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Fig.1 Effects of different planting densities and mixture proportions on plant height,stem diameter

and branch number of E. adenophorum
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Table 1 Two-way analysis of variance for effects of different planting densities and mixture proportions

on growing character of E. adenophorum

ol il 2% i TR 1L i TR % B X R A L 1)
PEAR Trait Planting densities Mixture proportions Planting densities X Mixture

df F P df F P df F P
¥R Plant height 2 6.390 0.002 3 3.968 0. 009 6 0.301 0.936
2298 Stem diameter 2 22.267 0.000 3 24.377  0.000 6 1.326 0.247
/AL Branch number 2 39.381 0.000 3 58.228 0.000 6 22.964 0. 000
I AL Leaf area 2 12. 668 0.000 3 5.179 0.002 6 3.982 0.001
T4 Jf % 4 Leal dry matter content 2 12.343  0.000 3 9.247  0.000 6 3.517 0.002
H -1 R Specific leaf area 2 0.099 0. 906 3 3.868 0.010 6 0. 860 0.525
i A= ¥ Aboveground biomass 2 21.532  0.000 3 59.783  0.000 6 1.642 0.137
H#i R A=) Belowground biomass 2 29.334 0.000 3 50.948 0.000 6 2.030 0.063
H5E [t Root/Shoot radio 2 8.426  0.000 3 0.340  0.796 6 6.383 0. 000
B Total biomass 2 25.200  0.000 3 65.098  0.000 6 1.672 0.129
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Fig.2 Effects of different planting densities and mixture proportions on leaf area,leaf dry matter content

and specific leaf area of E. adenophorum
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Fig.3 Effects of different planting densities and mixture proportions on aboveground biomass

and belowground biomass of E . adenophorum
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Fig.4 Effects of different planting densities and mixture proportions on root/shoot radio

and total biomass of E . adenophorum
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Table 2 Effects of different planting densities and mixture
proportions on RYg and RDg of E. adenophorum
Filv A 2% 32/
Bk /m?) 3+ 1 1:1 1:3
Planting
densities RYg  RDg RYg RDg RYg RDg
12 0.576* 0.393* 0.296" 0.253"  0.347" 0.269"
28 0.569* 0.812 0.398% 0.569" 0.244* 0.489"
64 0.574* 0.855 0.385" 0.812 0.359" 0.750"

D BARKME 14 P<0.05 K F FERBE,

* indicates significantly different from 1 at P<Z0. 05.
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Influence of Artemisia annua on the competition

effect of Eupatorium adenophorum

SUN Na-na TAN Yong-qin MA Hong-ju ZHOU Xing-miao WANG Yong-mo
Hubei Province Key Laboratory of Insect Resources Utilization and Sustainable Pest Management/
College of Plant Science and Technology s Huazhong Agricultural University sWuhan 430070 ,China

Abstract The competition relation between Eupatorium adenophorum and Artemisia annua was
studied by using the multiple De Wit replacement series design method, which discussed the effects of
growing character of E. adenophorum in different planting densities and mixture proportions. The re-
sults showed that the relative yield (RYg) and the relative density (RDg) were less than 1 in mixture
sample area between E. adenophorum and A. annua; with the increase of the mixture proportion of
A. annua,the RYg and RDg of E. adenophorum were gradually decreasing, and stem diameter, branch
number and biomass were also decreasing, which implied that the competition between E. adenophorum
and A. annua was severer than intraspecific competition of E. adenophorum and the population expansion
of E. adenophorum was restrained when A. annua existed. With the increase of the population density
under the circumstance of higher mixture proportion of A. annua, root/shoot radio of E. adenophorum
had a trend of reduction, but plant height of E. adenophorum had a trend of increase, which suggested
that E. adenophorum had to adopt the allocation of resources model, namely, the strategy of the ground
priority growth in response to stronger pressure of competition of A. annua. Based on the above results,
we should replace E. adenophorum with A. annua at the early stages of invasion to have a good effect on
the control of E. adenophorum.
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