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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.
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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. 1- Relationship between applied nitrogen with Species richness (A), Shannon’s diversity index (B) and Simpson’s

dominance index (C)
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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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