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Table 1 Design of experiment
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Fig. 1 Field plot arrangement diagram
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Table 2 Investigation on weeds species and quantity of grass natural
growth community in spring maize field
T [ 2010 4 2011 4

Item M E.c. WEEo MREWS o &t Toal MEEc MREHES v &t Totl

Hod /B »m? Amount 60. 8 20. 8 2.6 84.2 89.7 2.7 92.3

fif F /g+m? Fresh weight 702. 0 325.0 38.0 1064. 0 4823.0 77.3 4900. 3

PARRME /g #f ! Plant fresh weight 11.5 15.6 14.6 12.6 53.8 28.6 53.1

R3 BFEXHIEAMRAEBARAERKBEXEMNXNYEERE
Table 3 Investigation on weeds species and quantity of broadleaf weeds natural
growth community in spring maize field

2 0 4F B BiH ARE B GH T % T JFR M At
Year Ttem C.a. P.b. A.r. X.s. S. n. A.t. C.c. Total
2010 B/ e m 2 Amount 3.2 1.0 11.8 1.2 13.8 1.4 0 32.4
i ¥ /gem? Fresh weight 80. 4 42.4 529.0 65.2 296.0 15.2 0 1028. 0
ARREETE /ge bk Plant fresh weight  25.1 42.4 14. 8 54.3 21.4 10.9 0 31.7

T4 i H # ARE B EH FILZE  EXER KEH &t
Year Ttem C.a. P.b. A r. X.s. C.s. S.b. A.c. Total
2011 Bk /B e m Amount 28.7 3.3 19.3 0 1.3 1.7 1.0 55.3
7 /gem? Fresh weight 2369. 7 549.7 959. 3 0 6.7 23.3 6.0  3914.7
PARRAE /g B! Plant fresh weight 82,7 164.9 49.6 0 5.0 14.0 6.0 70.7

TR G A5 H AR A KRS b B B p 3
AR B R RE R CRCOE . 2 a A H I b
A A (E R A BRSO ) K 2 o I bk

R4 BEFAAREGRAEBRERBERENXNYERAE
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Table 4 Investigation on weeds species and quantity of mixed weeds natural
growth community in spring maize field
RAR B Grass [V 2% 5 Broadleaf weeds
AT UgE| N o o ) » i

Year Ttem e R OmREE S # OARE REW GH k¥ WK MR S
E.c. E.v S.v. Total C.a. P.b. A.r. X.s. S.a. A.t. C.c. Total
2010 HEE/ Bk e m2 Amount 41.8 22,0 3.4 67.2 5.8 1.2 182 0.6 6.4 1.2 0.4 33.8
i 7 /g+m? Fresh weight  334.0 270.0 44.8 649.0 116.0 24.0 218.0 65.6 54.0 5.4 2.4 485.0

PARREE T /ge #f ! Plant fresh weight 8.0 12.3  13.2 9.7 20.0 20.0 12.0 109.3 8.4 4.5 6.0 14.3

2011 ¥ /B - m 2 Amount 111.0 — 2.3 113.3 27.7 2.0 22.3 0.3 0 1.3 2.3 56.0
fif § /gem? Fresh weight 1533.0 47.3 1580.3 1593.0 212.7 534.0 29.3 0 36.0 30.7 2435.7
PARREEE /ge Mk Plant fresh weight13.8  —  20.3  13.9 57.6 106.3 23.9 88.0 0 27.0 13.1 43.5
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1 I 23R 5 AR A R R R I 0 A K T

Koo FERARE A G0 — e I i 2w B — R
O3 5 IR AR A BRI T 0 AR A B} 2 R i - 2
AR A B B — e RO VE IR G AR AR P A%
ol % RSO R AR R B LA R BB - TH 5 45
W# 5,

51



AR

2k

= ok X #H F

10 #4

FOERRY P J BRI
PREC S IR A J4 RERE VR TP oA [R] 2% BE AU AR B LU 2
A B ESESE KOER L Ah U A L R
TR 5 B 4 PR — 2% B Vi v 4% I A R BB
fif R G A% B I b A W) 2% O bR R Y

x5

1. 11~3. 90 . FRWIAR AR A% R it 2% 7 2
(] B A A7 5 A AR ] A0 B AR AT — 28 X IR B
ORI — R UL A KRR A B 35 0 X
EREFEAMN.

EFRHE-—RERESEAAEHENRAENERERER

Table 5 Comparison on weed growth quantity of unitary weed community and mixed

weeds community in spring maize field

RABHETE/ v A/
RE R RA R
S Wi H Glﬁasscommunh‘y/ Broadle.af weed com@unily/’
Mixed community Mixed community
Year Ttem
M TR OmMER &3 # O OARE REW wF k¥ OHK MEAE S
E E.v S.v. Total C.a. P.b. A.r. X.s. S.n. A.t. C.c. Total
2010 Bh: /B em 2 Amount 1.45 0.95 0.76 25 0.55 0.83 0.65 2.00 2.16 1.17 — 0. 96
#% & /g+m? Fresh weight 2,10 1.20 0.84 1.64 0.69 1.77 2.43 0.99 5.49 2.81 2.12
HBREEE /ge k! Plant fresh weightl.44 1.27 1.11 1.30 1.26 2.12 3.73 0.50 2.55 2.24 —  2.22
150 4 2 i H e MRERE Fif ARE RAE wH LN &3 KM &1t
Year Ttem E.c. S.v. Total C.a P.b. A.r. X.s. C.s. S.b. A.c. Total
2011 B/ Bk e m? Amount 0. 81 1.17  0.81 1.04 1.65 0.87 — 1.31 0.43 0.99
f@f i /gom? Fresh weight 3.15 1.63 .10 1.49  2.58  1.80 — 0.65 0.20 1.61
Bk FE /ge ff ! Plant fresh weight3. 90 2.65 3.82 1.44 1.55 2.08 — 0.52 0.46 1.63
2.3 AEREHEZEBEENEEXRTEBRRN PR (UL 6,18 2 FIE 3D,
7 WA 2.5 3.k 4 K 6 BB T AT
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Table 6 Effect of disserve of different weed communities on yield loss of spring maize

2010 4F 2011 4F
LupLs SR ik %/ FF L™ i/ kR / R/ Mg/ FPRL R R/
Treatment /kg+hm? % kgehm? kgehm? % kgehm? %
Ear yield Loss rate Grain yield Loss rate Ear yield Loss rate Grain yield Loss rate
1 3515. 6 56.50 2937.8 .56 2964. 4 63.83 2326.2 65.01
2 5381.3 33.41 4587.0 33.74 4516. 3 44. 89 3527.3 46. 94
3 2634. 4 67.40 2120. 3 69. 37 2214. 6 72.98 1683.1 74.68
4 8081.3 — 6922.5 — 8195. 6 — 6648. 2 —
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Fig. 2 Influence on disserve of different weed

communities to spring maize yield
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Fig. 3 Yiele loss rate of spring maize disserved by

different weed communities
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Effect of Disserve of Different Weed Communities
on Yield Loss of Spring Maize

HUANG Chun-yan' , WANG Yu' ,HUANG Yuan-ju' ,PIAO De-wan' ,LIANG Di-yun®
(1. Plant Protection Institute of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin, Hei-
longjiang 150086; 2. China Agricultural Technology Extension Service Center, Beijing
100125)

Abstract ; Using the method of field plot test,respectively designed the grass, broadleaf weeds, mixed weeds nat-
ural growth zone and no weed damage zone, forming different weed community, the effects of different weed
community disserve on spring maize growth and yield loss were studied. The results showed that soil and other
environmental conditions affected the weed growth,so that the same weed growth rate was great difference in
different years. Different types of weeds existed survival competitions. Most of grass and broad-leaved weed
growth status were all significantly inferior in the mixture of natural growth of weed community than single
weed community. The fresh weight per plant was significantly lower in the mixed weed community than in the
single community. There was great difference effect on spring maize yield loss caused by different weeds com-
munity disserved. The influence from strong to weak(crop yield loss rate from high to low)of the order was:
mixed weeds natural growth community > grass natural growth community > broadleal weeds natural growth
community. The relationship of spring maize yield loss rate was positively related with weed population and
growth quantity. The more the number of weed and the growth amount of weeds, the higher rate of spring
maize yield loss.

Key words: spring maize; weed community;disserve;yield loss
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