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Control Effect of New Effervescent Tablet Herbicide on Weeds in Rice Transplanting Field
JIANG Xi-feng
Abstract
evaluated, the results showed that, the new effervescent tablet was not only simple in application, but also effective in controlling weeds in rice
field, under the middle and high dose treatment, the fresh weight control effect on weeds could reach 97.00% , the data analysis showed that
the control effect of the tested medicament reach the ideal weeding effect, and the effective period could reach about 30 days, and it was safe

(Institute of Plant Protection, Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin, Heilongjiang 150086 )
The control effect of 18% penoxsulam, pretilachlor and pyrazosulfuron effervescent tablets on weeds in rice transplanting field was

for rice.The results can provide theoretical basis for the rational use of effervescent tablets.
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Table 2 Control effect of test chemicals on weed plants 15 days after application %
b 21 i FIALE S
Treatment Chemical Echmochlga MonochorL-{z Heterotypic
crusgalli korsakowti sedge
@ 18%FL5F, + P9 + MLMEI % F57) 270 ¢/hm’ 69.84 aA 72.34 aA 80.06 aA
@ 18% i 9|, « P4 - LWy % H-3) 405 g/hm’ 88.89 bB 89.98 bBC 91.52 bB
® 18% Ti38, + P9« ML Fr 7] 540 ¢/hm’ 95.24 ¢CD 93.51 edCD 94.51 beBC
@ 18% Fi48. + TN - NHLEE % A1) 810 g/hm* 98.41 dD 95.91 dD 97.01 cC
® 25 o/ L T FA B o] SR B R0 (X e 25 %)) 30 ¢/hm’ 88.32 bB 91.18 beBC 92.06 bB
© 509% P HE LI (R BB 24577 ) 450 ¢/hm’ 90.98 bBC 89.99 bBC 92.06 bB
@ 10% D M PP 70 W 2 ) 45 g/ b’ — 89.41 bB 91.52 bB

T [RFA RVNG TR R R R BEBITE 0.05 /K225 35 s AR FRERIRTE 0.01 K225 3%

Note ; Different lowercase letters indicated significant difference at 0.05 level between different treatments ; different capital letters indicated significant differ-

ence at 0.01 level
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Table 3 Control effect of test chemicals on weed plants 30 days after application %
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Treatment Chemical . ..

crusgalli korsakowii sedge

@ 18% FL5, + P9 + MLMEI % F57) 270 ¢/hm’ 73.23 aA 75.00 aA 81.82 aA
@ 18%TiL4R - T4 - MLIELfE 5] 405 ¢/hm’ 91.46 bB 91.64 bB 92.91 bB
©) 18% T4 - 4 - MMV H- ) 540 g/hm® 96.79 ¢C 95.21 ¢C 96.42 ¢cCD
@ 18% T3, + P9 - MLMEI % F57) 810 ¢/hm’ 98.91 ¢C 97.00 cC 98.00 dD
® 25 o/ L TSR EE T AR VR A (R IRZ71) 30 g/ him? 91.46 bB 91.64 bB 92.91 bB
© 50% P HEIEZL I (R BB 24577 ) 450 ¢/hm® 91.98 bB 91.64 bB 93.94 bBC
@ 10% IS U TP 70 (R B4 1) 45 /b’ — 91.07 bB 92.42 bB

T [JFA RV NG TR R R R AR BRI AE 0.05 /K225 35 s RS FRERIRTE 0.01 K225 3%

Note ; Different lowercase letters indicated significant difference at 0.05 level between different treatments ; different capital letters indicated significant differ-

ence at 0.01 level
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Table 4 Control effect of test chemicals on fresh weight of weeds 30 days after application
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Treatment Chemical . ..

crusgalli korsakowii sedge
@) 18% FL5, + P9 + MLMEI % F57) 270 ¢/hm’ 71.98 aA 74.96 aA 81.36 aA
@ 18%F 48, + T4 - MEMEI % F- 3] 405 ¢/hm’ 92.64 bB 92.65 bBC. 93.84 bB
® 18% FL5F, + P9 - MLMEI % F57) 540 ¢/hm’ 96.99 cdBC 95.95 ¢CD 97.00 ¢CD
@ 18% FiL58, + P9« ML P% 17 810 ¢/hm’ 99.06 dC 97.53 ¢D 98.40 D
® 25 o/ L o Jahs # e vl A Bt B T A (W BEZ5 7)) 30 ¢/hm? 92.10 bB 92.96 bBC 93.72 bB
©® 50% R L (X BE 2571 ) 450 ¢/hm? 95.10 bevBC 94.81 bBC 94.59 bBc
@ 10% IH MR T A by 0 (Xt B2 551)) 45 o/hm — 92.21 bB 93.30 bB

T [RFUA RN TR R R R BEBITE 0.05 /K285 35 s AR FRERIRTE 0.01 K225 3%

Note ; Different lowercase letters indicated significant difference at 0.05 level between different treatments ; different capital letters indicated significant differ-

ence at 0.01 level

2.3 BREFIIKBEEEEZME WO XA T4 A ET 5 1 5, X KR 2R R R AR, v e R
RIF S, N ST, 025 7] 18% T - TN - WEME  ACFRR , XA RE A i F By 28 e ] ik 97.00% , W] {124 5
YL R AE R R AR BT XK BT RN, U BPACA BB R AR, FEAO ATk 30 d ZE AT, IE XK 2

A2 153 750 s 79 B A G KRR LU A2 4

o I, 18% T3 + A - MEIEVEL I J3 5] T LATE K RS A% A

3 &ig RGBT R o B HE I RAE KRR RS 5~10 d, —kdk

ZARI A, TR, R 18% L5 - 4+ MLMSIL I J 51

(FT#% 135 7)



48 % 24 RAWE 3SR ARG KA O Y 135

L6p ——B) —A—CA — SA

dry weight Il g

FERATE

Average underground

0 0000 000 0100 L.000  10.000

A A AR AR
Concentration of plant growth regulator Il mg/L

B9 3MiEmERKETHNEEDEREEHTENZN
Fig.9 Effects of three growth regulartors on the average under-
ground dry weight of peanut
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Table 5 Effect of test chemicals on rice yield

% 4
'I%efiment Cfgj{ al Average yield
kg/hm’
® 18%FL3, - T - MLHSL F ) 270 g/hm’ 6356 d
@ 18% T3, - P - ILMESELIE F 3] 405 g/hm” 7851 e
® 18% L 98, - 75 - LRI ) 540 ¢/hm’ 8 065 ab
@ 18% L9, + 19 - THLHAIS 1 7] 810 g/hm’ 7 950 be
® 25 o/L PR B PT SR ER TR (X2 7 855 ¢
#1)30 g/hm’
© 50% 4 5 L (6 B 2479)) 450 g/ hm 7844 ¢
@ 109% Nl 15 G e AT 3 M A R (R 25 R)) 784l c
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@ A LBRG: 8126 a

e [FFNAR NG R 37s AN R A B H] 22 5 i 25 (P<0.05)
Note ; Different lowercases indicated significant difference between different
treatments at 0.05 level
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