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(AN- enchelys T lineare
OSIM) (CLUSTER) Micro- 8 25.8% 12
soft Excel 2000 SPSS11.5 PRIMER 38.7% 11 35.2%
5.0
[45]
(canonical correspondence analy- 2.2.2
sis CCA) 3
(F )29 200
2 ind./g) (C )22 700
2.1 ind./g)
(G )3 510 ind./g) (E )4 560
1 ind./g)
pH 4 F ) (d)
pH (5.170) G )
1 (3.641)
223
2.2 4
0.261(B D
2241 )  0.640(A F )
20 31 (2 Cen- (0.25 ~ 0.5)
tropyxis ~ Nebela ( 3 ) (0.5~0.75)
as ) F ) © ) (CLUSTER) 1
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8 Amoeba B ) G )
sp. Centropyxis compressa Difflugia globulosa D. (D
gramen Lamtopyxis sp. Nebela dentistoma Trinema ) 5

*1 SPLUBARARIPRAEEHLET BB R
Table 1 Physi-chemical factors of soil samples under different vegetations in the Dinghu Mountain

A B C D E F G

pH 3.55 3.75 3.57 3.94 3.44 3.54 3.96
(uS/cm) 177.8 98.0 122.4 100.3 118.0 166.0 73.0
(g/kg) 221.80 214.96 235.13 175.66 144.44 326.34 153.25

(g/kg) 80.13 30.22 42.40 32.55 66.29 66.20 33.25

(g/kg) 0.98 2.24 2.08 1.27 091 0.96 1.08
(mg/kg) 0.19 0.21 0.19 0.23 0.19 0.25 0.44
(g/kg) 10.04 13.80 16.39 13.03 17.03 13.64 3.14

SO; (mg/kg) 33.97 39.28 112.55 37.41 35.18 57.03 33.40
NH3:-N(mg/kg) 21.77 34.34 45.14 65.41 27.15 28.15 29.57
NO; -N(mg/kg) 277 19.4 22.9 20.6 20.4 33.1 11.6

A B C D E
- F G
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Table 2 Sarcodina species in soil samples under different vegetations in the Dinghu Mountain

*

A B C D E F G
Acanthamoeaba sp. Al +
Actinophrys sol A2 + +
Amoeba radiosa +
Amoeba sp. A4 + + + + +
Arcella gibbosa A3
Centropyxis compressa C2 + + + + + + +
C. gibba
Centropyxis sp. +
Corythion sp. Cl +
Cyclopyxis eurystoma +
Difflugia globulosa D1
D. gramen D2 + +
Dinamoeba mirabilis +
Echinamoeba sp. El + +
Euglypha rotunda +
Euglypha sp. E2 + + +
Heleopera sp. +
Lamtopyxis sp. L1 + + + + + + +
Mayorella sp. + +
Naegleria sp. N2 + +
N. tubulosa N1 + +
Nebela dentistoma N3 + + +
N. lageniformis N4 +
Nebela sp. N5 + +
Plagiopyxis penardi P1 + +
Plagiopyxis sp. P2 +
Polychaos sp. + +
Stachyamoeba lipophora S1
Trinema enchelys T1
T. lineare T2 + + + + +
Vahlkampflla limax V1 +
10 12 13 11 13 15 9
* 2
B (0 SRR T 18 o
B3 AR R T R R E e oy REE
EMS R Table 4 Similarity of soil sarcodina among different vegetations in
Table 3 Abundance and diversity indexes of soil sarcodina the Dinghu Mountain
communities under different vegetations in the Dinghu Mountain
A B C D E F
A Margalef B 0.455
(ind./g) @ C 0609 0320
A 11 145 14500 3.909 D 0476 0261 0500
B 12 1.7 11 700 4.427 E 0.609 0.480 0.538 0.502
C 9 227 22 700 4678 F 0.640 0.444 0.571 0.385 0.530
G 0.632 0.571 0.455 0.400 0.545 0.500
D 13 9.42 9420 4.170
E 16 4.56 4560 4.678 2.3
F 8 29.2 29200 5.170
G 17 3.51 3510 3.641
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Fig. 1 Cluster analysis of soil sarcodina properties of different
vegetations in the Dinghu Mountain
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Table 5 Correlation between soil sarcodina abundance and
physico-chemical factors in the Dinghu Mountain

Pearson P

pH 0.443 0.320
0.661 0.106

0.985" 0.001

0.299 0.514

0.179 0.702

-0.343 0.451

0.376 0.406

SOy 0.638 0.123
NH;-N -0.032 0.946
NO;-N 0.827 0.022
o P<0.01 * P<0.05

( pH + )
( 0
Fo RHLUBARPRXITERARHRFESHIEBUETF
B % ST X

Table 6 Multiple correlation analysis between soil
physico-chemical factors and soil sarcodina abundance in the Dinghu

Mountain
2 0.805 pH
4 0.748 pH
3 0.738 NO;-N
2 0.736 NO;-N
4 0.732 pH NO;-N

(CcA)
( 2
NH;-N Naegleri sp. Echinamo sp.
Actirnoph sp. Nebelas spp.
SO, NO;-N
(pH) Amoeba spp. Plagiopyxis spp.
(pH) SO;
NO; -N
%0 S,
[ pH A
A
4, . N AN
pr 2
o n ] oay
TN TP
DlﬁA Ll, T, N
! T,
Eﬁ?vA N ad,
3N, TK
T @5 oG
| NN
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Fig. 2 Ordinary bip lots of soil Sarcodina abundance and
environmental factors in the Dinghu Mountain
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Comparative Study on Community Structure of Sarcodina in Soils
Under Different Vegetations in the Dinghu Mountain

WANG Chao', LI Yafangz, XU Runlin"

(1 School of Life Sciences, Sun Yat-Sen University, Guangzhou 510275, China; 2 South China Sea Fisheries Research Institute,
Chinese Academy of Fishery Sciences, Guangzhou 510300, China)

Abstract: In order to understand the characteristics of soil protozoa communities under different vegetations, soil samples
were collected from 7 different vegetations in Dinghu Mountain, the community composition and abundance of soil Sarcondina were
studied with the methods of qualitative and quantitative cultivation and the distribution pattern of soil Sarcondina in the small range
was investigated based on the ubiquity model and biogeography model. In total 20 genera and 31 species of soil Sarcondina were
found in the soil samples, and the Genus Centropyxis and Nebela were found to harbor the most species (both 3 species). Among all
species, Amoeba sp., Centropyxis compressa, Difflugia globulosa, D. gramen, Lamtopyxis sp., Nebela dentistoma, Trinema enchelys
and 7. lineare were found in four sites. There were distinct differences in soil Sarcondina community composition under different
vegetations, there most species (15 species) were observed under evergreen broad-leaved forest in the montane (Sample F) and the
least species (9 species) under shrub and grass near to top of mountain (Sample G). There were various abundance distributions of
soil Sarcondina communities under different vegetations, the highest abundance of soil Sarcondina was in Site F (29 200 ind./g) and
the lowest was in Site G (3 510 ind./g). The Sarcodina community similarity index was in the level from moderate unsimilarity (0.25
- 0.5) to moderate similarity (0.5 - 0.75). Cluster analysis showed that the highest community similarity was found between the
Sample A (evergreen broad leaved forest in valley) and Sample F (evergreen broad-leaved forest in montane), and community
similarity between Sample B (evergreen broad-leaved forest in riparian) and Sample G (the shrub and grass near to top of the
mountain) was higher, meanwhile the relatively lower community similarity between Sample D (coniferous and broad-leaved mixed
forest) and other samples were noticed. Correlation analysis revealed that there was an extremely significant correlation (P<0.01)
between soil water content and the abundance of the Sarcodina, and there was a significant correlation between soil NO;-N and the
abundance of the Sarcodina (P<0.05). The multiple correlation analysis showed that there were correlations between the abundance
of the soil Sarcodina and the combinations of soil physic-chemical factors, particularly with soil pH and water content. CCA analysis
showed that different soil physical and chemical factors had different affects on different Sarcodina species. The results displayed the
distribution of soil Sarcodina in Dinghu Mountain was consistent with Foissner “biogeography model”.

Key words: Soil Sarcodina; Community structure; Zoogeography model; The Dinghu Mountain Nature Reserve
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