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Abstract: In order to better understand the influence of different fertilization regimes on soil meso— and micro—
arthropods in fluvo—aquic soil, the field experiment was conducted that included six treatments, i.e., contrast , organ-
ic fertilizer, reduce 50% chemical fertilizer plus organic fertilizer, normal chemical fertilizer plus organic fertilizer
treatment, increase 50% chemical fertilizer plus organic fertilizer, chemical fertilizer . Indicate: A total of 1570 soil
meso— and micro— arthropods were obtained in this survey, belonging to 5 classes, 9 orders and 35 families. On the
whole, fertilization increased the total numbers and species of soil arthropods, significantly increased the diversity of
soil animals in surface soil. It was beneficial to the stability of animal communities. However, a large number of
chemical fertilizers were used to inhibit some soil arthropods and reduce the species of soil arthropods. In addition,
higher content of chemical fertilizer could significantly reduce the evenness of soil arthropods. It suggested organic
manure plus synthetic fertilizer was suitable for the amount of soil meso— and micro— arthropods, but more chemical
fertilizer was harmful to the stability of soil arthropods.
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Table 1 ~ Group composition of soil fauna in different treatments

e A
Group A0 Al Az A A A Dominance
High H Acariformes 295 246 242 345 264 158 +4++
TR R Oppiidae - 4 10 - 1 17 ++
e R Cryptognathidae 26 12 15 19 2 11 ++
PR Euphthiracaridae - - 2 - 3 4 +
SR TES Cunaxidae 22 10 13 4 2 29 ++
R R EEL  Parakalumnidae 24 8 13 42 26 11 ++
b il Tydeidae - - 17 - 2 - +
% iR Lohmanniidae 2 - 10 2 1 - +
R Malaconothridae 54 41 26 73 53 19 ++
oy Pygmephoridae 34 30 32 27 13 21 ++
T AR Microdispidae 4 31 11 2 5 2 ++
AR Camisiidae 28 13 17 20 3 4 ++
I k) Scutacaridae - 6 4 2 4 2 +
A IR} Cheylrtidae - - 2 - +
bizg7 Uik 7S Damaeolidae 10 12 5 15 8 6 ++
g 7= Tetranychidae 16 4 27 8 4 ++
- iR Epilohmanniidae 23 32 19 59 101 1 ++
i Sk R Tectocepheidae 6 4 2 5 3 - +
e MR Liodidae 11 15 2 16 11 - +
TR} Alicorhagiidae 8 1 0 18 2 3 ++
3 R Galumnidae 4 - 2 5 - - +
SN RIERL Xenocaligonellidae - 1 - - - - +
TCAHERE Ameridae 14 11 11 23 7 10 +
Bk AL Zetorchestidae - 2 - - - +
KRR} Anystidae 4 - 3 - - - +
I RE Trombidiidae - - - 2 1 2 +
A AR Carabodidae - 4 - - - 4 +
VNG 7= Oribatellidae - - - 2 3 4 +
W S Bdellidae 5 2 - 4 3 - +
fief FP g R Cepheidae - 3 - - - - +
MR H Collembola 153 212 224 260 278 300 o+
SET R Isotomidae 79 66 89 136 134 106 +++
B Onychiuridae 45 87 75 68 112 120 4
B Rk Poduridae 21 46 46 42 16 50 ++
Lt g Cyphoderidae 3 9 6 10 10 6 ++
BER Sminthuridae 5 4 8 4 6 12 ++
R R Hypogastruidae - - - - - 6 +
X H Diptera - 8 14 4 25 11 ++
B H Coleoptera 2 2 6 9 6 +
WiGH Psocoptera - 2 2 - 7 +
L E| Acerentomata - - - - - 4 +
5 ul=| Isoptera - - 2 2 - - +
WEH Diplura 3 2 - 7 2 8 +
125 28| Lepidoptera - - 3 2 - +
ZEEH Symphyla - 4 2 - - +
HEH Oligochaeta - - 10 2 - - +

s +++  RA>10% 3R 3 ++ 4 1%=RA=10% & W)@ ;+ 5 RA<1%F0 AT ) o

Note: +++, RA>10% dominant genera; ++, |%=RA=10% common genera; +, RA<1% rare genera.
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Fig.1  Individuals number of soil fauna in different layers
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Table 2 Soil fauna communities in different layers
At AR
Treatment Ecological index 0~3em 6~10em H=15em
A0 H 2.53+0.16 A a 2.30+£0.36 A a 1.78£0.48 A a
J 0.88+0.01 A b 0.92+0.02 A b 0.97£0.02 A a
D 4.15+0.68 A a 3.38+1.19 Aa 2.61+0.56 A a
Al H 2.34+0.22 AB a 2.23+0.13 A a 1.60£0.44 A a
J 0.88+0.02 A a 0.93:0.01 A a 0.93:0.04 A a
D 3.57+0.54 A a 3.03£0.26 A a 2.14+091 A a
A2 H 247+021 A a 1.91£0.25 A ab 1.61£0.28 A b
J 0.87+0.04 A a 0.90+£0.07 A a 0.92+0.04 A a
D 426073 A a 2.81:0.44 A b 2.18:t0.41 A b
A3 H 2.32+0.15 ABa 2.02+0.22 A a 1.92+0.12 A a
J 0.84+0.02 AB b 0.82+0.07 A b 0.97+0.01 A a
D 3.66£0.56 A a 2.99+0.38 A a 2.84+0.20 A a
A4 H 1.74£0.13C a 1.71£0.17 A a 1.57£0.55 A a
J 0.75£0.09B a 0.86+0.08 A a 0.91£0.06 A a
D 2.69+049 A a 1.99+0.30 A a 2.11+0.97 A a
AS H 1.94£0.39 BC a 1.95£0.33 A a 1.91£0.43 A a
J 0.82+0.02 AB a 0.83+0.08 A a 0.95+£0.01 A a
D 2.89+1.04 A a 2.87+0.57 A a 2.72+0.66 A a

T AN KRG T8 A A A B 22 8] 22 Sk 1) 35 K- (P<0.05) s ANRINE FhE 3R AN )2 2 8] 22 5335 51 i1 2 /K F-(P<0.05)

Note: Different uppercase letters indicated significant differences at different treatments(P<0.05). Different lowercase letters indicated significant

differences at different layers(P<0.05).
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Fig.2  Principal component analysis(PCA) of soil fauna with the different treatments
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