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Morphological Diversities of Wild Agrostis stolonifera L. of Guizhou

ZHONG Li', SHANG Yi-shun> YANG Chunyan’, CHEN Wei’, GAN Youmin', TANG Cheng bin’
(1. Department of Grassland Sichuan Agrcultural University, Yd an Sichuan 625014, China; 2. Guizhou Institute of prataculture Dushan, Si-
chuan 558200 Ching 3. College of Forestry and Horticulture Sichuan Agriculture University, Yd an Sichuan 625014 China)

Abstract; In a comparison of Kromi, we researched morphological diversities of wild Agrostis stolonifera 1.. of Guizhou

by 10 morphological indexes. The results showed: D All the morphological indexes showed abundant variance , the CV
was from 18.5% ~34.3%.@ The Hs was 1.991, and the Hi was 1. 848, the Huwenwas 0. 1511, it indicates that the
most morphological diversities oot in among populations. @ There were some difference of morphological diversity in
groups, the group of BSE™> the group of BNW>> the group of LPS.@The diameter of the erect shoot-the leaf width of
the erect shoot.the leaf width of the creeping shoot.the length of the median internode and the leaf length of the erect

shoot were the main composing of morphological diversity. @ The results of cluster analysis was disaccorded with

Agrostis stoloni fera 1. 's geography distribution.
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