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Effects of different multiple cropping systems on paddy field weed community under long
term paddy-upland rotation. YANG Bin-juan, HUANG Guo-qin, XU Ning, WANG Shu-bin
(Research Center on Ecological Science, Jiangxi Agricultural University, Nanchang 330045, Chi-
na). -Chin. J. Appl. Ecol. ,2013,24(9) . 2533-2538.

Abstract; Based on a long term field experiment, this paper studied the effects of different multiple
cropping systems on the weed community composition and species diversity under paddy-upland ro-
tation. The multiple cropping rotation systems could significantly decrease weed density and inhibi-
ted weed growth. Among the rotation systems, the milk vetch-early rice-late maize — milk vetch-
early maize intercropped with early soybean-late rice (CCSR) had the lowest weed species domi-
nance, which inhibited the dominant weeds and decreased their damage. Under different multiple
cropping systems, the main weed community was all composed of Monochoia vaginalis, Echinochloa
crusgalli, and Sagittaria pygmae, and the similarity of weed community was higher, with the high-
est similarity appeared in milk vetch-early rice-late maize intercropped with late soybean — milk
vetch-early maize-late rice (CSCR) and in CCSR. In sum, the multiple cropping rotations in paddy
field could inhibit weeds to a certain extent, but attentions should be paid to the damage of some
less important weeds.
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1.1 5o

RIGUGT 1998 44, TEVL PG AR R F R el 7K
FEIRIG 1 (28°46" N, 115°55" E) #E47. ik ¥ )@ T
P ARHT 2 XU R 10 A, 4 380 R BH B S R 4. 79
x10" J « hm™  4E3) H B 50h 1852 h, 7.8 H &%
2,2 .3 Hi/b SElo A 5 R AW A A I 22 B[]
e AR AE P AL AR H R =0 C i RRRER 6450
C,FEREKE 1624 mm, FFESRAE17.1 ~17. 8
C. TN R T TH UL RLIRS L, bW g
RULT e X AR B AT )2+ (0 ~ 15 em) pH {H
5.59, 4 M5 29.48 g - kg, A 2.17 g - kg™, B
it 38. 69 mg + kg™, &WF0.49 ¢ - ke, A A
12.22 mg - kg™, 4% 35.85 g - kg™, ML 30. 31
mg + kg™'.
1.2 Rt s

Fe e M b AR E O = R 4 MR (R 1),
2 AR A 4 R 3R 16 A hIX,
/NKTEAL 11 mx3 m=33 m*, FEHL X 41 HEF). 156 b
HiFAP- 3 HERE T A 1 PN A A B R it AT Ar]
R LA R A ZRER AN 55 2 B ARV K AT,
RRE NG 974, B E K AR 13, RGN B A
b BERE N 4t 253, B oK MR 13, R R BN
B A,

H (B 45 B, A8 o SRS R RO Pl Vv e
PR ZE 4 A28 H B, B ARATHRIE 20 emx

&1 R_ERIT
Table 1 Experimental design

("2 4 SN
Code Treatment Planting pattern
CRR(CK)  HRH-RRE-GRE %55 AR RS
CRC S SR ER R S A R B S RAERS
CRCS ERPCRE-R TR ERRE SRR RIERS
BB
CCSR iiﬁﬁ*ﬁ-uﬁﬁb%z}ﬁ-ﬁﬁérﬂwﬁ RAERS
- A

14 em. RAERFP KRG 3 HIKER,7 H Ak
B, W EKRATHRIE S 50 emx25 em, H% 10 d J5454
6] AN, R TATEE N 15 em, F#E 10 d J5 454 1A]
T ARD P B FH 5 SRR 1A WROR B, Pk S PR IR 2,
FER0E TR — .0 BmE G 2 20w, 7 25 H BBk,
BRRATHREE N 20 emx 17 em. W E KA K S A 7
A TR ERE, 10 H NAWOKR, I ERATHREE R 50 em
x25 cm, HAK 15 d Ja 45 G R AN, oK S R T
B4 15 em, B 15 d JG&5 A RIM AN . £ T4
A9 H AR 5B A 4 A bR KRS oK R
GRS L ARt IR Ty 56 RS B4l N 1
kg « hm™  BEREHEZE N 1.07 kg + hm™, T oK)zl N 1
kg - hm ™. KR8 A B0 AR Fb 5] A N - P,05 : K,0=
1:0.8: 1, ERABAMELAF N N : P05 : K,0=
1:0.6:0.8. 7R/t AL i 72, BEAC 2 Ry JEAE (8
TYERAN) | MEASEERRAE 1. 67 kg « hm™ ; it FHER AR,
IKFEREEACER 1 kg - hm ™ FE4YBEAL © ZREAE - fhfl
MB=2 11 fH, FRMEAIAR 1.33 kg - hm™ 3%
HIE « B =2 ¢ 1 Jit 5 it OIS B K e >R T
AE - A EBEAR - ZEREAR : FRAEEAE=2:1:1: 16
AP ORI - A AR =2 3 S AL K
GHEETAL 0. 67 kg - hm™ HZFEAC : FEAC =1 ¢ 1 Jifi
A ESEEREAL 1. 67 kg - hm™, JRZ 0. 67 kg + hm™,
PIHEAE « AR =2 « 3 i AL 25 Ab R At I £ 5 it
FEL S [ A ). 28 25 ANt AL | At 55 8 By vk [l —
K .
1.3 eI H 5k

MeARZe A T 2012 4E8 H20 H—9 H 10 H
AT (R FAER I, MR Ab T 3 BE 1) . /N X
RIUCHL S AR AR AR 1 m® TS R T
PR AR 2R AR 28 S50 | ] Aol 3 2 A o 2% 55 10 7 25
FERR b R A

A B P8 SR BT T ORI 2% BRI WA A
(S) FRET AL B (T A 2% R AR 8L . Shannon
ZREVESER.H = - X P.InP,(P,=N./N) ,:.H . N,
FEDT A § IR IS, N R BN Simp-
son PEHESREL D= X P ; Pielou LI AR EL J=H'/
InS'™) . BEVE S5 F 4 i 22 5+ Whittaker $6 %54 8=5/5, -
1, o, S, Ry A B4R 7 07 B A B ARG B
PJE RA=(RD+RF) /2, X1 . RD AR % | RIS
FRE R 7 B R 0 LB RE R AR B3R | B
/INDR IR ARE T 5 o /N XA 2 R Y R
D58 e B 95 AL ( Bray-Curtis 35 %)
Cy=2jy/(ay+by) , . HEETE A 5 B L4709
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8 a NEEE A SAHYIREG L IREE B SR
PIRREL; a RS A B9 IMRBCZ A b O RS B 1Y
BN 7 R HEE A FREYR B LA Bl AR5k
BUNEZ LB jy = 3, Givakiyh) 2.
L4 sk p

iz FH Microsoft Excel B {440 FREE. H SPSS &
BEARAE 5T LSD YA HEATREAS - Y400 22 55
BHEMEHH (a=0.05).

2 HRE5HM
2.1 AR ARER AR J7 O AT H 2% wRp 2 b 5

Al

15 2 Al 1, AN [) A0 e A T 20 e T 2%
JEA 5 SN, X 2% B 0 OCR B AT A Ak
L AR HH 2% 0 G BEOR AR, CCSR AR B ] 2% 754
Rrchf, & CRC #1 CRCS, #/E R4t (CRR) fix
2. eV A DR R A 18 3 1 4 5 Ay 8 B 13 b,
HAp L ( Echinochloa crusgalli) W% 7% ¥ ( Monochoia
vaginalis) | 2B 4k ( Sagittaria pygmaea ) M4 £ H
( Eleocharis yokoscensis)4 FhA% 5k A= 25 FE SR BEAR
Ho b7 H (R R 5 R 70. 3% . R AR AE 7 T A
FH 244 B 1) R A R RN B /N TR R L (B T
T2 (Ludwigia prostrata) A4 B Hi WEK I EL ( Cype-
rus iria) JKATM ( Mllrdannia triguetra) FIK 64 (Al-
ternanthera philoxeroides) W4 /E F , 4L B[R] 25 7 AN
B3 (P<0.05).
2.2 ANREIEFPESAE 7 SO0 2 SRR R 24

N

il

x2 ARAMEFXTEHFEMENZE

P 52

3 Al AN, CRR b B 2% 5 Fh 2 & B I R
(12),5 CRC il CCSR AbF 25 5 i 2 ; CCSR 2=
P& B /N (6). CRR AL PEZ% ¥ Shannon Z £ 1%
F8E =, 1M CCSR AR PR f AR, Ab 3 (] 3k 21 i 2 Pk
225 PR ORI TT DL B R R R Rk
A G IO, D03 R A 158 ) I 34 2% 0 b 7 1)
REEAR S G 3 iV . R IEAE 3 1 Simpson REL
KF, CRR Ab 3 i) 2% R0 #5555, CCSR Ak 3 i
iX, AFEAE T R 22 5 A B3, 5 CRR 4 #E 5|
22 e BRI S0 B R T A 2 R VR
JIT AL B AL BT 1 50 B B e R W H W) 2 5 T 1Y
15340 A LA LA 5 H . I Pielou Y5 FEHE4L
K ,CRR AL 5] AR Eum TSR3, B
Z5 W2 UL AR X R ST ) 24 SRV 1 2540
A TIRKMAAL 5] B, i 55 4k T &g AL 34

ZeHAE B G MFVE RS PR 4255

FEA BT B, (45 A 3R] R R ) B 22 S, Hoh
CCSR bR AIG. PR A ™ oo i rp i B8 0 R 4k
B B0 DU -4 ( Marsilea quadrifolia) | 7K A7
AR R VB B A 1 £ 7
2.3 N[RVE A A 7 20T e T 2 o 7 9 485 44 2 Il
(14 5 W]

ZEAERETE T AR 5B T LA S B[R] 2
S 2O A H 2 RRER S5 R s .t 4 AT,
CRR ,CRC Fil CCSR AbFRrh A2 RLfE I 2 B3 oy . B9 7%
B R R 2B CRCS AR B A B85 B 4 B R 4+ A B

Table 2 Weed species and density in paddy field under different cropping patterns

4 ARFRE ZR S Weed density (plant - m™) P
Family Weed species CRR CRC CRCS CCSR
[ I W5 M. vaginalis 8.21a 3.11c 5.45b 2.32¢ 0.0004
Broadleaf weeds 571738 Rotala indica 0.77a 0.15¢ Oc 0.50b 0.0002
FE 3% Lindernia procumbens 0.66a Oc 0.27b Oc 0.0001
THHE L prostrata 1.79a 0.82b 0.89ab 0Ob 0.0168
ARAE} Gramineae M E. crusgalli 14.95a 5.03¢ 8.82b 3.10d 0.0001
ZERR Leersia hexandra 1.57a 0.10b 1.00ab 0.20b 0.0372
PHEL Sedge EBH E. yokoscensis 2.96a 2.22a 2.78a 1.08a 0.1715
WWRIBEE C. iria 0b 0.17b 1.28a 0b 0.0391
TS 8 5 R} Commelinaceae  KATH M. triguetra 1.02a 0b 0.50ab 0b 0.1231
B} Amaranthaceae IKAELE A, philoxeroides 1.79a 0.55ab 1.00ab 0b 0.0246
BI5F Alismataceae SREELG S. pygmaea 5.37a 2.04b 0.76b 2.14b 0.0011
FRAKEL Poaceae B Ditaria sanguinalis 0.88a 0.39b Oc 0c 0.0001
HEL Marsilaceae it Marsilea quadrifolia 0.20a 0b 0.30a 0b 0.0252
A1t Total 40.17a 14.58¢ 23.05b 9.34d 0.0001

[F AT R b e n AL B ] 22 5 5 3 ( P<0. 05) Different letters in the same row meant significant difference at 0. 05 level among treatments. T I The

same below.
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Table 3  Species diversity of weed community in paddy Table 5 Similarity index of weed communities in paddy
field under different cropping patterns field under different cropping patterns

BT CRR CRC CRCS CCSR Qb Bray-Curtis $§ %% Bray-Curtis index

Index (CK) Treatment CRR(CK) CRC CRCS CCSR
YR 12a 10b 11ab 6c CRR(CK) -

Spe(:ies ri(:]mess CRC 0.033 _

Shannon 2 FFEAEL 1.900a  1.009a  1.363a  0.695a CRCS 0.016 0.048 _

Shannon diversity index

Simpson (L FE 4K 0.200a  0.0285  0.074b  0.013b CCSR 0.045 0.027 0.069 -
Simpson dominance index

Pielou 2] EEH5 41 0.765a  0.438b  0.568b  0.388h , - \ \
Pielou evenness index ’VE%%F 3 %LF /Eﬁll ﬁit IETJ % % ﬁ% E{J *H M l@'ﬂj i&
Whittaker 7541 0.494b  0.908a  0.746a  0.422b

Whittaker index

x4 AEMEARXTEHEENRBE

Table 4 Relative dominance of weed species in paddy field
under different cropping patterns

RS HAXFHE 4 LE Relative dominance

Weed species CRR(CK) CRC CRCS CCSR

TG 7 0.446a 0.168b 0.287ab 0.118b
M. vaginalis

KA 0.105a 0. 044ab 0.055ab 0b

A. philoxeroides

i 0.795a 0.276he 0.461b 0.168¢
E. crusgalli

FEH 0.134a 0.116a 0.129a 0.057a
E. yokoscensis

R 0b 0.004b 0.062a 0b

C. ira

KA 0.056a Ob 0.043a 0b

M. triguetra

RIRIES 0.049a 0.034a 0b 0.043a
R. indica

ESAWN 0.099a 0.033¢ 0.055b 0.035¢
L. hexandra

fa L3¢ 0.047a 0b 0.037a 0b

L. procumbens

THE 0.105a 0.051ab 0.052ab 0b

L. prostrata

B 0.315a 0.141b 0.049h 0. 144b
S. pygmaea

O 0.052a 0.040a 0b 0b

D. sanguinalis

lilyea 0.035a 0b 0.038a 0b

M. _quadrifolia

B R BN RS R LS A B i
FEAK, JLF- I A H PR, Whittaker $8 25000 DA iz e 4% 151
RIS LA AN R AR e B8 6 ) R AR Ak, 78— 2 7
JE L RENE B S I TE 95 ) R ) TE R AR . CRR
CRC .CRCS Fl CCSR #4b B Whittaker 35 %05 7] Ay
0.494 0.908 0. 746 F10.422 (3 3), ft ] W, %
YEZRGEH CRC AL FHXT 2% FEAF I 45 48 S 40 i 1)
SN 2%, CRCS AbFRK 2.

2.4 N[RVEFRAE AR 7 20 e TH 2 R e v A LR 1
AU

M Bray - Curtis £ 7% FH B PEFE BOR F (R5) L 4%

wr, Hob CRCS 5 CCSR Ak B % 40 L B 5 &
(0.069) , HikJ& CRC 5 CRCS AbFH(0.048) , CRR
Y5 CRCS 4 3 8] 2% 5 R 75 19 AH L1 S5 1%, AU
0.016.
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8 B A BRSO /R A O Y
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PSRRI A I AR DL 3 2 BT TG 7
FIZK D5 B AR GO 350 W 2 T R # o S5 |
JRIKAE Legére 5 i 3t Z2 AR 53 4 R, AS [ A
YRR it 38 Ao e AR 4 1 3R 2 AR AR | A e R AT
JIEAEAR R EE  ANEN s B A MG S | iy ELX 2%
FRETS A R AR R R TR Y
ERKEE. ABTEEE AR A F R AE DT 2008
et FH A 28 FE A Bl 2 S % B A R IS R
PP INTEEAERTH X 4 B 30 RO B B AR T 3%
YEALHRL. 3% 5T AR 45 R A — 3.
3.2 R H IR SN AR FLRE A 1 5 0

Derksen 25 F1 Swanton 2525 BF 9% & L, e B
B EEFBHE T X Z BIF AR MR O &R I AR
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