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Table 1- Crop management practices and soil characteristics of studied fields.
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*N: nominal variable, R: ratio variable; **: values show number of fields for nominal variables and variations range for ratio
variables.

Bl o gladile gy agb) 395 9 (oleerd sa3gS
)R
059 ke Sl 81 Ly aS oly lis yme Syl gl
= g odd AwlS )l £9i5 el 5 I8 (Ul (B yas
ol 5 b zols as [S1.() US5) 4B e 03938 (glaisS e
0ol 9 by (izzen o (TiIMaN, 11988) (yols n i L
2 goss il Hlebsl as 50> 18 (Wilson & Tilman, 1993)
S Ayl oy e ol Lelacul podols pe slaSs 51 iy
2 b colBy 59,5 0y slazel (Grime, 1979) 4,5 .ol
5 lisS g5 g s el ] doly o 39500yl g8 i
ol sme o)lol Al ol ol (clalase (> codle yiol38l
ol ga 5 el | I’Y:~/'\“) ulass e Ly pH
Jidings s (F=e/+ v A) o cle (asli o (F'=+/Y)
osld o5 asls (1'=0/0Y) ldsss slis U S1s jaud

Spas L olion (gupope Colld (a3ls B ine il

P S CdiS (Y Joan) 1l e gog0 cnl Mge apiSile
P 10 sl g Pl (adls (Rl 4 e (eg) SbS
o S o o )3 103,8 low GloS , f uS | dunslic
OLBS ) (sl S it sl iy byl s a1 il o
5 liol dygag dlasly 4 ol lite § (o (SE > itun
Ay ;0B aigs | gagame bdd Llie yolie oblyd )0 Cudgis
SLeSB 53 oany (il Bl ledd Llyd (pl 3 Ay 9 Joos
Bl JB zgdg @ (gmpenw Cadle (adld (392 3L b (o
2 e Jgenal 5 5l905 Lulyd ) 95 (a8 (Y Jgaz) ol
(Fried et al., 2008) ceuwl oapwy Ll 4 55 (6,5 Sladss
5 laseS (slie Jb me iulidl cuw ojoys il dm paiS S
(Y Jga) 1205 (] cblaie S b ld o il pasls
4S g0 Cusbly opl 5l (S adlais ool Cawddy e Sledb|
S 5 ol )3 gslon g GBI (i lasd 0))ke oy
Jecws gl elie ol 25 sbdile plend S 0p 5
o =hy Jpase b ey (b sladile Slisg b Sk
ey iy 4y Joizme iz 0523 53 09y My (oSl dlanly
Sly S S SB 4 b Cugili )3 Sl oo Lulyd cpl ggeone
2959 pie Jdd il sl aS ccwl JUs o pl g


www.SID.ir

YYV i 5 S Sluogas 5 ool Jale 54l

Ogon Codle (8L g (193l £95 (aS L (1A UL 1 (S g (1,5 Jelgs T Y Sy
Table 2- Effects of soil and crop factors on Species richness, Shannon’s diversity index and Simpson’s dominance index
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tUnpaired Student’s t-test statistic. **, * and ns show significant differences at P<0.01, P<0.05, non-significant, respectively.
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Fig. 2- DCA diagram of recorded weeds per total of study fields.
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Fig. 3- RDA biplot. Nominal and ratio variables are represented by rectangles and arrows, respectively.
Abbreviations: L: loam texture, S: silt texture; H: application of herbicide, NH: non- application of herbicide; See Fig 2 for

abbreviations of species.
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Table 3- Correlation of environmental variables with first and second axis of RDA ordination.
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