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Abstract: Effect of plant pruning on the biodiversity of arthropod communities at organic tea plantations were investigated in the
summer. Tea plants were subjected to light, deep or no pruning for observation in changes on the biodiversity at the plantations. The
results indicated that one or two months after alight pruning, both pests and natural enemies were significantly affected. The effect
was even greater when a deep pruning was applied. A month after a deep pruning, the number of arthropods including Empoasca
vitis, Ectropis obliqua, Acaphyllatheaeand spiders were significantly reduced as compared with that without pruning. However, one
month later, the Empoasca vitiscounts began to increase. Both light and deep pruning delayed the initial peak on the small green
leafthopper count, and the deep pruning completely avoided the damage caused by the tea pink mites. In 3 or 4 months, no significant
difference in arthropod community diversity index, nor the ratio of natural enemy/pest biomass, was observed among the treatments.
Light pruning could put the leaf-sucker population in the plantations under control for as long as one month. Although deep pruning
showed an even greater effect with respect topest reduction and natural enemy protection, the accumulated and subsequent tea
production needed to be considered as well for a balanced benefit.
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Table 1 Arthropod count on tea plants pruned at different time
F i REL
AR BRI
U S A s R AR ik fL0E i e
BT 1R A 11.0a 0.0a 6.0a 20b 05b 180a 20a 03a 00a
LR L) 93a 0.0a 37a 37a 16a 11.0b 1.0ab  00a 0.0a
TAEHT 9.1a 0.0a 6.0a 20b 0.4b 157a 0.7b 0.0a 0.0a
BilE 1 A ENCE 450 a 173 a 27a 20a 72a 103a 00a 0.7a 03a
Ben 21.7b 12.0b 27a 23a 03b 63D 10a 0.0a 0.7a
RAEEY 0.0c 0.0c 0.0b 0.0b 0.0c 0.0c 0.0a 0.0a 0.0a
BeiE2 A Nt 39.7b 0.0a 13b 0.7a 0.0a 10.3 ab 03a 0.0a 0.0 a
BAEEy 583a 0.0a 30a 13a 00a 14.7a 03a 03a 0.0a
RAEEY 62.7a 0.0a 03b 03a 00a 7.7b 03a 0.0a 0.0a
BeE3 A ENCEL 403 a 0.0a 1.7a 0.0a 0.0a 10.0a 0.0 a 0.0a 0.0 a
L] 34.0 ab 0.0a 30a 0.7a 00a 8.7a 03a 03a 0.0a
TAEH 28.7b 0.0a 27a 1.0a 0.0a 77a 0.0a 0.0a 00a
BG4 A ENCE 240a 27a 1.0a 1.0a 0.0a 83a 03a 0.0a 00a
Ben 11.0¢ 23a 0.0a 0.0a 00a 6.7 ab 0.0a 0.0a 0.0a
TAEHT 203 b 0.0b 0.0a 0.7a 0.0a 3.0b 03a 0.0a 0.0a
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Note: Data in a column followed by same letters are not significantly different at 0.05 level.
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Table 2 Effect of pruning on biodiversity of arthropod communities at organic tea plantations

A 2 5] BRI B = FARIEE AR Pielou 4] BEFR 4K T
EETHT 1 R ENCE 63a 1.37b 032a 0.74 b 128a
Ben 6.0a 151a 0.26 b 0.84a 0.75a
RAEEY 57a 130 ¢ 033a 0.75b 0.94 a
BRE 1 A L 7.0a 137a 0342 0.71a 0.22a
LELELL) 73a 143a 031a 0.72a 0.21a

TAEH 0b 0b 0b /
Ba)E2 A L 40a 0.69a 0.62b 0.51a 0.26 a
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TAEHT 3.0b 0.41b 0.78 a 0.41a 0.13a
B85 3 A ENCE 30a 0.63a 0.63a 0.57a 0.23a
Ben 40a 0.81a 0.57a 0.59 a 0.26a
RAEEY 37a 0.79 a 0.56 a 0.62a 0.22a
EEE 4 A ENCE 47a 0.97a 0.49b 0.64a 0.37a
Ben 30a 0.92a 0.44b 0.84a 0.68 a
TRAEEY 3.0a 0.52b 0.73 a 0.51 a 0.16 a
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Note: Data in a column followed by same letters are not significantly different at 0.05 level.
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