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Screen of Herbicide Applied after Sowing and before Emergence and after Emergence of Semen coicis
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Abstract

coicis. [ Method ] The control effect of five kinds of closed herbicide applied after sowing and before emergence and four kinds of closed herbi-

( Xinyang Agricultural Experimental Station of Yancheng City, Yancheng, Jiangsu
[ Objective ] The aim was to screen out effective herbicide which could control weeds in Semen coicis field and was safe for Semen
cide applied after emergence against weeds in Semen coicis field and their safety to Semen coicis were studied through plot test. [ Result] The

40% butachlor + oxadiazon EC applied after sowing and before emergence at 2 000 mL/hm* and the 2.5% penoxsulam oil suspending agent
applied after emergence at 4 000 ml/hm” had good control effect on weeds in Semen coicis field and was safe for Semen coicis. [ Conclusion ]

The result provides reference for prevention and control of weeds in Semen coicis field.
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Table 1 The herbicides before and after emergence and applying dos-

age
(Ngi i 255 I it P
Stage Treatment Herbicide and dosage
T O 50% 2, % HEFLH 4 000 mL/hm®
Before @  30% NEREZLIH 2 000 mL/hm’
emergence  (3) 0% FEHEREFAH S00 g/hm’
@ 40% TEERE - BEEEAFLIH 2 000 mL/hm’
®  33% —WRALLI2 500 mL/hm’
CK ¥k
WG ©®  30% NELHEFLIH 2 000 mI/hm
After @ 10% FEHERF 500 ¢/hm’
cmergenee 25% fiims - 5 22HEFLIN 2 500 mL/hm®
©@  2.5% HHEERE(REAS) hEIFER 4 000 mL/hm’
CK 3Kk
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Table 2 Grading standards for pesticide levels
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Damage level — Representing Description of
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Table 3 The safety of closed herbicide applied after sowing and before emergence to Semen coicis

#HPJG 15 d 15 days after sowing

EFPJS 25 d 25 days after sowing

b =5 HE A 2% F=2 1 5%
%jiment M Plarﬁi},:ight Zﬁj'jj . Seedlirt1 li}im%;rgence " Pl::ljlcik },:ight ?jé': . Seedlir'_lz l:::ﬂrliirg,«ence
Leaf om Phytotoxicity % Leaf om Phytotoxicity %
@ MBEK b 4.3F o 38.1F BT 9.2 F + 4+ 43.1E
) s, 7.7C + 85.7 C G, 19.0 C + 86.3 B
® B EBER 5.7E + 4 54.8 E it 11.2E + 4+ 56.9 D
@ LRA, 10.5 B * 95.2 B 410, 21.5B * 98.0 A
® R 6.3D + 78.6 D B 15.2 D ++ 74.6 C
CK 230, 10.8 A 98.0 A L3 A0, 21.8 A 98.3 A

T« (R PV R A RIS 5B R AL BRI 76 0. 05 /K22 57 B35

Note : Different capital letters at the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level
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Table 4 The control effect of closed herbicide applied after sowing and

before emergence to weeds in Semen coicis field

HFhE 15 d #HAE 25 d
fbm 15 days after sowing 25 days after sowing
I T3 TR T Bt

Weed number Control effect ~ Weed number Control effect

043 %o B %o
@® 1.67 E 97.51 A 15.33 C 82.17 A
@ 8.33 C 87.57 B 14.67 C 82.94 A
® 7.00 CD 89.55 B 9.00 CD 89.53 A
@ 4.00 DE 94.03 AB 5.67D 93.41 A
® 15.00 B 77.61 C 29.67 B 65.50 B
CK 67.00 A — 86.00 A —

TE : [RISVEHIE G AR RS R FOR A HE]LE 0. 05 7P 22 57 3%
Note: Different capital letters at the same column indicated significant
differences at 0.05 level
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Table 5 Investigation on safety of closed herbicide applied after sowing to weeds in Semen coicis field

5$24)5 15 d 15 days after spraying drug

15255 25 d 25 days after spraying drug

Trament G P 5% G P %
Leaf Plant height // cm Phytotoxicity Leaf Plant height // cm Phytotoxicity

© OB 0 R 10.4 B + a R 2.1B +

@ BT, HUR 8.6 C + 58, 21.3C +

WBE Kb K5 57D +4t WBE Kb K 1.2D -

@ g, 1.3 A * 2510, 24.7 A %

CK ) 1.5 A ) 25.1 A

TE : [RISVEE G AN R RS B FROR AR E] 75 0. 05 /K22 57

Note : Different capital letters at the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level
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Table 6 The control effect of closed herbicide applied after sowing to

weeds in Semen coicis field

2 )5 15 d 5245 25 d

4hEm 15 days after spraying drug 25 days after spraying drug
R R Bk FEB Bk

Weed number Control effect  Weed number Control effect

%S % s %

© 9.00 C 85.71 A 17.33 C 78.60 B
@ 16.67 B 73.54 B 24.00 B 70.37 C
® 2.67D 95.76 A 3.33D 95.89 A
© 2.00 D 96.83 A 4.67D 94.23 A
CK 63.00 A — 81.00 A —

L : [RISVEE R AN R RS F-RER R A B F]£E 0. 05 7KF-28 57 B %
Note : Different capital letters at the same column indicated significant
differences at 0.05 level
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