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Control Efficiency of Five Kinds of Herbicides on Weeds in Maize Field in Northwestern Shandong
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Abstract

(Dezhou Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Dezhou, Shandong 253015)
[ Objective | The aim was to clear control efficiency of five kinds of herbicides on weeds in maize field in Northwestern Shandong.

[ Method ] The control effect and security of 75% nicosulfuron WG, 20% mesotrione EC, 70% amino ethyl ketone WG, 48% mesotrione - at-

razine WP and 52% nicosulfuron -

atrazine WP by using methods of stems-leaves spraying and regular survey. [ Result] All the five herbicides

had good control against weeds and security for corn. [ Conclusion] The results provide theoretical basis for the extensive application of the five

herbicides.
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Table 1 The test design of drug

sz | HlFlE AR
Ui 2551 Amount of Effective
Treatment Drug preparation  component
number g/hm’ g/hm’

A 75 % N R 7K A3 oL 66.0 50.0

B 20% FiF RS E IR ] 3ROSR 5 600.0 120.0

C 70% FWEF R K 43 HORLH] 300.0 210.0

D 48% FHA R - 35 2SHE IR 1 500.0 720.0

E 52% JAwERERE - 35 S PRk 1 312.5 682.5

F 2 X IR — —
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Table 2 Plant control effect of five kinds of herbicides on weeds in maize field in 14 days after treatment %

g KF 1242 Dicotyledonous weed BAI R Mon(iiozledonous weeds et
Treatment I BRI &3 I BRI Bt Total

number Portulaca Acaly]-)ha 'IL‘(') Ll Portulaca Acaly]?ha ,[L,(') al weed

oleracea 1. australis L. oleracea 1.. australis 1.

A 86.67 83.97 85.22 dC 71.79 71.26 71.52 cD 80.26 dC
B 73.08 78.16 75.76 bBC 77.78 79.49 78.69 cB 77.63 cB
C 67.95 65.52 66.67 aAB 64.44 71.79 68.38 abAB 67.76 bA
D 83.33 87.36 85.45 aA 86.67 86.54 86.60 aA 86.18 aA
E 92.31 90. 80 91.52 bC 90.37 92.95 91.75 beB 91.67 dC

TE : [RISEE F AR R NG PR3 3R A B E] £E 0. 01,0, 05 /K28 53 1. 2%

Note : Different capital letters and lowercases in the same column indicated that there was significant difference among treatments at 0. 01 and 0. 05 level, re-

spectively
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Table 3 Plant control effect of five kinds of herbicides on weeds in maize field in 28 days after treatment %

oz %;(1¥u[~£+:$ Dici(.)fﬂedonous weed %?U]#{ﬂ Mon(iiozledonnus weeds e
Treatment kI BRI At T BRI &t Total

number Portulaca Acaly[-)ha 'IL‘(') Ll Portulaca Acal)]?ha ,[L,(') al weed

oleracea 1. australis L. oleracea 1.. australis 1.

A 91.43 90.31 90.82 dD 80.92 78.87 79.85 dC 87.11 eE
B 80.92 81.69 81.32 bB 84.49 85.81 85.21 cC 83.89 cC
C 73.28 73.24 73.26 aA 74.69 79.93 77.53 bB 76.08 bB
D 88.55 88.73 88.64 aA 89.80 89.27 89.51 aA 89.22 aA
E 93.89 92.96 93.41 cB 94.29 94.81 94.57 cC 94.18 dD

T« [RPVBAIE R A RS NG BRSO R AR BRI 76 0. 01 0. 05 7KF-22 5 3%

Note ; Different capital letters and lowercases in the same column indicated that there was significant difference among treatments at 0. 01 and 0. 05 level, re-

spectively
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Table 4 Fresh weight control effect of five kinds of herbicides on weeds in maize field in 28 days after treatment %
-2 B Dicotyledonous weed FiFI1-2% 5 Monocotyledonous weeds
SUSLE R e - i - R/
Treatment i 5E e &3 ik be e At Total
number Portulaca Acalyy-)h(z 'IE{) Ll Portulaca Acaly].)ha ,F:) al weed
oleracea L. australis L. oleracea 1. australis L.
A 89.14 88.75 88.94 eE 84.66 85.78 85.29 dC 87.84 eD
B 81.82 86.67 84.54 cB 84.62 84.25 84.43 cC 84.46 dC
C 76.70 80.00 78.55 bA 77.83 81.80 79.91 aAB 79.50 bB
D 86.36 85.78 86.03 aA 89.14 88.96 89.04 aA 88.14 aA
E 91.48 92.44 92.02 cB 93.67 94.89 94.31 bBC 93.62 cC

TE : [RFV B R AR R /NGRR3R BRI 0. 01 0. 05 RP25 57 .35

Note ; Different capital letters and lowercases in the same column indicated that there was significant difference among treatments at 0.01 and 0. 05 level, re-

spectively
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Table 5 Effects of five kinds of herbicides on maize yield

Ab RS e L POV R
Treatment Yield //f hm? Increase yield comp-
number 1 g/hm ared to blank // %
A 8 380.08 abA 14.95
B 8 310.00 abA 13.99
C 8 250.00 aA 13.17
D 8 389.95 aA 15.09
E 8 470.05 bcAB 16.19
F 7 290.00 cB —

e FANER G AR FIR /NG 5843 ) Fe7m AL BETA]7E 0. 01,0. 05 7K~

XRWE

Note ; Different capital letters and lowercases in the same column indicated
that there was significant difference among treatments at 0. 01 and
0.05 level, respectively
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