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Community establishment of spiders and diversity analysis in
paddy field of Panjin
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(Liaoning Saline or Alkaline Land Utilization and Research Institute , Panjin 124010, China)

Abstract Species composition and community establishment of spiders were investigated with the suction sampler
and the community diversity of spider was analyzed in single harvesting area. The results showed that there were
37 species belong to 10 families. The dominant species were Argiope bruennichii, Clubiona japonicola and Hy-
lyphantes graminicola. The number of spider species was increasing gradually since rice was planted. The number
of spider species reached 26 in early August, then community establishment finished. Shannon-Wiener index indi-
cated the level of diversity was the highest in late August with the index number of 3.069 7. Pielou’s index and
Margalef’s index were positively correlated with Shannon-Wiener index, while Simpson’s index was negatively
correlated with it.

Key words paddy field; spider;

community establishment; diversity

Plant Protection

T B A= 25 R e A 466 e AR B AN IR HE A BT
3 s AR 7K AR 0 8] BT A g 2R 28 R e v i) 1 1B 8
Y LA B ARE A A 4 1)l e AR 85 rb s 5 s A
TR Y S W A R L W 2 A H P A
T REMFEZ B KA B 2 it 23
e R KR E R EE R — . S
%a&)%ﬂﬁiﬂm%ﬁf@zﬂﬁ,ﬁiuﬂﬁ‘aﬁiﬁﬁaﬁ,m
LT KRG 77 X B 22 4F R i FRUR A B —
UK H R GE PR P VR 5 TR, AR H AR B Y
T B AL WA SR T B4 TH A W HE U 1) Tl S 21 1 N 45 4
B — R TR AR R O U ) 4

Wi EH: 2017-03-31 1&iTHHE: 2017-04-23

EEWMAB: LTHRAFA LIRSS (2011005010)
* JW{E1FE  E-mail:jodiexiaohui@163. com

ZHASE DU X St A AR B By 6 48 i A B 2
o AT AT X8 AR TH Wk 7 O 2 A S e 2
FEVESEAT IR AT LA O A T 3 BUA W By i S A3t
Bk P A A

1 HESE®

1.1 RXIE AR

RIS AELL T 48 R 00 ) T B 5% 9 4 2 5 b o
B AT B R i 2k 3 AR N T30 o A HR 06 B 3
JKAE S A A= B L AR 2 2 000 m* (RIE K 38 m,
ZRPG 50 m) , R FAKER  JLA— B K i 42 X



43 55 6 1

ThIGE AT - B DX MR VR AL S 2R A « 169 -

CNRHZG) L AL 25 m®, JK RS S RPN 3050 T4k
Al ER S AT AR B IR F 3 IR, AR AN
FAA RG] N 2 H RO A R R EL,
PSR ARAE R AR 2 AL BL 7 A N ) R AR O E
IR 1500 K8 CEWLK CECHY .8 A N AR A
EEARE REU S CEl, 3 Fp CEU B fe K ik
2] 80~130 /7. HWNZEFMIE LI Echinochloa
crusgalli JKZ Scirpus validus .5 B35 Eleocharis
yokoscensis | i #1 BE 5L Scirpus planiculmis ., 7K 45
Spirogyra communis F 15 ¥ Vallisneria natans 6
Fofr kg 32 AR I FH R S 0 2 ) o AR RIS AN 24

1.2 FAEMESHE

PR N 2016 4F 6—9 H . AR IX A AT
e BFAE 5 T IRAGB, 2016 AFE4BBRIA] 9 5 29 H .
TR XA N AR A KOS P a3 AT Mk
A PR MR A Y T A P R 30 ) A 5 R A B DX, e e
KEFE FB Echinochloa crusgalli . Wit 5|28 Po-
Lygonum bungeanum . & B- Xanthium sibiricum . JZ
R Amaranthus retro flexus . 4 i & ¥E Setaria
glauca FE Chenopodium album %, 28— A,
KRR AR B MR, 100 96 & A, HoAl R 28 2 AR A
AL S0 Lh L. SRS o il PR k.
KRB ARG o W2 T e M B AR T 3, SORFEN 6
A1HE.&HH1.4.7,11,14,17,21,24,27 H3L 9
UCREE. 2 9 H 27 HE5 0 KFTE 10 J 1 HHETEIR
H L A A 2L 36 YORSE .

W R R R T XTI P T e T A
H5. 7:00 B(ME 5: 00, 7ERTAR Y E bR &840 4k
Mo RECS GUEBURE . BHTT 1 m?. 2 22 ST OREA
2 350 BRAKFH) » RAE M WRFEA ] 7500 ZBE (4K
KA 9540 L0 AT 5 JRPR 2 55 1) S 5 7 1k
T B S e T A R R RS R i
SR AW IR A N AL R B AL A
PATYIFPEFI AR ST
1.3 #HEZITSSH

RV ZAEME AT LIRS 18 80 D ZREE R 5L
H' Y5 B85 T Fpfh @ AR B D v 63k L £548
Hr)i A A Excel 2010 58, BARLAF N

(DRSS HrR ] Simpson 15 # R4

D= 1= 33 Ky n i A A
PRB N N A RS A S S Rig.)

) W Fh Z ¥ 49 #7 % F Shannon-Wiener (7
R R EL

H' == ) P.InP, P, =1 (P, Jytf5i A%
i=1

I AMARE L3R N S 2R AR S S
PP

O EIFBE TR Pielou $5%L -

J=H'/H,u (H,ux=1nS, S N RER h B FIEL
H'* Shannon-Wiener $§%k, ] MI5IBEH5%8.)

(OP)FhE 5 o3 HrR ] Margalef 754K

Dy, = (S—1)/InNCS JPIFPE N 4y if
AR S D

2 HBREHWH

2.1 BISREFEHIAR

PEAT P 4 A HORFE R SRR A 12 823
Ko JE T 10 BE AL 37 ML PRI 1. Hor, [l wRoR
SRR A A SRR I 2 R SEHE A R 7
i AR EE R 4 564 3k Z THEAMESEUY 1/3,
B B R 2 1 RS R Argiope bruen-
nichi, L) Ry 26. 41% , Lk Bk §i bk Clubiona
japonicola , F |k 25. 82% ., &% = 2 &5 [6] Gl 3k Wk
Hylyphantes graminicola s LR 17. 45% ,3X 3 Fi
WA B LA 69. 68 D0, 2 A8 B A X A 0 A ke 5 )
SR Oxyopes sertatus R =€ LWk Ebrechtella tri-
cuspidatus WIHCBIN 7. 20%F0 6. 5250, Kk tu g
£ Wit H E Wk Neoscona adianta BE3E55 IR R Sin-
ga hamata 5§ 5 AR LB T 5N E 1N
(], AL A FH i DA 5 oy 27 Fh e FH gk, i)/ T
1% o 2 e F /0 D sl DL iy 4 el
2.2 HURBFEMERE

IKAE R - et BN 19 T sl W i T 1 o
FEFfE Z TT 4+ 24 H b 28 B al 2% B 5k 21 e K,
AR R BT kB AR Y RN EGE B R (E
JG S O ECE AR RS E L BETE — BARE . T LA
Cigcsun o (LR B R Rl S R e
BLULE 1, AT VA .6 H 1 H K F 46 RS . ik
Yy Bz i 2, B P BN, 2= 8 JT 10 HAY
JG IR EGR B B R AE 26 B, B S #E A 3l X0 4
FROr B, Bl JE 3E A RS E W 4EFr B B, ml L, 350 F
X 8 A 10 HHG/E (8 A b)) Wik #F V& 1Y 0 dt o 72
S5 I 70 d At



. 170 - 490 44 25 2017

®1 ZEWEEMKDFAER"

Table 1 Composition of spider species in paddy field in Panjin

B4 Th4 A /2 Ll %
Family Species Individual number Percentage
H kAl Dictynidae FEERM R Dictyna arundinacea Linnaeus 36 0. 28
BBEA Ik Dictyna felis Bosenberg &. Strand 13 0.10
el kAl Araneidae KIE Wk Araneus ventricosus (L. Koch) 2 =
BEEc 4k Argiope bruennichi (Scopoli) 3 386 26. 41
J\JE R Cyclosa octotuberculata Karsch 5 =
AR Larinioides cornutus (Clerck) 10 =
WA e Wk Neoscona adianta (Walckenaer) 377 2. 94
MPFE R Singa hamata (Clerck) 503 3.92
U S AR R Hypsosinga pygmaea Sundevall 281 2.19
4 WA} Tetragnathidae PUBEERES Dyschiriognatha quadrimaculata (Bosenberg &- Strand) 10 —
TS5 4REEMR Dyschiriognatha tenera Karsch 16 0.13
o1 FCOH B 28k Pachygnatha clercki Sundevall 13 0. 10
HENE 4 W Tetragnatha maxillosa Thorell 10 =
B WY Tetragnatha extensa Linnaeus 13 0. 10
RitA W Tetragnatha praedonia 1. Koch 8 —
Bk A} Theridiidae R Ak Achaearanea angulithorax (Bésenberg &. Strand) 187 1. 46
J\BESYIE % Coleosoma octomaculatum (Bbsenberg & Strand) 6 —
IMF} Linyphiidae I Wk Neriene radiata (Walckenaer) 9 =
H AR 35k Neriene japonica (O1) 5 —
a4k Hylyphantes graminicola (Sundevall) 2 238 17. 45
KB AWk Gnathonarium dentatum Wider 21 0.16
£ VAR Ik Ummeliata insecticeps Bosenberg & Strand 410 3.20
W=} MRl Agelenidae PUBR IR <}k Allagelena di f ficilis (Fox) 10 =
K E S}k Agelena labyrinthica (Clerck) 11 =
TRRE Lycosidae HAEARIE Lycosa sinensis (Schenkel) 6 —
WABHIE Pardosa pseudoannulata (Bosenberg & Strand) 7 =
B3k Pardosa astrigera 1. Koch 3 =
VB IESk Pardosa laura Karsch 4 =
KRR Pirata piraticus (Clerck) 12 =
HIKIRYR Pirata subpiraticus (Bosenberg &. Strand) 6 —
Hiwk Bl Oxyopidae BHAEWR Oxyopes sertatus 1. Koch 923 7. 20
& HWERL Clubionidae K A% B Clubiona japonicola (Bésenberg &- Strand) 3311 25. 82
4R itk Clubiona propinqua L. Koch 100 0.78
kRl Thomisidae = RAEWR Ebrechtella tricuspidatus (Fabricius) 836 6.52
il B 3 Wk Philodromus spinitarsis Simon 15 0.12
LI B Philodromus rufus Walckenaer 15 0.12
[R ALk Synema globosum (Fabricius) 10 —

D “—="FIR I R S RE LN T 0. 106,

“—" The proportion of species accounted for less than 0. 1%.
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Table 2 Shannon-Wiener index, Simpson’s index, Pielou’s index and Margalef’s index of spider in paddy field
P T T A H B4 558 D KSR A Y B Do
Survey time Shannon-Wiener index Simpson’s index Pielou’s index Margalef’s index
6 H LA] 1.559 7 0.879 0 0.431 9 1.125 1
6 Hrha] 1.773 3 0. 825 6 0.491 1 1.157 9
6 HFA] 1.830 9 0.174 2 0.507 1 1.196 1
7 H LA 2.417 0 0.143 1 0. 669 4 1.628 0
7 HpAa] 2.080 1 0.170 1 0.576 1 2.618 1
7 HFA] 1.948 2 0. 200 0 0.539 5 2.850 4
8 A LM 1.916 5 0.226 8 0.530 8 4,853 8
8 Hha) 2.0318 0. 186 6 0.562 7 4,199 7
8 H Ay 3.069 7 0.195 3 0.850 1 4,417 2
9 A k) 2.466 7 0.193 2 0.683 1 4,038 6
9 H ) 2.293 7 0.179 2 0. 635 2 2.953 0
9 H FA) 1.772 2 0.189 2 0. 490 8 3.244 0
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