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A Study on the Effect of Weed Colony on Wheat
Yield Loss and It's Economic Threshold

. . 1 R 2 . 1 . . .1
Qin Huqgiang  Shi Qinghua Li Dongsheng Shi Baojun Hu Yanling
(1 Institute of Plant Protection, Shaanxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences;

2 Shaanxi Forestry Institute, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100)

Abstract The research results showed that the height,index and harm period of
weeds could strongly affect the yield of wheat. The greater they were, the more severe
the loss of yield was. The relative weed height, dry weight,and the harm period had a re-
markable negative relationship with wheat yield, ears hm’, erains /fear and weights/
1000 grains, while they showed a remarkable positive relationship to the rate of wheat
yield loss. A simulated equation of weeds to wheat yield loss was established in this pa—
per. The economic threshold for weed control was 102. 1 m" g m ~ of the product of
height and dry weight ( 15- 20 plants Im” weed density) . The critical harm period was
just before jointing stage.
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