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Fig. 1 The experimental installation )

a. WEAW: b, HMRB 1. WRAAHR(31.5X31.5%31.5cm), 1’ K
ﬁﬁ"ﬁﬁ’ 2. %’E&W%"(WEEIXICIH) 3. BEYDH; 4. &%

a, Treated exQeriment. b, Control experiment. I, A woven plastxc bag
(31.5%31.5%31.5cm),1” Underground part of the bag; 2. A wnre netti-
ng basket(mfsh 1X1 cm); 3.A nylon screen mantle; 4. The iron
twig
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B—ER, BOBRRBRBEAE, BRESTERFEHMTE BREH LA GE
RIBEE R, XFE, ERME, 6 3 ML, FAANEE. &V RE, ¥ RAR FHHFE
% (36.0+1.67%) SAMANTFHMEER (27.88£2.49%) ZAHBEMER(t =
2.707,df =6, P<0.05) , ERZRHFMMBA S, Mk NERDERTEH—%
RACEA ., W4 H K & 2 54 543 gm‘za“%ﬂ 422.5 gm'za L, “HME
120. 5gm'2a’1 FED, ' ‘ -

%1 MALSHEREERE (1987 4 6 A—1988 &6 A)

Table 1 The consuming experiment of soil litter of Dinghu Shan

Control group Treated group - .

No.3 |No.4 | No.6 |No.9 [No.l | No.2 | No.5 | No.7

Total o IR by | 1515 | 1515 | 1490 | 1515 | 1515 | 1515 | 1490 | 1515
~stages(gm~2) : . o L o -
e —EERER 933 | 1020 990 920 | 1170 | 1145 | 1006 | 1024
Remained after a year(gm=2) : R
B oE B 582 -| 495 | 500 | 595 | 345 | 370 484 | 491
Consumption(gm~2-.a~1) v i N ‘ )
FOH O OX 33.4 | 32.7| 33.6 | 39.3 | 22.8 | 24.4 | 31.9 | 32.4

Annual consumptive rate(%)

Ncan 36.0+1.67 27.884 2.49

verage of annual
consumptive rate( %)

C EENRR 543(126.4) 422.5(+37.9)
Average of annual .
consumption(gm=2,a"!)

* 1=2.707, df=6, 0.01<<P<0.05 WHABHHEZDE.

(=) FEGENERELE S L RADNER

Yo 3t B FC B AL RO R T B B & KRR — XL, 2 RFIT R 2. %2’%#
PWEFAPOTHEE, RkES, BHEBEEER. WkH LM RMET, S5H
BEH MR EEXER. HEH. WHASRE. FAMN, 83H. X%H. XEH
SERAHBXR, BAEAWER/D, WAk, ARAKRD, AMA 08 HEXHY

Rk Ry B 0.9227 gm ! M0.7477 gm ta”t, K ¢ fE O 1.171

@f=8), FEREER GR3).

(D) EMEABE R SRR N ERNER
W& 2 B, e B, # D ﬁﬁiiﬁm%EGHTﬁmiwiﬁﬁlﬁﬁo S

WEAYBR R E R RAUX B OB AWmnTsmR RLERBE

HAMBREW R LB, EAEAE, “HMERY R=0.923,df =4, %
) e 49 o
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Table 2 The density of litter animals in varied experimental groups

iﬁ‘gﬁélﬁ Monﬁlyﬁdefity%indiv - m~2) P ﬁgﬁggi
Pii}:le:l— . 1987 T igss Ad‘::’:i‘; Significance test
G e W8 8B |l | S et |
_cj?iff_l C 10 |gms 1m0 o w0 bmzo | it 1.940
H‘?&“ﬁ‘ii R kAR 00 s mo e | 2 0.783
5y§";‘e?g?3tf_5 TOlEe B0 | Ss | BE TN KD % 0.393
A | § |3 BRI B BSIBIIBY | BS 2710
Jfﬁdﬁa % 18.0 18 0 5.5 15:2 g.o 1;13{22 32:1_} 1.337
Coltopters | 5 | 49| 02| 8 | 0| @5 s 28 2.543
Dhioota | § | 90| 50| 25| 25| ms | 108 0.303
Lomdopters| § | 25| A8 | %E | BSOS | &% BT | -am
sitens | § 143 B3NSR M IH3) MR | o
R E || w0 EE| B | e
Do | § [ 35 05| RO S| 0L IE| i 0.195
Thysmmoptens 5| 0 [ 9 |9 9| 95 %0 33 1457
psi';'i?pﬁm S| S0 BEOBEIY OIS OIS 33 0.414
ls??i%ﬂ O A A A A 1000
cudonehica| § | 35| FE | B3| 0 |9 | 3U| %L | -osm
fard| § 13 1818 18|30 B B | em
LR I O I I - T R A O
Diatora | | 30 25| 0 |0 [} | 25| 7 2.012
n\no’f{%im S0 L RIS 0| eS| 0 os | —Loz
Orggtaera“ g 8 8 8 8 3.5 %'5 83 0
Symphyéﬁ % g %.5 g 8 8 8 8.4 l'm

» Cxtf%Hcontrol group: T XLEHA treated group,
*'» df=5, t>2.5711, P<0.05
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Table 3 The biomass of main litter animals directly correlated with

the consumption of soil litter in the varied experimental

groups
EHEE Average biomass(gm"’a'i) ’
» B o4 & B 4
o Control group Treated group

% % B (Blattaria) 0.2531 ©0.2605
% B 4 (Diplopoda) 0.2256 0.1910
& B H (Isopoda) 0.1603 0.0295
i 33 H (Lepidoptera) 00922 0.1340
B 3 B (Hymenoptera) 0 1013 0.0782
# 3 H (Coleoptera) 0.0393 0. 0202
@ B B (Collembola) 0.0273 0.0189
# W B (Acari) 0.0232 0.0151
M @ H (Diptera) 0.0004 0.0003
B Total 0.9227 : 0.7477

df=8, t=1.171, P>0.05

A2 1% FH0.917, ZFMRRBIEREEN. XA, B—HrBmisEET &)
5K BT iR A U RS EWEEE MR (R=0.831,df =4, Ro.,5 =0.811)
F4), '

%4 BEEHERESEEAENERS GO REIVEHROBFEL

Table 4 The seasonal change of consumption of soil litter and the

‘biomass of saprophagous animal in the litter(gm~2)

SR X = "
' Control group Treated group
Miﬁs FHEER o | WIGTH MR FyERE AP R
Av. Av, biomass in the ‘ Av, Av. biomass
consumption beginning consumption in mid-stage
19.28 : 11.23
7—8 +4.31 2.3987 +2.22 1.3438
: 6.38 0.5717 5.73 0.4174
9—10 *1.41 ‘ +2.00
*0.80 . 0.6596 3.05 0.4598
11—-12 10.36 . +1.76
8.50 0.4458 7.50 0.6065
-2 +3.64 ‘ +3.13
8.50 0.5046 4.98 0.4396
3—4 +4.26 +3.01
10.85 0.9555 9.78 1.2193
5—6 10.48 +2:25
R=0.831%* R=0.923%*

. Rt SENCERE T TSRS T ON

Av, biomass in mid—stage=%(Av.biomass in the beginning+Av, biomass at the end)

# % df=4, Ro, 05=0.811, Ry 01=0.917.
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ikt By LYy, MMESEHEELE RN EEEA. B Ui &
MR ZI, MBS, YRTCERBHENER, niEmmiERe,

- ERHh, MEEHENEIEERIVERFLSEMES KNRBTAR. Lb
HEYEHERHEEE L RA 0.2531 gm™2, HKkAERNAM 0.2256 gm™2 MLEEHDY
0.1603 gm™* (R 3) o Hik, FE—RBEEBR aE RSB, B 75 H R0 IS 6 7= 2 B B i B2
Wl 1EL % 72 3¢ oy T 72 3 R AAC B4 oh (g 40 B A R 9 22 2% 0.1308m 2, o XL AS (D)
R B R (0.9227 70 0.7477) ZERRKHBI, WHERE BOXBEAGLH: B v
HREETRBHERNZ—. ZBEMERANEDRBRRZERAL, BERAIHPHER
IR/, @%Tﬁ%ﬁﬁéﬂmiﬁﬁﬁ:ﬁﬁ%ﬁf‘iﬁﬁﬁm, E A3 3 T RE O P B T 8
&R H K, '

ﬂzﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ'yiiﬁib%iiﬁﬁﬁﬁl‘ B, S (B H A TR ) Mk h,
R TR YR, BRAUEER, SIERLG SRS 0, EREEH 1
FEVERA K, S0 e 351 3= B S8 820518 (Ocnerodrilus) MIIREE|R (Pheritima) ,
AR RE PGB B EEY . IEBZELd LTz, BEXERRELRAN
CRE B REEIEBIRD , FILAEABEM BRRERS. XAE 2 hFFIEBRER DK
, REHE. SR L Yy A R, SR B ETEE RIK 5.6 gm 2000, FRLAM AR
A E R HEE R £ T e BAN, FARHRIESSEAMmEE. B2, BBEEE
RO e ki R X EBIRHRFgE 000,

REHMEENGEABFE, TEHEBBET AL (Havidnditermes orthonasus
(Tsai et Chen)J, KL Hil, EE%%@%HH%%E*Z&@E&EHB@%%&, HEX
BEUEF) . MBI, ABEEREAEEHEATER MRBE. %%, PRGAT
RS, EFEMEBFEADERBEREAR (Macrotermes barneyi) . fEHk T H
SEERFTCARL B B VR, fE B TROB s S v 2o 76 a0 LU e R I
BOXFME L. Hk, ME/DRRBHIR GRER), ZELURM B S 28 BB bk,
. BT RERYK 3.08 gm™?, ifiE ML AKX IHEL % 0.91gm "2,
PIHIMRZES) 3.4 f. FE/NR, BT EUCTIIN R AOREBERE B 3K 444.5 gmtatt, 7 AR
%, A BB A T 9 B AL TR A £ W REAS B P 120.5 gm T aT XA R AEE
W Q.7 5FBABUENR 2 ZEABE, BRARBYRARNERNEREE
MERERSIE. ELRFAEEM M RN E (906.3f1543gm™2a" ) 2JF,
FIR AR, AEEW RN, R LR R M R E R .

R R R 25, LR R S B A o R EE R %, Satchyl,
J.E. Q977 IALEKER R D, BEDREBEETHEES MY 4, BRI
A BE o RRE R RN, REARTEI RSO, HE WP R
R, MEHEALEEERBEE, FEMEEYMSHEERB K. PR +iR
BIRSERR T WSRO, 3 T S 3 R B/ b S, e 4%
HB% (Bl micro-organism) REERMK . AWRMBRNTEE, L5 MR,
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THE SOIL ZOOLOGY OF SUBTROPICAL
FOREST IN DINGHU SHAN
Il. The Relation between the Quantity of Some
Soil Animals and the Consumption of Soil Litter

1

Liao Chonghui, Lin Shaoming and Li Yaoquan
(Guangdong Entomological Institute)

Abstract

The relation between quantity of some soil animalsand consump-
tion of soil litter was studied in monsoon evergreen broad-leaf for-
est of Dinghu Shan. Two experiments, control group and treated ,
group were compared.Termites and other soil animals were prevented

‘into the treated experiments.The soil litter was added into every

experiment month by month,as the natural litter production.The ex-
perimental results’showed= 1) The average consumptions in these two
groups were 0.36+0.0167 and 0.2788+0.0249 in one year respectively;2)
The composition of soil animals and their quantity were different
unsignificantly between these two groups; 3) The consumption of

goil litter was significantly correlated with the bionﬁass of sapr-
ophagous animals in the litter.
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It was discussed that the éonsumptlion of soil litter was ‘caused
by the macrofauna ingestion mainly, 1) Isopoda, Diplopoda and BI-
attaria etc, have some action also to consumption of soil litter; 2)
- "' The biomass of Isopoda in control group was greater than in treated
group,it probably was a reason of consuming difference between two
groups; 3) The consumption of soil litter in monsoon evergreen broad-
leaf forest of Dinghu Shan was lower than that in cultivated broad-
leaf mixed forest of X'i.aoliang. This low proportion was closed to the
low proportion of termites biomass between the two places.It showed
that the difference of litter consumption was significantly correlated
with the termites biomass.

Key words; Soil animal; Litter; Decomposition; Natural forest
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