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Response between the Community Structure of Soil Mites and Environmental Factors on the Evergreen Broad-
leaved Forest in the Shibing Karst Heritage Property, China. ZHOU Yuan-yuan, CHEN Hu® , WEI Qiang, YIN Xiu-
met, LIU Wen-jun ( Institute of Karst Research, Guizhou Normal University/ National Engineering Research Center for
Karst Desertification Prevention and Control, Guiyang 550001, China)

Abstract: The evergreen broad-leaved forest represents the pinnacle stage of vegetation succession within the dolomite
karst mountain forest ecosystem in the Shibing Karst World Natural Heritage Property. To characterize the soil mite commu-
nity in this forest type, soil mites were collected and identified from three distinct vegetation types in the Heritage Property
in September 2021. The community structure of the soil mites was analyzed using several parameters, including the number
of genera, number of individuals, community diversity, and ecological indices of Mesostigmata and Oribatida.
Additionally, the relationship between the soil mite community and environmental factors was investigated. A total of 1 563
soil mites were captured, comprising 91 genera in 55 families of 3 orders, with Perscheloribates identified as the dominant

taxon. Dominant and common taxa constituted the fundamental components of soil mites in the evergreen broad-leaved

R EE: 2022-03-04
BEE£WE . BRESUEITR(2016YFC0502601)
@ BIFE1EH E-mail; gy_chenhu@ 163.com



- 512 -

xR H R N W OB R 5 39 %

forest ecosystems, with the rare taxa contributing primarily to the increase in mite genera. Spatial analysis of soil mite com-
munity structure and diversity revealed the following pattern; EBF1 > EBF2 > EBF3 in the horizontal direction and humic
layer > upper soil layer > lower soil layer in the vertical direction. Moreover, the community distribution displayed evident
surface aggregation characteristics. Quantitative analysis of community similarity, based on the number of mite genera,
demonstrates that soil mite communities between vegetation types exhibited moderate or highly similar levels, directly asso-
ciated with the presence of rare taxa. Ecological taxa analysis of Oribatid mites predominantly featured the O-type Poronota
group, while Mesostigmata ecological taxa were primarily characterized by the r selective type. Correlation analysis indicate
that the evenness index is significantly negatively correlated with soil total phosphorus and positively correlated with soil
pH. Soil porosity, soil water content, and soil organic matter all exhibited significant positive correlations ( P<0.05) with
each parameter of the soil mite community, except for the evenness index. Redundancy analysis demonstrated that, exclu-
ding rare taxa, the composition of soil mite communities varied considerably among vegetation types, with soil organic mat-
ter serving as the primary environmental factor significantly impacting the distribution of soil mite communities ( P<0.05).
These findings offer data support and a theoretical foundation for the research and conservation of soil biodiversity in forest
ecosystems of the Central Subtropical Karst World Heritage Property.

Key words: soil mites; community structure; evergreen broad-leaved forest; World Natural Heritage; Shibing Karst; soil
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Table 1 Natural environment of soil mites in the study area
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Table 2 Community composition and quantity distribution of soil mites

] MR ()
f s EBF1 EBF2 EBF3 ait
hE AR Trachytidae ) R ( Trachytes) 6(+) 6(+)
i AL ( Trachyurpodidae ) 5 i I ( Oplitis) 1(+) 1(+) 2(+)
LA %L ( Trematuridae ) PR & ( Nenteria) 3(+) 15(++) 3(+) 21(++)
TUTUHFL( Dinychidae ) JE U JE ( Uroobovella ) 1(+) 1(+)
FZ\ 5B} (Epicriidae ) 2\ )& ( Epicrius) 2(+) 2(+)
UL (Parasitidae ) BT H & ( Neogamasus) 17(++) 3(+) 4(+H) 24(++)
FF )& ( Parasitus) 15(++) 15(++) 9(+++) 39(++)
el ( Veigaiidae) 245 IR ( Veigaia) 2(+) 2(+)
K35} ( Rhodacaridae ) I i )& ( Rhodacarus) 1(+) 4(+) 5(+)
A5 D7 155 J& ( Dendrolaelaps) 12(++) 12(+)
+ FIHEL ( Ologamasidae) HiAP I ( Gamasiphis) 1(+) 1(+) 2(+)
|5 215 R ( Macrochelidae ) JAlE I 3585 I ( Glyptholaspis) 13(++) 13(+)
L #w J& ( Macrocheles) 6(+) 2(+) 12(++) 20( ++)
RAE B ( Parholaspididae ) I T ( Gamasholaspis ) 2(+) 2(+)
+ & 15 )& ( Krantzholaspis ) 9(++) T(++) 2(+) 18(++)
IRIC 1) ( Parholaspulus) 32(++) 16(++) 21(++) 69 ( ++)
JE 7 1%} ( Pachylaelapidae) JE 7 155 J& ( Pachylaelaps) 20( ++) 18(++) 15(++) 53(++)
JE 208 & ( Pachyseius) 3(+) 3(+) 6(+)
FEIERL (Ascidae) BRI (Asca) 14(++) 1(+) 15(+)
JE AR (Podocinidae) JE AU I8 ( Podocinum) 2(+) 4(+H) 6(+)
Wik} ( Blattisociidae ) B2 R ( Lasioseius ) 1(+) 2(+) 4(++) 7(+)
T2 J& ( Cheiroseius ) 4(+) 3(+) 1(+) 8(+)
J5 W58 ( Laelapidae ) )75 8% )& ( Cosmolaelaps) T(++) 1(+) T(++) 15(+)
+ 7515 )& ( Ololaelaps) 2(+) 2(+)
FEL D7 U5 @ ( Geolaelaps) 14(++) T(+++) S5(++) 26(++)
SR (Alloparasitus) 4(+) 4(+)
LRl ( Ameroseiidae ) SR (Ameroseius) S5(+) 3(+) 4(++) 12(+)
Z JEWEFL (Polyaspididae) 5t Z G W58 ( Polyaspinus) 1(+) 1(+)
E %} ( Cunaxidae) FL 2510 )& ( Cunaxa) 1(+) 1(+)
TE$8 %5 8 ( Dactyloscirus ) 1(+) 1(+)
L5 1 )& ( Laelaspis ) 1(+) 1(+)
WGHF ( Microtrombidiidae) TG & ( Microtrombidium ) 1(+) 1(+) 2(+)
4% H I557F} ( Hypochthoniidae ) 7R 5% B IR ( Eohypochthonius) 6(+) T(++) 8(++) 21(++)
2 W i B} ( Phthiracaridae ) 2 W 155 J& ( Phthiracarus) 1(+) 3(+) 1(+) 5(+)
PA HE 9% & ( Steganacarus) 1(+) 1(+)
A6 FF 5B} ( Nothridae ) 6t FF 56 8 ( Nothrus) 8(++) 1(+) 2(+) 11(+)
FLAR B 58 ( Trhypochthoniidae ) LR B 495 & ( Trhoypochthonius ) 10(++) 9(+++) 19(++)
% H AL ( Lohmanniidae ) TR H W & ( Mixacarus) 3(+) S5(++) 1(+) 9(+)
% Wi )& ( Lohmannia) 4(+) 4(+)
Z4H 05 JR ( Meristacarus) 4(+) 4(+)
Fr-3% H 0 )& ( Papillacarus ) 37(++) 2(+) 1(+) 40( +++)
H H i#7%} ( Malaconothridae ) H W& ( Malaconothrus ) 2(+) 1(+) 1(+) 4(+)
% R ( Epilohmanniidae ) % i & ( Epilohmannia) 6(+) 2(+) 8(+)
B % B gR} ( Euphtliiracaiidae ) =45 )& ( Rhysotritia) 46(++) 25(++) 2(+) T3(++)
i = F W & (Acrotritia) 1(+) 2(+) 3(+)
H A& E W8 ( Hoplophthiracarus) 1(+) 1(+)

il = FH i & ( Microtritia ) 1(+) 1(+)
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£ZE3 2 Table 2 ( Continued)
y AMEECE (R
F A EBF1 EBF2 EBF3 Gt
35 B L ( Mesoplophoridae ) HA: B 5 R (Archoplophora) 43(++) 28(++) 8(++) 79(++)
FAT 57 B 0 R} ( Astegistidae ) TIN5 & ( Cultroribula) 4(+) 2(+) 8(++) 14(+)
HLH Rl ( Oppiidae ) 5 W (Arcoppia) 8(++) 1(+) 2(+) 11(+)
fﬁﬂmmﬁE(Micmppia) 1(+) 1(+) 1(+) 3(+)
/NP I8 ( Oppiella) 16(+++) 12(+++) 8(++) 36( ++)
A I ( Ramusella) 5(+) 2(+) 8(+H+) 15(+)
A R ( Phauloppia ) 1(+) 3(+) 4(+)
LT i I ( Oppia) 2(+) 2(+)
T H 3R ( Liacaridae) i 495 I8 ( Liacarus) 6(+) 6(++) 12(+)
S F iR} ( Gustaviidae) S F 68 ( Gustavia) 3(+) 3(+) 6(+)
A HUEFL ( Carabodidae ) A R ( Carabodes) 1(+) 1(+)
B3k H AL ( Otocepheidae) [ 1555 J& ( Dolicheremaeus) 1(+) 1(+)
JE BR F AL ( Suctobelbidae) JE B FF 05 ) ( Suctobelba ) 3(+) 4(+) 3(+) 10(+)
S5 5K 05 )8 ( Parisuctobelba ) 2(+) 2(+)
153k iR (Tectocepheidae) 353k F i T ( Tectocepheus) 19(++) 53(++) 21(++) 93(++)
% F 5 F} ( Hennainiiidae ) i 15 S ( Hermannia ) 3(+) 3(+)
iy 3L g AR Peloppiidae ) £ H gl T8 ( Ceratoppia ) 6(+) 6(+)
Ik B g ) ( Hennaiiniellidae ) 71Nk B s I ( Hermanniella) 1(+) 2(+) 3(+) 6(+)
S5 B i ( Nanhermanniidae ) S5 B 5 8 ( Crythermannia) 4(+) 2(+) 6(+)
5 1585 & ( Nanhermannia) 6(+) 4(+) 5(+H) 15(+)
ZUH 8 F 96R) ( Plasmobatidae ) S 8 355 J ( Plasmobates) 2(+) 2(+)
DB e H 87} ( Eremobelbidae ) UPER 2 H 1) ( Eremobelba) 3(+) 5(++) 8(+)
V0 J2 %} ( Eremobelbidae ) Vb 2 I & ( Eremobelba) 2(+) 2(+)
i H iRl ( Damaeidae) R H 5 8 ( Damaeus) 3(+) 3(+)
e Ji5 H A ( Scutoverticidae ) )i F 068 ( Scutovertex ) 6(+) 2(+) 8(+)
KA (Galumnidae) K3 H & ( Galumna) 1(+) 14(++) 10( ++) 25(++)
BRI H R ( Trichogalumna) 17(++) 47(++) 43(+H) 107(++)
K IR ( Pergalumna) 4(+) 6(++) S5(++) 15(+)
JE K3 T 056 )& ( Protokalumna) 8(++) 1(+) 4(+H+) 13(+)
BASE FHBERL (Haplozetidae ) 4 B35 B TR ( Perxylobates) 2(+) 2(+)
JAFL I  Vithenabates ) 10( ++) 13(++) 3(+) 26(+++)
(58] 2. 35 055 ) ( Peloribates ) 18(++) 28(++) 14(++) 60(++)
%1 2R R 5T ( Setoxylobates ) 5(+) 18( ++) 6( ++) 29( ++)
£ A3 T 056 I8 ( Rostrozetes ) 5(+) 2(+) 7(+)
Bl 33 FF S 8 ( Parascylobates ) 1(+) 1(+)
N5 H IR (Incabates ) 9(++) 2(+) 11(+)
B K FE P97} ( Parakalumniidae) B T 18 & ( Neoribates ) 1(+) 15(++) 9(++) 25( ++)
T H %L ( Mochlozetidae ) FT4% B 5 8 ( Mochlozetes ) 1(+) 1(+)
3%z AL ( Ceratozetidae ) 3 W 5 I8 ( Ceratozetes ) 17(++) 2(+) 17(++) 36(++)
B H 8] ( Scheloribatidae ) B )& ( Scheloribates ) 14(++) 9(++) 15(++) 38(++)
4T 56 J& ( Perscheloribates ) 70( +H+) 54(+H+) 41(++) 165( +H+)
AL HF}(Xylobatidae ) AL R ( Xylobates) 13(++) 12(++) 25(++)
KB R} ( Protoribatidae ) K BT F 5 8 ( Protoribates ) 11(++) T(++) 5(++) 23(++)
T 0 4R ( Histiostomatidae ) 4 1% & ( Histiotoma) 2(+) 2(+) 4(+)
A1 660 522 381 1563

EBF1 EBF2 EBF3 FEHIIEAE HULER 1, + R RBERE, - 3m i W, +30nMi 250, + Wi 250,
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TiIRF  ZAEPETE A, 6 B 1R B0 i BURAHOR
e REYE Shannon ZREMEFERL Margalef £ 4 EBFI EBF2 EBF3 KM, 4595 FEFE #AE 3 MhE
= LR Pielou Y5 BEFERUE AL UL 2, AKF

AT R FNE2E 5
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Fig. 1 Vertical distribution of genus and individual numbers of soil mites in the study area
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Fig.2 Horizontal distribution of soil mite diversity
index (H), richness index (Rg) and evenness

index (J) in the study area
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Fig. 3 Vertical distribution of soil mite diversity index (H), richness index (Rg) and evenness index (J) in the study area
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Table 3 Community structure of soil mites ( Oribatida) at

different sample areas
R LMLt mes MR % HETE
MF O MBE OGEE PBE X OMBE GBE PR KM
EBF1 28.85 38.46 32.69 O 36.73 20.17 43.1 0
EBF2 25.64 35.9 38.46 O 18.47 23.4 58.13
EBF3 27.03 32.43 40.54 O 12.32 25 62. 68
EBF1 EBF2 EBF3 FEHIIEAE B 1,

P
P

2.4 WSV EEE ENEIE

K ML F8 B0 35t 7 1l g 4 i) i bR - 58 v
S B E5 R 22 57 TR K A A0 r (B
WL 4 MIFEEOTRAE IR 5, SR, 15 Hb
B o i) MR £ - S R AR AR BE R
T, Hrp EBF1 1 EBF2 DA r $E#% 8 ) 3= EBF3 LA
K EBRN 3 @R 2 DL r e £, H 32
K 8¢ r i #8 h £, SFEHOA W 125, EBFL
JEFE )R A )2 0 Dy r SRR AL K SRR A,
EBF2 £ 5 EBF1 #4057 M5B, M EBF3 ¥ LA r
PERER R E
2.5 ERBESREEFHHEXE

W i 3 22 5 (P<0. 05 5] P<0.01) , HAA & R85 K 7
AR R E 225 Hrh EBFL 445 T HA T
e Y A DL RN K fif /L P, EBF2 A2 BT A
FLBREE MoK i AR S K K, i EBF3 A&
e T B3 pH (A AR

x4 HEMIESZH(PKNTEAHE)N K ERMrE
Table 4 K or r values of predatory soil mites ( Mesostig-

mata; Gamasina)

F KA{H Bt rfE
2R} (Epicriidae) 3 ZF R} ( Parasitidae ) 4
LR ( Ameroseiidae ) 3 JE fA IR (Podocinidae) 1
IRAEIEEL ( Parholaspididae) 2 +HIHFRL( Ologainasidae) 1
Eidny S ( Veigaiidae ) 2 gl ) ( Blattisociidae ) 2
WA} ( Rliodacaridae ) 2 PRl (Ascidae) 1
JE D713} ( Pachylaelapidae) 1 T3 W58 ( Laelapidae ) 1

RS BAEMIEEH(FRNTEHE)WRAEEY
(MI)
Table 5 MI values of predatory soil mites ( Mesostigmata;

Gamasina)

EBF1 EBF2 EBF3 &it

REE — KR ML CEEE M1 REE M1 AR

. . JEFEIR)Z 0.4176 r 0.5859 K 0.4741 r 0.4549 r
i 4 A
BRI T IR 6, SRR, H A THEE 0.6667 K 0.4412 - 0.2903 r 0.5342 K
\ . i T "
Iiﬂ_“f%ﬁlﬂ*ﬁ%}j‘@’éﬁé?i%ﬂfﬁ?iﬂ(ﬁﬂ?’fi Bt 0.4689 r 0.4918 r 0.5101 K 0.4847 r
HEA DU FLBREE ST A K o () A7 A I 3 EBF1 EBF2 EBF3 REHIIEA(Z B0 1,
K6 TIERBERTFHIE
Table 6 Content of environmental factors
/(g kg™ )/ (mg + kg™ . /%
FEM pH fiL e S AR
UL e i S KA SRR T E/%  (g-m™) Kt /K%

EBF1 7.5+0.3" 145.8+18.7%4. 1+1.7* 0.5£0. 1* 4.3+2.1* 0.4+0.2* 8. 1+2.8" 92.3+16.0" 58.3+0.6* 1.1x0.0" 44.4=4.4* 0.4x2.5%

EBF2 7.5£0.4% 55.5£5.5* 2.8+0.1* 0.8+0.2% 3.9+1.3* 0.3+0.0" 8.2+4.2" 83.9+9.2°
EBF3 7.920.1° 46.1+8.8" 2.1x0.3 0.6=0.0" 4.5+0.9" 0.2+0.0" 8.5+3.6" 86.4+7.6"

F{E  0.59
P{i 0.59

19. 89 0.98 1.85 0. 05 0.97
<0.01 0.43 0.24 0. 96 0.43

58.8+0.4* 1.1x0.0" 49.1+2.8*32. 8+2.3"
49.1+1.3" 1.4+0.0* 31.0+1.7"24.8+1.2"

0 0.14
1 0.87

42.76
<0.01

42.76 8.84 3.89
<0.01 <0.05 0. 08

Bl A PR E AR ERR 2 Rl —FVBER S /NG TR IR R R AR S R bR 28 5 35 (P<0.05)

FH L 4 AT - S LB RN - AR RN % 7K St
M SRR R R EIR R R R
I E B EAC KR (P<0.05 3¢ P<
0.01), THEAREIKEDI G NMEE=MZ
FEMFR R R I 3 IEAH G R (P<0.05) , HHEf
BUT & it 53 1) 55 096 285 s 5 IR Bk = B A 8
BB EEMEER(P<0.05), WYL EIRES
T A R B A OCOCR (P<0.05) 15 1
B pH (HRIAH R, HORME B4l R, AL
PR RS K A LT 7 B 2 T - A9 DS
RSN EERERN T,

RDA HEFF R /R T FRBE 78 i (A6 AF b A - 18
BRI T ) XoF - S 06 S A I A AR B0 A A Y )
(ES) , HEFE 40 A Sl fip 2 A HE e il B3 e T
49. 83% 1) T IEUHISHEIE L AR S AR 1 HER
FES 2 HEFP Rl fif B 32530 R 28. 85% Fil 20. 98%
SER N, R LR HAUA A S m LB
WA 1 HEP Sy B #5565 1 HEpfl 2 iE
AHOC, a1 Bl S A LT B i B R A G
(P<0.01) , BT 25. 60% 1 il 25 B4t 5 T 25 5
pH (AW E S 1 HEF 3y Mg s, 555 1 HEr i
EHAHSE; S 2 S R SRS | AR S KEM
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Fig. 4 Correlation coefficients between each parameter of

1,

the soil mite community and soil environmental factors
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Fig. 5 Redundancy analysis of soil mites

and environmental factors
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