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Effects of different plants on soil microbial communities
and nutrients in the rhizosphere soil of Flaveria bidentis

DU Ewei, WANG Yan, SUN Jianru, YAN Jing, ZHANG Fengjuan”
College of Life and Science, Hebei University, Baoding, Hebei 071002, China

Abstract: [ Aim] Different plants have different resistance abilities to exotic species. Studying the influence mechanism of different
species on the rhizosphere soil ecology of invasive species may provide a scientific basis for choosing the replacement plants. [ Meth-
od] The homogenous garden experiment was used to study the ability of the four plants ( Kochia scoparia (Linn.) Schrad, Abutilon
theophrasti Medicus, Sorghum sudanense (Piper) Stapf and Amaranthus retroflexus L.) to resist the invasion of F. bidentis. There
were five treatments in the experiment: the monoculture of F. bidentis and the mixture treatments that F. bidentis mixed with each of
the four plants. The phospholipid fatty acid analysis method was used to study the effects of different plants on the microbial commu-
nity structure and soil nutrient in the rhizosphere soil of F. bidentis to explored their mechanism on the rhizosphere soil ecology of F.
bidentis. [ Result] K. scoparia and A. theophrasti reduced the total microbial biomass and changed the microbial community structure
of F. bidentis comparing to those in the monoculture treatment of F. bidentis. K. scoparia and A. theophrasti could competitively inhib-
it the absorption of ammonium nitrogen and then the growth of F. bidentis. [ Conclusion] The resilience of different plants was related
to the soil ecology. Replacement plants could inhibit growth of F. bidentis by changing the soil microbes in the rhizosphere soil and
inhibiting nitrogen uptake of F. bidentis, which achieved the control of the growth and spread of F. bidentis.
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b AEP TR A W 22 1) A ) I 7 R
TR Z WS 1 3 DI IR 2, Sh[R] 52 i f 4)
(35445 4 ( Ehrenfeld & Scott,2011) . H i, 135
WA SHEYERMTE PR Z N CREAH —
SEHE N, 3 U A R BES T AR W 20
LU IR IR AN HAth %5 3% ( Vitousek et al. ,1996) , Ik
AARERFR I I IACRE 77 (Klironomos , 2002 ) , A H T 4#
Pk K T A TR BE A A v A A AR T AT R
FRILEHYBETT (Der et al.,2008) , 42 =) = 1, i
AP A K (Wardle et al.,2004) , KEFHPRA
=AY S TR Yy A R 2 b T
AR AR A W) X 1 1A A B 2 (Wagg et al.
2011) A RAE R AR AR k2 AR 4 ST A )
TR S5H ( EAS 2158 ,2016) , i T £ 357 06 34
( Callaway et al. ,2004; Reinhart & Callaway,2004) ,
PRHE T ARAEY) AR AR B (X955, 2018
Marler et al.,1999) . Ul Poon & Maherali (2015) &
AT Alliaria petiolate (M.) Cavara et Grande AfZ
AT LAREAR A AR 3+ 3 v A KE TR AR LB (arbuscular
mycorrhizae fungi , AMF) B4 48, DT {i A i AE 4
TE 52T 38 i B 2 B R, S 4 S AR T 1Y
/\{%;Wang et al. (2013) B IVFZ IR A AR
FRER 23 43U — Tl R FCAR B J5 4 1 3 B A — 2 B
TITIRE /Y AL 2 BT (N T IE LS ) ) 5 Xiao et al.
(2014) W 5% K PR 45 255 = Ageratina adenophorum
Spreng . ®HLH Chromolaena odorata 1.2R7Z T + 15
FLRAETS XM AR ) 09 A K B BRI
e, BN T S8 2R I = A KL A A AN R Y 1
L HEVR S AL 23 [A) 1 T B T O W B s A5 A Y AR
fb.(Saggar et al. ,1999) , T i 4= ¥ L RE A 1 1F K it
SR PR M FAR) 1938 4 S5 A (Wagg et
al. ,2011) o ALY 2 15 38 2ok i 28 -+ I A Wi
V&L AR B AR AL, DTS2 0 - 5855 43 14 4 B SR A
AP TEFr 5 A X —HLH A TERE, B,
PR W) A R B 5 A AR AR ) 1 - e A 28 2= AL
i, 7T A A AR 14 7 18 S (A AR A

Mk AR A4 B 4 Flaveria bidentis (L.)
Kuntze. A—A4FA GEAAE Y], J50 H g SS9, 2001 4
ORI T FE KEE b, 2 PR R A A A
55 At K R B A R AR AR (A F A,
2017) . BETREGX A W) ZREIE L UF PR B 3 i 1
JZE G E (Wan et al. ,2017) , £ 2017 45, B NZEE

AL 4 48 1T CTE (AR TR | L e A )
[ 146 DEL 541 D S OREHET,2018) , HFFEER
B, B AR = 1 Sorghum bicolor (L.) Moench |
LILETE Medicago sativa LY IR R FEALF H 6E
JI R THUA e, HLRE S 4 PR 00 1 v T8 % - e R
AR AL, A7 ) T S X 2 T4 1 2 AR ] ( SR AE
2011) . TETAZE A AL W Amaranthus retroflexus L. |
TRIER Abutilon theophrasti Medicus a4 K, TR
BgAb T a5 FHAL 7 P 2 B TOUAG FX JLA AR )
QbR — AN RS AL, B AT B TR W] A O IR R
gl , I i FE AR 1 (B4, 2011) o BN
Yk Kochia scoparia ( Linn.) Schrad 18§k , 75 /;
¥ Sorghum sudanense ( Piper) Stapf 55 X 8% 0 2545
—E RIMHIAE A (i A J245,2019) o AN, AFEIAS
HAHPITE S B T4 5 AR K B b g I 1 AR I
AR BRI 7 2 B (FI R A, 2011 ) (FRAIR T HLTE
BT ZREPE (R ERTESE  2011) . R4, se 4 R0 H
Wy g A2 e T4 AR P - SR G AR R v 4l Al R L
SRy, IR BN B TAG AR K ny H g7 ABFSE
PR FH T A1 [ 5 el 300, F 5 AN [R) AR A 76 5 B T 2
T e A RO B THUAG AR s Gl A 0 B i 235 4 D 1 05
PRACPE TR RE I | LIS N - 398 15 285 A R I SE AN (]
FE )T v T0U34 1) HRAEN BE ) S AR DGR FIPLBE , W 52 45
SRRy T e R AU 10 0 e 4 (4t R ) BRI AR
1 #MRE5FE
1.1 iXIe iR

T A A TR G A JER B i RO B2 B
JER DRI R S i (39°307427E, 116°36'07"N) , 1§
P (25+3) m, FESMG S X 18 T il R Bl M <
i, 1% - SR S AR D TR
1.2 it

HRAEAR ) B AR A TR 2 75 T 22 S L 22 5
PR , PR AR L H LA A o R TR PR L 95
AL 4 PR . SR FH (] ] 5 el | 52 A ()AL 40
S THAG IR A /N DX, 23 S Ry bR 5 8 T2 TR
(HL) T BR-5 BTG IR A (H2) |95 PF 5 5 o 0 44
A (H3) A 085 2 T 3G IR Al (H4) DL 25 T 44
B (HO) , DL L /NX (BRI AE Y, CK) 1E N
XA, BEARRE 5 AR, — L E 30 hIX, %%
FEHBENL A A1, /NX R /N 3 mx2 m, TG FF b ] R
BB 1 m, RGN 1 1L R ANKT
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300 KiFh -, HEFE AR 2 EDE 1 WOK, BRI 36
h, B2 T N TBR B A B A/ N DX AR ) Fol
KL R T 2016 4F 4 A JRAEFR
1.3 THR&E

2016 4F 9 A b [] 5z bel /N IX AT TR R 4 R
FH AL SRR A /N BUE KR R 4 HLRE AR
FNXARARDBL A FETI4G 5 Ak, BHE MR FBIER PR
PR AR R A ) - R R T Ok, B AR
FIMRPR A, B A — /N 5 Bk T4 0 AR s 1 38
RAN—ATHRE, BXTB/NX R R, PR
RET 4, Wy xH ALBEHLEE 5 4 0, #2800 ~ 20
em TR I CRERAER - ERE S A A B4, 57
FRCE SRV e 2, SR A AT 2 mm B S
O3 2 4y —MEAE T 4 CYKAE Y, T 5 -3
H W AR AR W R ( phospholipid fatty acids, PLFAs) 7%
2 — IR, T R 0 AR e
1.4 WiliEREA*E
141 tHEFpfmEEENNE  THGESEES
TR TSP L EENE s i S A M S A S
W 5E R H Smartchem 4= H 2 8] Wi Ak 27 70 H1 43 ( 1+
H,1981) ; 148 pH AR, 138 e ps iR
1 3,5- R K AR IR H 6 0 2 5 3R R FH 2K
PR~ SRR B L €83 0 2 5 - S Wl TR il R ) Wl 1R
R L A I 5 3R T R R B L (e k

*1

(ZEME K ,2002; FAATH,1986)

.42 t+TEMmAEDBELEANNE SR
Frostegard et al. (1993) I Kourtev et al. (2002) [1]
Fd OB 4 g F5I HFE G BT 50 mL 204, 58
Jo 1) B 0 i 20 mL KOH-H 5 9% ¥ (0.2
mol « L"), /K4 37 C/KIE 1 h,%F 10 min 75
Jig—¥ (2000 r + min™") ;@7K¥ 1 h SERE A 3
mL BIEERRIATR (1 mol - L), /04840, O F A
10 mL 1E & %%, ST 1R 215 1000 v min™' &0 15
min, W R E TIRE 2P, AW PR T
@R TR A 1 mL & A WAR 19 : 0 9IE
Ce- B T RBHAR (LA 1 1), B RIG
PR 2 S EIEIERE (GC) /ML,

U5 s T i B B B AR | AR T 18 2%
IR E AL S °C - min™ (B 170 C T
B E] 260 °C L AR5 L 40 °C - min' 5938 R T )
310 °C,4EHF 90 s K AL = B & R 250 C ¥
R0 L 14 R 300 °C 5 AR (2 mL + min™")
VERES, IAEA (30 mL - min™) 1E KBRS 4
HIIFE R 68.95 kPa; #FEERE | WL, 40 kL 100 2 1, R
FEIAPIFR 19 = 0 A9 AT LT R [H] PLFAs 1)
WAE TS I 5 1 AN TR S R S E i o, AN [R) 387
AYIRBESBEIRAR IR A XT N S RN 1 iw, &
TR 1 A5 AP - e S Bt

AR L ERE KB SRR IS AT BRI X R X 2

Table 1 Phospholipid fatty acids used in analysis of different soil microbial group

T AR Soil microbial group

WiRAR IR Phospholipid fatty acids

HE P PEAR R Gram negative bacteria

12:0; 12:020H; 13 : 20H; 14 : 05 16 : 0 20H; 16 1 w9¢; 17: 0; 17 : 1 w8c; 17 : 0 cy-

cloy 17 : 0iso 30H; 18 : 0; 18 : 1 w5c; 19 : 0 cyclow8c; 18 : 1 w7c¢-11 methyl; 10 : 0 30H

L FCPHPEA B Gram positive bacteria

13 : 0 anteiso; 13 : 0 iso; 14 : 0 anteiso; 14 : 0 iso; 15 : 0 anteiso; 15 : O iso; 15 : 1 iso G; 16 ¢

0iso; 16 : 1 iso H; 17 : O anteiso; 17 : 0 iso; 19 : 0 anteiso; 19 : 0 iso; 20 : 0 iso; 11 : 0 20H

JHELTE Actinobacteria
K Fungi
BRI T AMF
JEA= AW Protozoa
U/ F/B

16 : 1 w5c
20 : 4 w6,9,12,15¢

14 : 1 w5¢c; 17 0 10-methyl; 18 : 0 10-methyl TBSA
18 : 1 9¢; 18 : 3 w6,9,12¢

(18 : 1 w9¢+18 : 3 w6,9,12¢)/(12 : 0+12 : 0 20H+13 : 0 20H+14 : 0+16 : 0 20H+16 : 1

®9c+17 : 0+17 : 1 w8c+17 : 0 cyclo+17 : 0 iso 30H+18 : 0+18 : lw5c+19 : 0 cyclo w8c+18 :
lw7c-11 methyl+10 : 0 30H+13 : 0 anteiso+13 : 0 iso+14 : 0 anteiso+14 : 0 iso+15 : 0 anteiso+15 :
0 iso+15 : 1 iso G+16 : 0 iso+16 : 1 iso H+17 : 0 anteiso+17 : 0 iso+19 : 0 anteiso+19 : 0 iso+20 :

0 iso+11 : 0 20H)
TR AP TR/ o 2 TG P P2
G /G

(12:0+12: 0 20H+13 : 0 20H+14 : 0+16 : 0 20H+16 : 1 @9c+17 : 0+17 : 1 w8c+17 : O cy-
clo+17 : 0 iso 30H+18 : 0+18 : 1 wSc+19 : 0 cyclo w8c¢c+18 : 1 w7c¢—11 methyl+10 : 0 30H)/

(13 : 0 anteiso+13 : 0 iso+14 : 0 anteiso+14 : 0 iso+15 : 0 anteiso+15 : 0 iso+15 : 1 iso G+16 : 0
iso+16 : 1 iso H+17 : 0 anteiso+17 : 0 iso+19 : 0 anteiso+19 : 0 iso+20 : 0 iso+11 : 0 20H)

1.5 HIESH
WA AR TR WL oA R 22 [ MIDI 23wl A= 7= )
FEF 41 41 AR R 534 2 1) Sherlock MIS 4.5 &

Gt MARIA A 19 0 AT LA AR [FPLFAs
AR SRS AN R 2 A W &, 30 5
K FPEHA{E bR E 22 2R, F Excel 2010 #X1F 4811
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LRI SPSS 21.0 Gt Bk st A7 5 1K 3% Oy 22 50 #r
(One-way ANOVA) , & ] Duncan’s £ & L #1722
JERIPI HEE, P=0.05, XF&FEHE e Y RETR 20
Bt 4T 3 % 43 53 AT (principal components analysis,
PCA) ,ITRA T A STk, A 3 8o 0 i A 1Ry
Bar D A AR TR RN, A E BATIAL
KH Canoco 4.5 BT 385004 Wy Al 4 3 57 40 il
P8 347 HLE XF Y 43 BT ( canoninal correspondence
analysis, CCA) , LA T3R5 AYAE W Fh AL &, 135
I3 FGE TG 1 B8l A g 34 05 A8 B AT BV X B )
B, e IR N I Z T SE AR
2 BREN
2.1 REHEAX R L S M55 i
=20

MFE 2 AT L, 5 H XTI (CK) A F, BT84 5
FPAL PR (HO) 8 TR P ol TR T | UK 86, 25 11 ol 0% e 3
Th , BB R W PR FRAIG, SR B BT T4 AR )5 el %
T RSEREEE T, 5 R TH A SRR AL B (HO) AH L, 3B

Jok 5 B TR G YR AR AL R (HL) BRPE RS RR I | 55 1 3 1
TR RS 1 2 BRI 5 THI AR 5 % T0 44 TR P Ak
BE(H2) WREG | 2 B G 1 A 5 R S T
SGTRFP AL B (3 ) R Wl R I | ORI S T
SR 5 8 TOU 4 YR Ak B (L4 ) el A I O
W TR, URERE T S T e R K
H S T T4 AR PR SRS 1

MFE 3 AN, BT A AR b R AR 1 A S A
i, WA O S A A R, 5
A R (HO ) A HIAR L, AR5 5 T00 44 TR Al Ak 21
b B Oy >, MUk S S A TR
FPAbFE(HL) Hr, 38 pH A B8R it W 3
T JFR -5 8 THAG IR Ah AL R (H2) v, -3 pH B 5 FRAR,
BEASRE B N O3 PR RE T A TR A A 3
(H3) Hp A5 0 i o 35 082 5 OB 08 45 2 T 4 R
FPAbEE(H4) | 48 pH A 2 3508, BLAAAS A4
YI7E 5 EE 048 5 A K Pl s T B TR AG AR B £ 3% 43

A~ EL
[E==

R2 TREYXETHIRER L EEEE SR 2200

Table 2 Effect of different plants on rhizosphere soil activities of F. bidentis

HPR L /TS P Rhizosphere soil enzyme activity/ (mg + g™ + h™!)

b3

reament B BB Wi HII

Acid phosphatase Alkaline phosphatase Urease Protease

CK 0.85+0.11d 0.21+0.12bc 3.46+0.17d 3.06+0.14¢
HO 1.00+0.03bc 0.16+0.09¢ 4.60+0.12b 4.55+0.09b
H1 0.94+0.05bcd 0.84+0.49a 4.02+0.20c 4.79+0.06a
H2 1.05+0.03b 0.28+0.16bc 3.96+0.44c 3.30+0.19¢
H3 1.35+0.04a 0.23+0.13bc 5.39+0.39a 4.62+0.06ab
H4 0.94£0.28bcd 0.55+0.32b 5.83+£0.01a 4.56+0.11b

[FFEE CFA bR ER ) ST AR FRERR 2257 B3 (P<0.05)

TFFE B TUAG; HA B+ TR T3

CK: X 18  HO . BTG SR H . MK+ 35 T3 5 H2 . TATJRR + 35 T00 3 ; H3

The data( mean = SD)in the same column with the different letters indicate significant differences (P<0.05). CK: Blank; HO: F. bidentis; H1 .
K. scoparia+F. bidentis; H2: A. theophrasti+F. bidentis; H3: S. sudanense+F. bidentis; H4 . A. retroflexus+F. bidentis.

22 AELEFEMHRERTEFRS S LEEHFE
X ED T

TR 4 T DLF M A S0l R I P S R
R TR RS PRI W35 IEAH DG (r=0.57) s I EEEME S
A 3 R il 0 P B LB A O (r=0.42) s S AL i
B RIS PR 2 SR OC (r= - 0.53) 5 SR AR &5 5
0P Wl R il T PR R IEAH R (r=0.66) , S EH
PRI P 0 IEARSC (r=0.42) s SR S B S E
TEPE R T (r=-0.43) , 58300 & B B %
TR (r=-0.56) ,

2.3 AEEYITEMHRETIEREYHR N
2.3.1 FIEM AN PLFAs R BT B 1 F£R
ANFEAEY) () X 8 T 45 A Bs - S8 1A= ) PLFAs
SR, 528 FRR A BRAH Eb, ¥ 0044 50 )
PLFAs S HIGINT 18% , 13 WA 85 TH 35 A2 103 14
T3 PLFAs W& a5 BT 45 S Fh b 38 (HO ) AH
Ll , Mk 5 8 TH A TR A AL B (HL) H B TR 34 MR P 1
b PLFAs & BRI 1%, RV HRTE 5 51024
T K U T TR AG AR PRI A P
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Table 3 Effect of different plants on rhizosphere soil nutrients F. bidentis
e ‘ffz’?fé?kﬁi ' E#!?E??hé?i ' AR
Treatment pH Ammonium nitrogen content/ Nitrate nitrogen content/ Effective phosphorus content/

(mg - ke™) (mg - kg™) (pg-g")
CK 8.16+0.01b 3.09+0.17¢ 3.47+0.38a 0.19+0.06¢
HO 8.10+0.02bc 4.66+1.49h 2.14+0.07¢ 2.87+0.17a
H1 8.18+0.02a 13.60+4.69a 2.53+0.14b 1.25+0.27b
H2 8.04+0.00e 16.48+1.13a 1.98+0.29d 1.25+0.49h
H3 8.08+0.01cd 2.92+0.45¢ 2.43+0.14b 1.15+0.22b
H4 8.09+0.02d 4.90+2.54b 2.12+0.33¢ 1.28+0.32b

[FI 5 EE CEE AR ME2) G R R R E S B E (P<0.05), CK. X HO, B THAG SR  H1 . M bk + 25 T5 35 ; H2 . R RR + 2 T 45 ; H3 .

PP T4 HA OB+ BTH44

The data( mean + SD)in the same column with the different letters indicate significant differences ( P<0.05). CK: Blank; HO: F. bidentis; H1.
K. scoparia+F. bidentis; H2: A. theophrasti+F. bidentis; H3: S. sudanense+F. bidentis; H4: A. retroflexus+F. bidentis.

F4 ARLAEHEMFRERELESRSS L EEEEEXE

Table 4 Correlations between soil nutrients and soil enzyme activities of rhizosphere of F. bidentis

JEHF Factors ?@ﬁﬁ'@ﬁi@@ Wﬁ@iﬁﬁ@@ Jhxt I ol JE%UI%’@ %ﬁ"l}’fh
Acid phosphatase Alkaline phosphatase Urease Protease Effective phosphorus  Ammonium nitrogen

T R 057" *
Alkaline phosphatase
WK Urease -0.36 -0.05
H WG Protease 0.29 0.42" -0.08
pH -0.17 -0.01 -0.32 0.30
WA Effective phosphorus 0.37 0.66** -0.13 0.42** -0.20
#5725, Ammonium nitrogen -0.17 -0.39 -0.53"" 032 0.19 -0.14
fili A A Nitrate nitrogen -0.26 -0.24 0.03 -0.43* 0.36 -0.56"* -0.37

*H AR BIFARTE P<0.05 Fl P<0.01 K |25 5 W3

“and "

40 -

(7]
<
1

BRI S AR
Total PLFAs/pg
8

10 A
0 T T T T T "
CK HO H1 H2 H3 H4
AbFE Treatment
E1 FAEEDENHRELE

PLFAs B2/
Fig.1 Effect of different plants on the content of total
PLFAs of rhizosphere soil of F. bidentis
R FERREFBE (P<0.05), CK.%HHH;
HO - 25 TV03 S R0 HL . bk + 36 T00%4 5 H2 . TR+ 2 10044
H3 . 5 PHRE+ B T3 ; Hae : SOBOE+3 T
The different letters indicate significant differences ( P<0.05).
CK: Blank; HO: F. bidentis; H1: K. scoparia+F. bidentis;
H2. A. theophrasti+F. bidentis; H3: S. sudanense+F. bidentis;
H4. A. retroflexus+F. bidentis.

2.3.2 B AT A AR BT LR A A & KA
By NS AL SH X (CK) M L, B T4
MR PR L AME S350, Mk 5
TG IR AL (H1) b, 55 FCBA R R iR v L &
P AMF [ PLFAs 1 534 1 (0T 3 T2 b 21
TR JRR5 B THUAG TR A AL B (H2) v TR T ELIA 0 PL-

represent significant difference at P<0.05 and F1 P<0.01 level respectively.

FAs 7 i35 i I T3 T0UAG SR AP AL 3L s 75 P L 5 i Tl
BGTRFPAbEE (H3) 5522 [RBHPE A PLFAs &5 i 3%
T TR T4 PR AL B % [ P B RN BB 1) 5 1
FART B T008 A A 3L 5 SR T 5 0 T A TR A Ak
(H4) FP#E 22 [CRAPE R Y PLFAs 135 05 T 55 T 34 S fp
AP LR B B PLFAs & i B T R T4 B
Filr, ST EAR AL R (HO) AH L, BT A b 3 v 5 A=
AW PLFAs & 534 58 250000 LT85 40 56 1 LR
(F/B) P2 R A s 5 2% [ BRI P 5 2 2 [ BH A
LI (G /G ) TEHIRK 5 B T4 TR AP AL B ( H ) o Bk
RN, E A AR FE 34 SRR

233 BWART LB ENBHELEME R
AT NIRRT 3G B 4 AR K 0T 2 T3 A AR
PR A- S 5 A Wy 2 g AN ], 35 B3 o B 4 SR (&
2A) R, EAT 1 (DTHRE 26.22%) 85 2( 03
B 17.61% ) F1FE 5 3 (k% 11.61%) () it
SMTTHREE N 55.44% , 3 A T A B AR [
AR PRI YRR G50 X TF % R A W
TEEER DL, B X PR AL P (CK) 7E 4 1. F L
432 B BT, R4 3 R0 IE J7 i) 5 B T3 S Ak B
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(HO) ZE T /L4y 1 Sy, ERLAr 2. EW5 3 MIE
D71, U 85 T3 AR5 2 1 - SR A M R
254y, MBS ST 4G TR AP AL FEL (HL ) R JRR 55 BT
SETRANAOBE (H2) I L 1, F 5 2 fERST 3
SRR R, A b A S UL P A ik
R I YRR S5 22 AN K PR S T
SGIRFPALIE (H3 ) (Y -+ ERA: W RE VR S5 A0 7 1y
1 IETT ), ALY 2 ALY 3 A JE SRR ; A i
SR T4 IR AL BE (H4 ) 1Y T 380 A W Bk 45 A0 7
FRAT 1 I I, LY 2 1A SR B, B4 3
(A5 7 ] 5 T A A B TR 4G B RN b B O
Ut B AN [F) A 4 5 5 T 4 TR o Ak B 2 A0S T Y
RIS 451

AT T aS AN 2B s, 45 AT 2A 1T

x5

VI, AR E 47 5 v T00 48 TR b %) A1 34 i i AN
[, 56 A ) b B 8 T00 44 AR Pr - 38 64 9 PLFAs
HAG G, T4 B RN AL B (HO ) MO i i 2 o 18
: 1 05¢.17 : 0 10-methyl 18 : 3 w6c (6,9,12) ; Hi
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Table 5 Effect of different plants on soil microbial groups of rhizosphere soil of F. bidentis
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The data( mean + SD)in the same column with the different letters indicate significant differences ( P<0.05). CK: Blank; HO: F. bidentis; H1 .
K. scoparia+F. bidentis; H2: A. theophrasti+F. bidentis; H3: S. sudanense+F. bidentis; H4: A. retroflexus+F. bidentis.
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Fig.2 Principal components analysis of PLFAs profiles from rhizosphere soil microbial communities

and loadings factors of PLFAs contributing to soil microbial communities ordination pattern of F. bidentis
A R 5 B B T BT

A The principal components; B: Load factor contribution.
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