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Table 1 Population dynamics of weeds in soybeans after emergence

(Changping,1991)

H/B HERE A X B ) * HBERETHIL RETH REWE
Monoth/ Days after Relative Weed-DM/ Weed-DM Weed density -
day emergence days(%) Soybean-DM g/m? Plants/m?
7/2 0 0,0 . 0,0a 0,0a 0a
7/16 14 16,5 0,44b 87.4b 464bc
7/23 21 24,7 0,82¢c 251,7¢c 948e
7/30 28 32,9 0.95d 347,.6d 893de
8/6 35 41,2 1,268 477.0e 837d
9/3 63 74,1 1.53f 733,3f 480c
9/27 85 100.0 1,52f 711,2f 391b

* WEABAKNEMERSKREEEETRERANEIIL,
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z _-c' ao R=0.96
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w3 60
g - Weedy FEER
N =1
W5 4 \
g T
?é § Y =106.3/ { 1+0.0346EXP ( ~(—0.08843X , +0.000473X 2))}
m 20} R=90
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Relative days after soybean emergence (%)

M1 EAEEE, NTPHREREREFNESSFRERN
Fig.1 Eco-economic period threshold for weed control in soybeans
2. BEWHE Onset of the period threshold  bs BBIH M
End of the period threshold -
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—100.3% . ATREE RERKAHUERARBEERRENER, HFFBLREE, KEF
ERS. A ZBYTH, YEENERREEREAEERAEEHE REE! 85 %X,
B FRESRE, KEMENPZEBERIILEN BN 34.5 nhf. ZEESSLERKAE
HEAEH—HBERT. K EBLERER, B EREREREFREARK I HE XN RER
R RN ERAY (Xu) 5 AFAENR (Yo BER K logistic liERRR (%
RHER=0.90), WTEUT AR

Y,=106.3/{1+0.0346EXP[ - (- 0. 08843X, + 0. 000473X%)]} ¢))

(D) SEEEEKNEMNERSAESRNXR

A1 AR, fEHEHRE, ARKGHBEN, HEEhRlEk. SKE—EHHEH #
HERFAERBOREEATHEN =B NI R 100 2 FTHEIT 32 %. RT,H
EAERBWOHES, BROLEHERER D, BABE RTINS, UHRFOLE
BEOBTREGE DD, RERENZESG LS, RKUNEXZESNE I L, P
WEA. ERTEEEEHERER 35 2R, RECEAFHIE, P b @ Y BRE
RELERTIEBIERATURGERELRK, HEZF2Z T, AHERTH—F R, KU
MR RFREE 97 U b BRIERAH, Y EHEAEARPMENREBEHERERN
HAERBE X SREENZE (Yo HHAAN Weibull fi kX R FHX R HR=
0.96), HIELIT AR

Yq=98.7{1~EXP[ - (0.9969 + 0,0002513X4)***"1 1} (2)

() AT EFFABRARTHRINBEISIHTE

wT AREERETFHERE, RIBES BT IR BT E CR TR 5 B RE A
FHHEN RIS KTHEN R R RFZER, H 97 2RO P Yu, BT FEKR
SHEFRENAESEFRRRNGBH X)) THEER,

X,=12.4T/100 (3)

R X, 3 RIAEHE A RENESZT AR B HIEINRE
HREHBEAEMERENE s RETHEREHRERENESST X IR0 L
B X) T HEER R,

Xy=31.0 T/100 - (4

D AHH Xy FARMNATHE FIMERENESLBFRARRINEA BR8N X
BAERUHEEFTHERLNWE 5%,

HERG), (D ZHHERT R, EAEHEEERHENEASEFRABRHIBTRE
WIEAETMEREET 124 2R, X T REE AT EREG 31.0 R (E 1)o JbFH
XEREEAEFHEREFHLY B R, HEEFHERRLY 7T REA. BZRA 3,
) ZHERGHE AL, ZRXE ARG HERENENESLF A REHALER TR EIL
—27 RUBE 19—35R) Z[d.

= W
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- R2 TEBSEBCBERETFREKKBEMNER
Table 2 NO,-N loss caused by leaching in relation to the density
and growth duration of Eckinockloa crus-galli

BEREE BREY BYT® KETFE WAEARBMAR| AEBEEHR
ERRH Density Weed Soybean Accumulated Final soyb,
QGrowth dura- plants/ DM DM NO,.x leached “yield
tion(days) (m?*) (g/m*) (g/m*) (kg/ha) (%)
14 0 0.0a 38.4a 26,0a 100,0a
28 10,4b 38,6a 21,6b 100,2a
63 19.4c 38.2a 18,2c 99,.4a
159 36.6d 37.8a 16.2d 98,7a
402 71,9e 37.6a 11,.0e 97,62
21 0 0.0a 54,42 27.5a 100,.0a
28 18,7b 54,2a 22,9b 99,6a
63 35.5¢ 50.0b 19,0c 94,5b
159 68,6d 48,0¢c 17.1d 89,5¢
402 140,.1e 44,6d 11.8e 82.6d

% FAK A KRR A ME Hohenheim KU AEMFANBRETNE, FHUTREHNE UM 21 R
FWELIR, WHREALEMER 40mm, REEEEHEH T T LHMBER, AL BgMNEH
WHBESENE,

ROGRD) BT HERAFERAEE 2SR, EREYE LT ERENT16.5%
K HEBEF U LR R E N RS, BEEREEEEESWR 247 9K, REHCH
FFGR 1), UL I B B AE A 207 2R B (B 1) HB, REE AR5 AR
W R AR E R E ST ROV TE 7 R R R BRE, RMESBERRE R BORR
AREYIEH, MH AR TR AR EAE LS ERB L AR L RIE BEESREETENE
HIERAY. Bk, RAESLFHEBRASHRRERNAEE, R ENEEESL T Ak
PR FIRLCE, B AT, IR XA REE RIG L R R A E RS 25 25 B
RS e B, RESETHERT 1 — 2 KSR ER 1 — 3 RPIRGRE, BRE K
B AIK 116—315 7 /ha, T 5 F DA R AE R 25 2 B A 15 B R R S 2 BrER B,
MR T H IR 2 5L AR B T R R A I —— R G R 2R & WA 12 % K4,
TSR RG B 2 M B AR, R T SRR SR A, AR R R R R R
FRE AR, MR ERCHER B EN AT E. SAWRERT & A 100—135 75,
A A BRI R A 15—1807¢/hao

Heemst (1985) 22 [ 43 it 57 & B ROWF 0 45 11 S B0, A 00 H ) R B R VA 19 9 20 DR 1
VHLET REEAEFTHNR12%—30% R ZH™, APTF BN EBERA S LR
BRI E RS EAFHRN12, 4—31. 0% ROREZH, ZH B ANHIT. XA, BR
2 B 2R U 2 2 S PR VA 2K Y L P RO A BB LN 88 2 ) R A5 L BR U T R Y
R, {ELR P AR R BORTAR X 72 B, B3R - HERR xS R AR, B — AR X,
WL, RE A RO HEZAERENESL TR BB 5E RENERIRK,
I UL F5 4 5 FHIE S AT A

HESMF 2 NFETHRN R “RE4r el o ACHHLDL B RO B 7= B
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WA 5 B HAREN, BESRBER, YREBROEDFRIAKIAE 3 0N, HE
B 17K B o 9 e S5 TR 28 K0 T 5 B AR ACHR Y , LR T SR AR B W
BT S0 S B T B R VR B AR 0 T B R IR 97 % SR e B AR e JuSh, A DB
gy G B, B AR 20 B S B R R R R, TR R HBE K PR R R T A
B AR RS R, M B R (S T — WK, BAEKAEN DA, ETiaEld
B > L TNY, g T A R BT R AR IR R RBE IR (421—948 #R/m®) TR
KR HS R B S e T AR R 7 B O B B 3 R B, WO 2 T RO BT, MR R R &
FPRSFIOTE E

AXEELEESZFARLBENGERTY AT M1 12.4%—31.0% X1y
G R, S ESR LSRR, AL HUR TR R SRR R R R B RS

e AT R R R R A BN, S R Rk, S R T R R, RER
-,r’%%ﬂﬂ?@m EREFBR R 2 DN ) H R B RS SR EH REFHEREN
W31 0% RV _EN, A B R BRI ERER N F.
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ECO-ECONOMIC PERIOD THRESHOLD FOR CONTROLLING
WEEDS IN SUMMER SOYBEANS IN BELING REGION

You Zhen-guo

(Department of Agronomy,Beijing Agricultural universily)

Abstract

A terminology of “Eco~Economic Period Threshold For Weed Control”was
proposed, On this base, field experiments were conducted during 1984, 1985
and 1991 in Beijing region to fit the functional relationships between the re-
lative weedy or weedfree days of weeds and the relative yield of summer soy-
beans, Calculating models of the eco—economic period threshold for the weed
control were established,

Results calculated by using these models showed that the eco-economic
period threshold for controlling the weeds in summer soybeans ranged from
12.4% to 31.0%, namely from 11 to 27 days after emergence in Beijing re—
gion, This is the critical period to remove all of the weed damage, to save
weed control cost and to maximally utilize the role of the weed growth in
reducing the loss of water, nutrients and soil during the growth season of
summer soybeans,

Key words Soybeany; Weeds; Eco-economic period threshold; Critical
period





