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The community composition and biodiversity of weeds in conservati
on tillage system in Qinghai Province

WEI You-hai, GUO Qing-yun, GUO Liang-zhi, WONG Hua, CHENG Liang
(Institute of Plant Protection, Qinghai Academy of Agricultural and Forestry Sciences , Xining, 810016, China)

Abstract: Weed survey was conducted by the method of inverted W-sampling to determine the composition of
species and structure of weed communities in conservation tillage system in Qinghai Province. The results showed that
there were 67 weed species belonging to 25 families in conservation tillage fields. The predominant species were
Elsholizia densa Benth, Galium maborasense Masamune, Avena fatua Linn, Chenopodium album L., Sonchus arvensis
Linn and Cephalanoplos setosum (Willd.) Kitam. There were 5 species of regional predominant weeds, 17 common
weeds and 39 general weeds. Weed communities were dominated by Galium maborasense Masamune + Elsholtzia densa
Benth + Chenopodium album L. + Avena fatua L. + Cephalanoplos setosum (Willd) Kitam + Phragmites australis
(Cav.) Trin. ex Steud + Polygonum nepalense Meisn in Huangzhong, Setaria viridis (Linn.) Beauv + Chenopodium
album L. + Polygonum aviculaye L. + Avena fatua L. + Convolvulus arvensis L. + Polygonum oonvolvulus L. +
Cephalanoplos setosum (Willd) Kitam in Minhe, Avena fatua L. + Galium maborasense Masamune + Sonchus brachy-
otus DC. + Cephalanoplos setosum (Willd) Kitam + Leymus secalinus (Georgi) Tzvel + Polygonum oonvolvulus L +
Elsholtzia densa Benth + Polygonum aviculaye L. + Euphorbia helioscopia Linn. in Ping’ an, Lepyrodiclis holosteoides
+ Calium maborasense Masamune + Avena fatua L. + Polygonum oonvolvulus L. + Sonchus brachyotus DC. +
Elsholtzia densa Benth in Hualong, Avena fatua L. + Galium maborasense Masamune + Chenopodium album L. +
Cephalanoplos setosum (Willd) Kitam + Equisetum arvense Linn. + Elsholtzia densa Benth in Datong, and Elsholizia
densa Benth + Lepyrodiclis holosteoides Laxm. + Chenopodium album L. + Bromus tectorum Linn. + Sonchus
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brachyotus DC. + Daucus carota in Gangcha. The species richness, diversity and evenness degree of weed communities

in conservation tillage fields of Huangzhong and Datong were higher than those of other regions, but the dominance index

of these two regions was relatively low. The weed community structure of Huangzhong was similar to that of Datong. The

difference of weed community composition in different conservation tillage systems might be caused by different geographi-

cal environments, climatic conditions and weed control measures.

Keywords: conservation tillage; weed communities; species diversity; dominance; community similarity
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1.1 HERE

2008—2011 4F 6—8 AEF T L L KA.
B KE IR FLERPEMERE®HE 2~3 1
REW S EHITHREDRE, BRAERERAHNE
‘WO SR, EBEEE N AKHPRHBE
A2-B] GRS 1 m?, AEEE S RHD R
T ZRERE SRER TR E, RIERHE R A&
B H AR KRR, o Tl s, RERREI S
HEMRBER, TICRNB T, % 0 e R
% FERPICALER S, X B SR EF USH
S UMEEE, A 347 REA.

MREXABFEEHMRIKX, FHIE 1.8C ~
7.6C ,FEHE/KE 332.9 ~ 561.7 mm, X 10 ~
2.5ms™ !, BIREE R 2 000 ~ 3 400 m, H B }[aE]
K, BRBEKR, FRANEFEAMESE. 4
KZH 180 ~ 240 d, F B RNF - WEAE . - WEAE
KRR, THRATERNES MBS T,
1.2 AEBENHEAZ

K FAEXT I H#E (relative abundance, RA) LA

—HEERERERHT SO E, MEEE
(RA) = (RD + RH + RU + RF)/4, 3.+ RD A
P (relative density), Bp 2B FE 5 B HFEH
HoBil; RH 8%} 5 BE (relative height) , BIFEZRE ) 8
SR R TA R BRI LB RU DA X 1y
& (relative uniformity) , B BERh 2 B BN R B
BT 2% 5 PR A0 B H BB LB RF A AR X 351 BE
(relative frequency) , Bl 2% 5 i 30 BB 7 88 o5 B B 2%
BEHAM ST R E. M KA EEETRE
BE AR BE R K ) e LA B O st i) £ AR
BrE,

RS S AR TR H YR S R
R, PR ERENRETPEINITE R
A%, Shannon - Wiener 83 H = - 2 P, x InP;,
P;=N/N,N, AFEF P i REREE, N A
JreRZ B 5% ; Simpson 384X D = X P?; Pielou
¥5IRERE J= H /InS™®!, i Sorenson $5¥0( C,) W&
BEEAABIE, C, =2j/(a+ b)), Ko j A% ASB
Bt B R, o HBETE A SHENLHMYFE, b
HEE B EE YRS,

VA B4R 1 F Excel 2003 #4743, 3% A DPS
2000( Data Processing System, {35 AL B R 45 ) #4740
.

1.3 YUHRBESRRAERYS

HRYEYI R AR 2B 48 B0 RA ) X M F B 41 6 B
R4, BN : RA=S BP ARSI ZRE 3< R4
<5 B KM MERTE 1< R4 <3 BN HE LA
B RA <1 BER—BRAE,

2 RS540

2.1 RIPEFERBREME
HERPEMERBAXERE S BT, B
FAFHAEY) 1R CRARL) 8 #, T rH Y 24 R
58 %, R RAR . BER . T FHR EHEE
PRI, 3000 10 B .8 F .7 Fh .6 Fh.6 B, Sk
FREFPAH 55.22% , FR  GR HRA  EERY
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LR ERL YR 1 M I RAERES, —F4
RE TR, GFTAZRER 40.3% , BEEREBFSE
RE O, 5 59.7%.
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BRI A 4 RR R, MRS e KL S L
HREEM—RRE,

% L% ( Elsholizia densa Benth) JEBB( Gali-
um maborasense Masamune ) . Ef & & ( Avena fatua
Linn) \ZE ( Chenopodium. album ) . B 3 3€ ( Sonchus ar-
vensis Linn.). K M JL 3¢ ( Cephalanoplos setosum
(Willd.) Kitam.)6 FhZH 8] Z 4 R HE RA>
5, HEMAEKEE BB E, BiRECN R,
REBRFESERBHRERE,

F£ % & ( Polygonum corwolvlus L. ) B E ( Lepy-
rodiclis holosteoides (C. A. Mey.) Fisch. et Mey.) .
% ( Polygonum aviculare L.) . % B ¥ ( Setaria viridis
(Linn. ) Beauv. ). % 18] & ( Hypecoum leptocarpum
Hook. F. et Thoms.)5 FpZcE N KB MM S A (3
<RA<S5),

BARL( Leymus secalinus (Georgi) Tzvel.) REHZE
¥ 3£ ( Potertilla ansrina. ) . J& 1 /R F ( Polygonum
nepalense Meisn ). E 3 ¥ ( Lamium amplexicaule
Linn. ) 524 % ( Bromus tectorum Linn. ) \FO{AFI W3
( Polygonum sibiricum Laxm.) . ¥ B ( Euphorbia helio-
scopia Linn. ) , H €4 ( Convolvudus arvensis Linn. ) . [7]
30 ( Equisetum arvense Linn. ) /)22 F 7E ( Ceratostigma
minus Stapf ex Prain) . f§ L. ¥ ( Microula sikkimensis
(Clarke) Hemsl.) .75 & € ( Sonchus oleraceus L.) . B
A Z ¥ ( Geranium sibiricum L. ) 3B 53 ( Thlaspi ar-
vense Linn. ) \ K 1T B ( Senecio tianshanicus Regel et
Schmalh) B4R ( Poa annua L.) A% | ( Daucus
carota Linn. )% 17 MEHEBRERH Y HIGHE
K4 (B 1< RA <2, 3HEY BRI BN, N
HIRIRE,

UEAh A 39 P ENAEEE - MRER X
R KA (RA < 1), MHEY A KRB, o — gk
B, FEH EWEE (Anenisia annua Linn. ), 7 3
( Phragmites australis (Cav.) Trin. ex Steud) .Ef 3L #
( Artemisia lavandulaefolia DC. ) &7} ( Phlomis umbrosa
Turez. ) . 1 2 % ( Taraxacum mongolicum Hand. -
Mazz) . BS & 3% ( Malcolmiaafricana (L.) R. Br.) . %
M % B8 3 ( Potentilla bifurca ) . ¥ 3 3£ ( Raphanus
raphanistrum) . & B ( Carduus nutans Linn.) . K

(Vicia sativa L. ) B 4 M3 ( Brassica campestris L.) .
K& 3 ( Stachys sieboldi Miq. ) . ¥ M & % ( Elsholizia
splendens Nakai ex F. Maekawa) .33 ( Capsella bursa-
pastoris (L.) Medic. ) . %% ( Stellaria media (Linn.)
Villars) . 2 ¥ % 3 ( Viola prionantha ). X ¥f #
(Artemisia sieversiana Ehrhart ex Willd.). & ¥ & 1§
( Medicago archiducis-nicolai Sixj. ) .2 1% 3B 3% BL ( Loli-
um multifloram Lam.). H & & 8 5 ( Geranium pyl-
zowianum Maxim. ), 5 B ( Echinochloa hispidula
(Retz.) Nees). % it 7 # ( Chenopodium foetidum
Schrad. )+ H i & % # ( Pedicularis kansuensis Max-
im. ) F % ( Fagopyrum tataricum (L.) Caertn) \ 5§
V¥ (Artemisia capillaris Thunb. ) .8 K Z B 3 ( Po-
tentilla supina Linn. ) . JK £ Z ( Chenopodium glaucum
L.) B8 ( Nitraria tangutorum Bobr.) . BhIBTE ( Gale-
opsis bifida Boenn) , B8 &5 5 3k (Aconitum gymnandrum
Maxim) . 5 % B ( Lagopsis supina (Steph. ex Willd.)
Ik. - Gal. ex Knorr. ) 34t #3876 ( Thermopsis lanceo-
lata R. Br.) . BF ¥ fif ( Mentha arvensis L.) IR B &
( Lycopsis orientalis Linn. ) %3 ( Malva crispa Linn. ).
25 ( Plantago asiatica Linn. ) \FRELH 3 ( Polygonum
lapashifolium  L.). X # B ( Amaranthus retroflexus
Linn. )%,
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Table 1 The relative abundance of main weeds in conservation tillage fields in different regions of Qinghai Province

HEZR B R# V& (143 KE 5 -2 ey

Weed species Huangzhong ~ Minhe Ping’an  Hualong Datong Gangcha Overall

BIEEE Elsholuzia densa Benth 9.18 4.75 6.83 7.93 6.37 12.94 8.00
B Galium maborasense Masamune 10.09 1.79 9.76 12.98 10.75 2.06 7.91
Bf#FE Avena fatua Linn. 7.37 6.10 10.11 8.90 13.25 1.04 7.79
¥ Chenopodium album 7.41 12.02 2.98 4.56 7.09 8.84 7.15
B Sonchus arvensis Linn. . 2.95 2.24 8.77 8.66 4.49 6.53 5.61
KRIILIHK Cephalanoplos setosum (Willd. ) Kitam. 6.46 5.23 7.36 3.92 6.9 2.17 5.36
5% 8 Polygonum convolvlus L. 3.28 5.58 7.06 8.77 3.41 0 4.68
W Lepyrodiclis holosteoides(C. A. Mey.) Fisch. et Mey. 1.53 0 0 14.20 1.60 10.02 4.56
B Polygonum aviculare L. 1.04 8.80 6.68 4.58 3.60 0.93 4.27
FIRH Setaria viridis (Linn.) Beauv. 0 12.31 0 0 0 0 4,10
Y AWIE Hypecoum leptocarpum Hook . F. et Thoms. 3.26 4.55 4.35 1.42 3.16 3.46 3.37
BE Leymus secalinus (Georgi) Tavel 4.62 2.66 7.12 1.9 0 1.39 2.96
RBRBWHE Potentilla ansrina. 0.76 0 0.40 0 4.47 7.80 2.24
JEH/RE Polygonum nepalense Meisn 5.35 1.09 1.06 3.04 1.19 0.85 2.10
FEHE Lamium amplexicoule Linn. 1.10 2.05 3.36 1.70 4.35 0 2.09
BEFE Bromus tectorum Linn, 0.82 0.02 0.56 0 3.78 7.28 2.08
FERITEE Polygonum sibiricum Laxm. 0.11 0 0 0 0 12.12 2.4
B% Euphorbia heliosoopia Linn. 3.46 1.9 5.15 0.57 0.00 0 1.86
MBEIE Convolmdus arvensis Linn. 1.57 5.9 1.06 0 2.17 0 1.79
[aI3H] Equisetum arvense Linn. 2.41 0.66 0.00 0 6.69 ] 1.63
INLEIE Ceratostigma minus Stapf ex Prain 0 2.19 2.32 1.97 0 0 1.62
WALE Microula sitkimensis (Clarke) Hemsl. 0.48 0.21 0.45 0 0 8.44 1.60
B Sondhus oleraceus 1. 4.89 1.27 1.31 0.48 0.9 0 1.48
REEBE Geranium sibiricum L. 1.95 0.92 0.67 0 4.89 0 1.41
BHER Thlaspi arvense Linn. 1.14 0.02 0 0 3.36 3.36 1.31
KWF B} Senecio sianshanicus Regel et Schmalh 0 3.90 0 0 0 0 1.30
B#XK Poa annua L. 0.82 0.51 0 2.78 3.51 0.00 1.27
¥ M Daucus carota Linn. 0 0 0 0 0 5.91 1.18
HALE Artemisia annua Linn, 0.98 0 0.36 4.21 0 0 0.93
7% Phragmites australis (Cav.) Trin. ex Steud 5.49 0 0 0 0 0 0.92
U Artemisia lavandulaefolic DC. 0.39 0 0.80 0 1.82 1.04 0.68
W95 Phlomis umbrosa Turcz. 0 0 0 4.09 0 0 1.02
BAH Taraxacum mongolicum Hand. — Maz 0 2.70 0 0 0 0 0.67
BEN Malcolmiaafricana (L.) R. Br. 0.13 0 0 0 0 3.81 0.66
ZHHBER Potensilla bifurca 0.4 1.39 1.98 0 0 0 0.64
BFIF3E Raphonus rophanistrum 3.16 0.51 0 0 0 0 0.61
KB Corduus nutans Linn. 1.27 0.39 0 1.62 0 0 0.55
KE¥ Vida sativa L. 0 0.75 0.76 0 0 0 0.51
B4 M3 Brassica campestris L. 0.35 0.89 1.40 0 0 0 0.4
FIEHK Stachys sieboldi Miq. 0.26 0.66 1.18 0 0.44 0 0.42
WM ESE Elsholtzia splendens Nakai ex F. Maekawa 0.60 0.58 1.33 0 0 0 0.42
F¥ Capsella bursa-pastoris (L. ) Medic. 1.15 1.28 0 0 0 0 0.40
¥ Stellaria media(Linn.) Villars 1.14 0.22 0.43 0 0.49 0 0.38
BIFEX Viola prionantha 1.01 0.41 0 0 0 0.36
K¥F# Artemisia sieversiana Fhrhart ex Willd. 0.59 0 0.66 0 ] 0.31

E RPN GEREELE 0.3 UL ERIZHE,
Note: The weeds listed in this table were those with an overall relative abundance of more than 0.3,
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A#H >, H R - NERE, G TR
B oz S AREN LS EREF BERER
BOwAf, M - HEBE R MR IEMHE, TTRIER
HFEMAMELRX ,HRE, EL I, MR, 2
PARERE R A B R R X, UK AR, R E
BAR%EG , EERE AR, BARMEEES
300 ~ 400 ik, 2 H 35 B 3R 10 ~ 20 75, #E AT R
FFRSRR A BRI, BB E—FHFR, &
FAZERERE 2,4 - D T T BR SRR BRELFIBTBR — 4
T R8RSR A, SR R T,
K BEEMRER KRN, ZHER T ELEEE
+TEAEE + B E + FE+ AL E + BEE +E
K + Y NS, EEREE HEAE
¥ MHESAENSARBERTHENKX,

£2 FRAMEFRPEMERBEFEFFHDHEFHE
Table 2 Species diversity of weed communities in conservation tillage fields in different regions

Yrih BREVEFE B Species diversity index

WX

Regions YMEEE BFREY FERER HE EER
Species richness Shannon -~ Wiener index Simpson” s index Evenness index
E9 Huangrhong 48 4.,4059 0.0158 0.9249
K& Datong 44 4.3728 0.0188 0.9983
Bl Minhe 42 3.9567 0.0224 0.4352
L& Hualong 13 3.2211 0.0424 0.6903
¥4 Ping'an 36 2.9957 0.0692 0.5688
Hi%E Gangcha 29 2.3899 0.0986 0.1754
CASE 0 5 10 15 20 25
Label Num + + —+ + -+ +
72 1 Huangzhong 1
X if Datong 2 ]
B #1 Minhe 3
4 B Hualong 4
V% Ping’ an 5 —————]
Wi 22 Gangcha 6
1 FRGEFEHEWHARGRESH
Fig.1 Cluster analysis of weed community composition among different regions
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SRR, A RIFE A R IKE &4
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g El23) e P AL B DL R AR 4B A 7 AR A A
TS MM , B AE i S A BRI LR R R
RESTFEAHRENAP-*, G uE L TER
B MERSHEER, KL KkE ABERY
HEBFEESHEFRE . R ARK AR

KEBEFRUAEER. RELERRY, HEY
Bt e R AR BRI h 25 Fl 67 Fh ey
B, BILEE e BE B HILK
6 FhZeBHEMAE KRB R=REWT™E, iR
JEME, REERPESERBRNRAIRE, A
WX HEBE PR F R REOK, B Bk 6 fhAe
BELBFPESMER AL R EREEUSN, B
WXAE BHAE REMBXHRE RE.HE
I, P XA R R E, Kl X R, LR
o X WS AL, B2 XV A P (R M AL
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REYZERE FHE N AR BXEEE, &Y
RIPESERAEBRREMEZ — EHTAE
XBLRARRKE, BEATBRLKESAEER
FP GPMSERBRET 4 AATFB S
H,5 A LARFIEEE,6 ATAHEEERER,
FEHESRE 2 KEENS B LAM T, FE
EHER PR ERL X 8 T SRR X, (TS B2
EHARENRIISRES. SRAKREHFER . H
HREERBEHAENE BEXEMESEL D
BERRILE BEEXSHEREE TASEME, L
BPBR EER DG RREAEHEN 2~ 465, T
HREERBRRNERE BHEEE LESER
4 BRAGHHER. HIZHKEBRE SELE, B
SKERIHSRIEE , B e, A E N HT R AR
X H#ER 20~ 30 d,

S, RERPHESHERBAXERERALF
TR, EFBRPESEME B RA 48%
FRR EC 2 550 ~ 3 000 mL- hm~2.55% i i EC
2 700 ~ 3 000 mL-hm~2%f7K 225 ~ 300 L( F[F]) % &
T, A 2% MEH EC 1 200 - 1 300
mL-hm™>FZH 2 ~ 8 HHHAZEM BEE4h B8, 7] B B —
FEARFRREMEBRNFH R, UEHE B
BRAR—REMEEEM B, TR H 25% K%
TR WP 120 mL-hm ™2 FI- 45 2 ~ 8 25 M HE
REFE, 15.8% K5 KR EC 300 ~ 375 mL - hm~ 25§
S%¥ERE T EC 300 ~ 375 mL-hm 288, 10.8% &%
FHHE EC 375 ~ 450 mL- hm~2ZEM-BE B 0] A B B
HXHARERREREL FHE NTHE HE
SFXFERARRETE Y MA R, £/FH,
AR 50% & FHE EC 2 400 ~ 3 000 mL- hm ™~ 23R
TIA I SR 7. 5% BER L WG 132.0~199.5
g hm =2 A] By B — 47 A R AR B} 4% 55 71 5 b U7 i 2%
B, - A RAR RSB % 60 B m] o A
6.9%%= % EW 750 ~ 1 050 mL- hm™2, 8 15% £ &
WP 200 ~ 300 g- hm™2, 8% 5% & F EC 900 ~ 200
mL-hm "> FRAFFLE 3~ 5 M- B E A 78 7
W RERAERBER, ATEA 7% Z @ % G 1900
~2 000 g-hm~2, 3% 10% FEBHE WP 135 ~ 150
ghm=2,5% 10% %55 WP 120 g-hm~2[F] 72% 2,4
-D T B EC 150 mL-hm "2 F X FH 2% 2 ~ 8 i 3f
ZEMBE, (MUBFEERRILE EXREEHS
BB ER B, AR A 75% % SGX 195 ~ 225
g-hm~%.30% £ 50 EL AS 600 ~ 750 mL- hm~2F B A7
6~ 12 MaT# AT MBI FA A, BF AT ik 85% &
fo

RERRALSRRAFEENEYRAZ—,
REF—ERREEY RN TR FRREB
1k TR RHEFFMEI TS REEEHIE
FRENRBESRESEAEERAD Y, 8
RFFPERIRUMARE PSS TRE S 22
BERESHNEE, MERBESRAGEHRERE
EELR, RERENOYM SRR
B, LB AE S RE DRSS B, 3
BEREFHER—E, REAS RGNS

A HBITIAN, R H R BB G R
;%#}‘ 'ﬁiﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁiﬁﬂﬁ\?“%ﬁiﬁﬁ%’ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁ%
PEUO2T T EL A A 0 2% BB 9K LA R R4,
ARSI R E S BE MR
HHIEY SR, K RE g, ln ks —
ERRER, RERER SR AR, HREYR
EREERRAL, P A DUZ PR e B, 38 i 2 B 1 Bl IR M
B, RESSRENENARTEERAKRHE, TR
E’rﬂ RENEEREMEE, R ENSHE,F

ZREMBE A L A, AR B RE LR
%[”]o BrRE B RARZ B EEAS, TR Ve YR
BT R AT Joy, A E IR B B VEH R AR
BRI BEFN R EY ZHEFEH AR
B MRRIVETZRAERERBHLELES
] S B R LA AL B AN B ARYEYD 53 B8 , BT B
THABRRBIERMAR DRERTERLS4ES
ERE, IR E S YRR SRR
AL PR S S 0 B OMRR TR R A
EATREAVKFELUT, —FE vl L %5k
ERE AR, BEX RN R, A — TR
HRBREREE, AT RFERERENEYZ
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