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Table 1 The variety of main weed population in different rotation system (2000)
10
fotation §-§-8—8 -8  SC—S W8 W—S—8—$ S—W—S
Chenopodium album 17.7 11.0 41.0 2.0 64.3
Commelina communis 36 4.6 17.0 63 4.7
Acalypha australis M. 7 67.7 108. 7 164. 7 602.3
¢ /md) P bygonum convobulus 23 0.6 0 2.7 5.3
Weed Echinochloa crus — galli 70.3 2.7 29.7 16.3 19.7
density Bidens bipimata 03 0 8.3 0 2.3
(plart/m?) Elsholt ia patrini 26 8.3 12.0 0.3 0
Else 1.7 5.7 2.0 30 0
Total 168.2B 126. 6B 218.7B 2133 B M8.7A
(g m*) Weed fresh weight (g/m?) 20.7B 21.3B 37.3B 26. 3B 78.0 A
2 (2003)
Table 2 The variety of main weed population in different rotation system (2003)
13
fotation §—S—§8..8 s—(—$ WG S W—S$—$ S—W—S
Chenopodium album 1.3 15.7 13 16.7 6
Commelina communis 0.7 7.7 3.7 0 5
Acalypha australis 8.7 27.7 10 19.7 45.3
) P bygonum convobulus 1.3 0.7 0.3 4.0 5.3
Weed Echinochloa crus — galli 51.7 25.0 61 8.6 160.3
density Elsholt ia patrini 03 1.7 1.3 0.7 0
(plant/m®) Solanum nigrum 15.3 8.3 6.7 0 7.7
Else 0.3 0.7 0.3 0.3 0.7
Total 151. 7a 87. 5a 96. 3a 90. Oa 230. 3a
(g m*) Weed fresh weight (g/m?) 6. la 15. 5a 6. 8a 4.0a 12.3a
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SOYBEAN ROTATION AND CONTINUOUS CROPPING
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SYSTEM EFFECTS ON WEED POPULATION
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(Northeast Institute of Geography and Agricultural Ecology, CAS, Harbin, 150040)

Abstract 'This experiment was conducted in Hailun Agriculture Ecological Experiment Station, CAS since 1991 with site
—specific different rotation system including continuous soybean (SSS --:S), soybean— wheat —soybean (SWS), soy-
bean— cormn —soybean(SCS), wheat — soybean— soybean (WSS ) and wheat — soybean — soybean — soybean (WSSS ).
The results of the site—specific field experiment showed that the weed density and weed fresh weight were the largest in
SWS and were the least in SCS. In different year the weed population were different in same plots .Some weed population

appeared in SSS--S. The weed fresh weight were the largest in SWS.
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