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Table 1 Comparison of weed denstity in the different weeding time
o B I [ MLEL # AR A tH TH R EE e &t
Weeding time E.c. C.a. P.b. A r. X.s. A.t. A. a. Other Total
s 7 d 46.6 16.0 6.0 7. 0 7.4 5.4 6.2 95.0
W 14 d 48.0 17. 4 9.4 5. 0 10.0 10. 6 5.4 106. 2
B e 21 d 57.4 14.0 6.6 7. 0 7.4 4.0 4.0 100. 8
W 28 d 36.6 18.6 1.0 7. 3.4 6.6 8.6 3.4 88.6
s 35 d 48.0 36.0 2.6 11. 2.6 19.4 5.4 5.8 131.2
B 42 d 26.0 18.0 6.0 8.0 0.6 6.6 8.0 2.6 75.8
)R 49 d 28.6 26.6 2.0 13.4 1.4 15.4 10. 0 4.6 102. 0
s 56 d 33.4 20. 0 4.0 9 1.4 26.0 38.0 3.2 135. 4
s 63 d 20. 6 24.0 1.6 10. 6 0 15.4 19.4 4.6 99.2
WS 70 d 27.4 21. 4 5.4 7.4 0 12.0 4.6 5.4 83. 6
Hog e B R K BEF RIS . TR
Other weeds include Equisetum arvense, Amethystea caerulea and Acalypha australis. The same below.
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Table 2 Comparison of weed fresh weight in the diffrent weeding time
I3 6 i 1] MLEL # AR R tH T JFR £ HE #it
Weeding time E.c. C.a. P.b. A.r. X.s. A. L. A. a. Other Total
WG 7 d 15. 4 11.4 9.8 2.8 0 15.0 4.0 4.0 62. 4
WG 14 d 23.0 20. 0 25. 4 0.8 0 10.0 18.6 27.5 125.3
HHE 21d 84.0 89. 4 61.4 16.0 0 38.6 6.0 12,8 338.2
WG 28 d 86. 6 132.0 58.6 28 114.6 15. 4 36.0 13.0 514.8
WG 35 d 168.0 264.0 72.0 38 100. 0 88.0 26.6 32.0 789.2
WG 42 d 182.6 336.0 256. 0 105. 4 17.4 165.4 56.0 24.0 1142.8
WG 49 d 153. 4 544. 0 154. 6 137.4 85.4 166. 6 132.0 6.6 1380.0
HH G 56 d 326.6 469. 4 202. 6 160. 0 157. 4 192.0 425.4 13.2 1946. 6
HH G 63 d 139. 4 702.0 296. 0 70.0 0 222.0 283.4 14.6 1727.4
HEE 70 d 490. 6 688.0 597. 4 146.6 0 253.4 74.6 41.2 2291. 8
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Table 3 Effects of different weeding time on yield of maize
2013 2014

I 5 0

Weeding time kA /(kgehm?) PR R Tk A/ (kgekm?) PR R 0
Maize yield Yield loss rate Maize yield Yield loss rate

T R 10053 a 9809 a

s 7 d 10021 a 0.32 9652 a 1. 60
R 14 d 9927 a 1.25 9509 a 3.06

W 21 d 9680 a 3.71 9260 a 5. 60
s 28 d 8813 b 12.33 7185 b 26.75
LS 35 d 8168 ¢ 18.75 5247 ¢ 46.51
HHE 42 d 7600 d 24. 40 4214 d 57.04
S 49 d 6413 e 36. 21 2901 e 70. 43
S 56 d 5608 f 44. 22 2151 ef 78.07
LS 63 d 4761 g 52. 64 1944 f 80.18
HE R 70 d 3752 h 62.68 1376 fg 85.97

AN B FR IR 901 i 91. 04 604 g 93. 84

[ 51 K dfi Jm AN RGP R OR 22 57 B 3 (P<<0..05)

Different lowercase after the column data mean significant difference at 0. 05 level.
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VLA B R 0 5 i A 9 2 A 5
Critical Period of Weed Control in Spring Maize Fields

WANG Yu.,HUANG Chun-yan,GUO Yu-lian, HUANG Yuan-ju,PIAO De-wan
(Plant Protection Institute of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin, Hei-
longjiang 150086)

Abstract; In order to determine the critical period for weed control (CPWC) in spring maize fields, field trials of
the effects of weeding at different times on the yield of spring maize were conducted in 2013 and 2014 near
Harbin in Heilongjiang province. The results showed that the main species of the weed included Echinochloa
crus-galli ,Chenopodium album and Abutilon theophrasti , weed density was found in 100 palnts*m®. There
was no significant difference in maize yield between weed-free and weeding 21 days after maize emergence. But
there was significant difference in maize yield between weed-free and weeding 28 days after maize emergence.
So,the CPWC in spring maize fields was about 21 to 28 days fater maize emergence. Weed control was carried
out before 21 days after maize emergence assured loss of maize yield less than 5%

Keywords: spring maize; weed control; critical period
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