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Control Efficacy of Closed Herbicides on Weeds in Sweet Potato Field

TAO Yuan, LI Cheng-jie, ZHU Hong-bo "
Abstract

acetochlor about weed control and safety were experimented in autumn and winter in sweet potato field. [ Result] Pendimethalin and acetochlor

(College of Agronomy, Guangdong Ocean University, Zhanjiang, Guangdong 524088)
[ Objective ] To explore the suitable weeding method after moving plant. [ Method] The two soil herbicides of pendimethalin and

had good control efficacy on weeds with high concentration. 5 025 mL/hm’ of 33% pendimethalin had the best control efficacy, followed with
3 750 mL/hm’ of 50% acetochlor. Two kinds of herbicides both had control effect on broadleaved weeds which the most weeds in sweet potato
field. Phytotoxicity and acetochlor both caused phytotoxicity to sweet potato in high concentration, but the phytotoxicity disappeared after sev-
eral weeks; two kinds of herbicides did cause hurt. [ Conclusion] This research provides theoretical references for the weeds control technology

in sweet potato field.
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F1 ZHF45d2 FBREFNERRERH
Table 1 Control efficacy of total weeds by two herbicides after application for 45 d

o L T e BB P BRI
Herbicides Application gosage Weed density Pl.ar.lt control Fresh weight of Control e.fflcacy of
mL/hm Fi/m’ efficiency // % weeds //g/m’ fresh weight // %

33% —HLR 2250 25.15 35.42 eE 425.46 21.32 eE
33% pendimethalin 3375 17.90 54.03 cC 210. 69 61.04 ¢C

5025 9.60 75.35 aA 69.07 87.23 aA
50% £ EijE 2 250 21.73 44.20 dD 208.97 61.36 ¢C
50% acetochlor 3 000 12.59 67.67 bB 264.19 51.14 ¢C

3 750 12.83 67.04 bB 85.09 84.26 bB

1 FFVER G AN FNE F R R AR FRRIE 0. 05 7KV 225 B3, RN KRS FRER/RTE 0.01 K22 5 B3,
Note ; Different lowercase in the same row indicated significant differences at 0.05 level among treatments ;different capital letters indicated significant differ-
ences at 0.01 level.

2.2 2HBREANAEARLEHBRURILE HERBH 453 g/m’(F£2), 2 FERE RN RARL 4L 5 8B bR R
DARRIIE 2R 3, 0 AL BRI I 2 BRSO A 35. 24 BR/m® B ASh P LA ERERIE 100% , K SRR S R B
Ry 535.25 ¢/m’, WM R AR R0 K 112 M/m® Rl R 2R RS S U

R2 HHEIS A2 MBREFNAEERENIBBRIR
Table 2 Control efficacy of different weeds by two herbicides after application for 45 d

- 2% 5L Broadleaved weeds RAFIZ4HE Gramineous weeds
L e BER e FERAGE
Bl Application etk ppaL o TR o s Mo (R i
Herbicides dosage Weed number Control efficacy refs weight efficacy of ~ Weed number Control efficacy re; welght efficacy of
mL/hm? Fi/m’ per plant /% © weezds fresh Fi/m’® per plant // % © weezds fresh weight
g/m weight // % g/'m %
33% —HI R 2 250 19.32 45.32 eE 394.15 15.90 eE 0.38 65.97 bB 8.07 -
33% pendimethalin 3375 11.57 67.16 cC 206. 89 55.86 cC 0 100 aA 0 100 aA
5025 4.69 86.70 aA 59.30 87.35 bB 0.24 77.91 bB 2.47 45.54 bB
50% £ B 2250 15.56 55.86 dD 203.71 56.53 cC 0.25 77.58 bB 0.05 99.26 aA
50% acetochlor 3 000 7.16 79.68 bB 256.79 45.21 dD 0 100 aA 0 100 aA
3750 3.70 89.50 aA 49.61 89.42 aA 0.25 77.91 bB 27.16 -
KT BE Clear wa- 35.24 535.25 1.12 4.53

ter_control

e [FFVEER S AN FNE FRRR AR FRIE 0. 05 KV 225 B3, AN KRS FRERRTE 0.01 K225 B3,
Note ; Different lowercase in the same row indicated significant differences at 0.05 level among treatments ;different capital letters indicated significant differ-
ences at 0.01 level.

2.3 2HMBEFANHENZSME HE LA AE)E 10d X 2 MBI 2Y A e A R, S R PR i 4 B
FUA733% IR S 025 ml/hm’ FiI50% 253 750 ml/hm 5, T it 245 J 45 d 24 565 0 R 5 4 T 85, 100 11 2 I 20550 3

TEa~c 2 10 d K ZHSR LRI H B R s d ~ £ 6255 45 d K HURR SR H S RS2 .
Note : a-c. Effects of clean water, pendimethalin and acetochlor on sweet potato seedlings after pesticide application for 10 d;d-f. Effects of clean water,
pendimethalin and acetochlor on sweet potato seedlings after pesticide application for 45 d.
E1 HARHEAE
Fig.1 Phytotoxicity of sweet potato after pesticide application

(TF4#:% 195 W)



44 %15 # BOLFF ARG A K B BRSO AT 195
400 30
= y=-0.000 3¢ + 0.191 % - 33733
y = =0.002¢ + 2. 24x - 296.22 ° .
=350 o F=10942 4
S 2 _ =70 *
S F=09313 5 N
o E 4 8 -
NZ300 S &3
%i = s c[:j]
& 55 w60
222 250 - e ¢
%3 3 *5
5 < = 350
Z 200 %
150 = 40
200 400 600 800 200 400 600 800
femE

F4/& Rainfall quantity // mm

B3 KEERKBEAEERXEMERESHERAAENXR
Fig.3 The relationship between rainfall quantity and rainfall u-
tilization quantity in different rainfall area during rice
growing period
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Fig.4 The relationship between rainfall quantity and rainfall u-
tilization rate in different rainfall area during rice grow-
ing period
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