6.73 ++ PF SR 3.33 ++
Alaimus ’ Paracyatholaimus ’
HI)E 22 J2)E
FE Aphelenchoides 2.88 A PE Oxydirus 3.69 A
Hi e eV N
FF Aphelenchus 0.94 * PE Thorneella 0.51 -
BTG e[y
PP Tylenchus 1.08 o PE Thornia 051 -
Lo s
PP Criconrmoides 0.51 * PF Chromadorita 1.16 A
thErT))E
PP Nothotylenchus 3.33 o

I 2085 R R P=0.07>0.05, LI ihir K54k
W JUT 2 e ) - 498 (e BRBR 0 R B Al A B AR 1 DU AH
KARE

225 K RBIBIGH A LAGEBAEEL (NCR)
SRR R 2R - B 0 o R AR
FIRFERR, S AN [m] 53 i A28 vh A AR o e 28k
T DA B A B R 2 RN DL BB A B 2R L EE

{ER FTAa . 28 Ul B 8 B NCR € {0,1},
SRS NCR (H#RZE 1, Bt FEd8 e 40 5 .
T2 P=0.496>0.05, £k Hii k45505 &
F AL RS A KA A B2

226 ZHERRAEIHESA LB PGEEH
P FE bR AL H i AR T 4% U AT B (M)
R B PR U e £ (PPL), 2 44 S



M3 TFAE s ek RO ERDNFRAR L BAR AL RS bR A KA S 89

R 5 HMER SR MEIEHANG S EiEH

Table 5 Shannon-Wiener and pielou evenness index of the plots

) . Piclou H4J2] 154X
FE A ZREVEFE L Pielou evenness index
Plots Shannon-Wiener
H . J
ERAEN 4 3.21 3.78 0.85
ARG 2.96 3.43 0.86
ERAEN 227 2.37 3.09 0.77
RGN 2= 8.99 3.06 0.88
R 6 HEHhE R A ETEEL

Table 6 Nematode maturity index of sample plots

K H A TR 2 AR HE A PELR USRS AL MUPPI
Plots Maturity index Plant-parasites maturity index
RN “4r” 1.94 0.60 3.23
BRI b 229 0.35 6.45
R <2 2.06 1.09 1.89
AEREAL “He2e” 1.91 0.49 3.90
R7 4 8 MERAERBHNINER
Table 7 Analysis results of 8 nematode ecological indexes in 4 sample plots
Sy b A B ¢ D P-value
Analysis indicators Plot A Plot B Plot C Plot D
TR C 0.05 0.07 0.14 0.06 0.003
W — KR % DG 15.01 9.14 3.12 8.99 0.026
TR H 3.21 2.96 237 3.06 0.001
Pielou ¥J5) & J 0.85 0.86 0.77 0.88 0.019
LT R AR R W1 2.61 5.01 0.56 4.12 0.070
2 MU FEHE U NCR 0.83 0.82 0.89 0.94 0.496
A TG ZE HUBEEE M 1.94 2.29 2.06 1.91 0.053
T B PR U PP 0.60 0.35 1.09 0.49 0.034

SNEE SR FE R AR ATRL AR —RE AT
AN R B AN 2 i ™ A ) — 2
e R E SRR ISIRTE], A AN LR
B E R R R

S AL BL C3 /A B AL RS AR K R A Il
6 AL R WoR A AT S BB R ORI
A MIg>MI>MI., J5 22 43 ¥ P=0.053>0.05, W]
DI BARAL RS A KAG L5 A A2 06 42 i 3
FEEOH AR 3. AL A EFR BN A
PPI.>PPI,>PPl,, 752401 P=0.034<0.05, RIiAN
B FEAG AR KGO 5 HE B PR A FR A

*H?‘éo

3 ipSitie
3.0 HEMERGHE - R R ] 22
HAE— S BERJE RN, A M T BRARSAER,
AT 2 AT DL R SRR A, A A R
KM T A R R L R S R AR T S
B A AR AR, BAFLASETR, R h
PG, KR B A o0 i A IR
e . W be S BAT WA HER VR AT Do & 1,
. R BRAEIUR & T EUEY 2R R
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ETAI N[

TERICB AR W —RIE R, Bk
ZFAEIREL. Pielou YIS BEARRL, SOt T AR R
TR B 2R FETr 220 b 4 TR AR 0 22 5+
W, AP TR AL G AR DR A TR
ZREAT DI SR

U 30 60 34 S 4 0 W IR HUTE 4 2 NCR,
AR X P I G 2K 1) P-value, TEZ(E 1Ak -1 f
AR RN A X BAR AL S A AR A 3

ARE B F AR TG 2 AR A P UM
JESRBOT 22000, BMAASE R BRSRHEA
WEEARSC . MR TR HUSE AR L PP 45 R0HR
B RS A AT DB IR UL
3.2 FEHh D 7RE RGN UL W 2K
FERR BN B AR ZRETEAR BRI T AL B FEHIK
-, MRS AR HUH S RO 2 R 45 R
SEAR PR BA WAL PRI AT B AT S B A
MRS A K O B T

e Hr st D S AR AL, K
B AN R L L 5 ad g, SR A
TEHEASB RN IR T . BRI TR, R
FITURIE 2ok, A0 T A0 L TR B0 b T A ] e 3
TR AR R, NS BOZRE L - 2k
FeBI A, 3 s SR B e R b B AR n &
b LA S R G RIR AL Y

SE 3k
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