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Control Effect on Herbicidal Compound Containing Triafamone and Pyridate on Weed in Rice Field
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chemical Co.,Ltd., Dangtu, Anhui 243100)

Abstract
weed co-toxicity coefficient, the effect of rice field weed control, safety and other specifications. [ Method | The field efficacy test was conducted
by means of laboratory activity test and periodic investigation. [ Result ] The co-toxicity coefficient of the herbicidal composition exceeded 120, the
synergism was obvious, the results of spraying 20 days after the test showed that broadleaf weed control effect of the herbicidal composition

[ Objective ] To compare effect of different doses of herbicidal composition consist of triafamone and pyridate with single agent on rice

reached the ratio of 86%—93% meantime the gramineous weed control ratio attained 85%—93% and the total control effect achieved 86%—92%.
Compared with single agent, the herbicidal composition had a better weed control effect. After spraying 40 days,the results of field efficacy test
showed slight decrease, but it was far better than single agent, and longer duration of efficacy.The herbicidal composition was safe for rice as well
as for subsequent crops. [ Conclusion | Compared with single agent, this composition has broader herbicidal spectrum and better control efficacy.
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Table 1 Determination results of indoor activity

188.03, f5 1T i 188.03, 1t ] SRl R i 5 ik AR 5 )
A WA

I 25 ENEEES . RS
&Ff;? Pharmac;{l]llijc(allﬁa( l;)ligporlion) Regjsﬂsﬁl%ine EDy, // g a.i./hm’ CotoxicilL;L i:&iciem
1 SRk 2 y=1.115 4x+3.635 6 250.815 —
2 Ik A y=2.503 5x+1.738 4 301.245 —

3 SRR e ke = 6011 y=2.511 9x+2.030 5 228.165 110.23
4 SRS B A = 5011 y=1.924 1x+2.841 8 198.495 126.77
5 JEUF A BB < A R = 44 11 y=2.662 2x+2.281 5 157.485 159.86
6 FRUTRAR e A =40 11 y=2.321 4x+2.602 2 161.805 155.64
7 SRR B < ok 24 = 30 11 y=2.036 8x+2.983 2 146.640 172.00
8 FEUIA i B kR =201 y=2.321 4x+2.737 6 141.480 178.71
9 TR B A R =121 y=3.110 2x+1.987 2 139.560 182.06
10 TR Bz A B = 1001 y=2.426 0x+2.620 6 143.505 177.48
11 SRR R AR =511 y=2.032 5x+2.998 0 144.900 178.07
12 SBRRS B kB =101 y=1.773 8x+3.150 1 165.570 165.33
13 SRR e ke =15 y=2.177 9x+2.525 7 205.200 142.05
14 SRR B kA = 1110 y=1.880 1x+3.000 5 173.610 170.41
15 SRR B ke = 1120 ¥=2.050 9x+2.899 0 158.685 188.03
16 SRR S AR = 124 y=2.773 6x+2.034 3 175.935 169.86
17 SRR R AR =1:30 y=1.978 2x+2.889 8 174.915 171.12
18 FRUTTASS e mh R = 1:34 y=3.111 4x+1.464 2 205.350 145.86
19 FUBRftt w0l kS = 1:40 y=2.020 1x+2.674 6 212.430 141.12
20 JUFAA B < i e = 1:50 y=2.772 1x+1.654 3 241.560 124.22
21 SETIRAR L < kR = 1:60 y=2.553 6x+1.725 0 287.460 104.45
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Table 2 Field effect at 20 d after spraying pharmaceutical
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No. Pharmace-utmal Dosage Control effect of Control effect of Total control
(‘proportion) g a.i./hm’ broadleaf weed // % grass weed // % effect // %

1 R R <A R = 60 : 1 150 88 90 91

2 e BRARS e kB4 = 5001 150 93 92 93

3 SRR e kB A =44 11 150 91 90 92

4 GBS B kB =40 11 150 95 97 9

5 SRR R <A URE =301 150 90 92 94

6 AR SR A =201 150 90 91 90

7 RO R SR AR = 1211 150 89 92 93

8 TS e A A = 1011 150 93 91 91

9 TR BB AR =511 150 2 92 93
10 S B f <A AR =101 150 92 93 92
11 FRCBRE I AR =125 150 91 9 94
12 SRR B e A e = 1110 150 9% 95 9%
13 GRS b A B = 1:20 150 93 91 90
14 GRS R A B = 1:24 150 90 94 92
15 FRUBRA M kAR =130 150 95 90 93
16 SRR B <A R =134 150 90 96 94
17 SRR B e A = 1:40 150 92 94 92
18 R R F MA R =1:50 150 91 92 92
19 SRR 1 AR =1 :60 150 89 93 91
20 19% 5 B ik B i 775 225 71 73 74
21 45% Ik B EE AT IR ] 225 69 73 73
22 KR8 — — — —

M 3 AT LLE Y, SR i 5k R B AE 6001 ~ 1 160, FE 24 B 1 55 54 86% ~ 93% , A AR Bl 2 B Bl 3% h
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Table 3 Field effect at 40 d after spraying pharmaceutical
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il Pharmaceutical & Control effect of Control effect of Total control
No. . Dosage // g a.i./hm’

('proportion) 8/ 8 broadleaf weed // % grass weed // % effect // %
1 GRS e < A AR = 60 11 150 90 91 90
2 TS e A A = 50 11 150 2 89 922
3 SRR M < A URR = 44 11 150 88 90 90
4 GBI RE B mk B =40 11 150 94 95 94
5 R R <A R =30 :1 150 86 89 38
6 TS F R < A AR =20 11 150 87 85 86
7 SRR e R = 1211 150 90 87 90
8 B B A URE =101 150 91 90 91
9 TR B kB =511 150 93 91 92
10 FRCBR R I R =101 150 90 90 91
11 TR Bl <k =125 150 89 93 92
12 SR B AR = 1210 150 92 93 93
13 SRR B A = 1:20 150 91 89 89
14 TR B k=124 150 90 92 90
15 SR B kB AR = 1:30 150 93 90 91
16 SRR B AR =1 :34 150 88 93 90
17 GBI B kA = 1:40 150 91 93 91
18 SRR B A = 1:50 150 88 90 91
19 SRUBRAR B M kAR = 1:60 150 89 91 90
20 19% 50T e 2 77 1) 120 69 66 67
21 45% Ik AR T IR 3 90 68 70 71
2 T KX B — — — —
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Table 4 Safety of pesticides on rice %
JKFE B B 2R The survival rate of rice seedlings
o oo £ 3 d £ 74 £ 10d £ 15 d
No. (proportion) 3 d after spraying 7 d after spraying 10 d after spraying 15 d after spraying
pharmaceutical pharmaceutical pharmaceutical pharmaceutical

1 AR SR A = 6011 100 100 100 100

2 SRR R A R =501 100 100 100 100

3 R N <A R =44 11 100 100 100 100

4 SRR 2 < kA = 40 1 100 100 100 100

5 SRR B <k A = 30 1 100 100 100 100

6 e BRASS T kB4 =201 100 100 100 100

7 SRBRRS O kR =121 100 100 100 100

8 B B A URE =101 100 100 100 100

9 SRR B kg =501 100 100 100 100

10 SRR e ke =101 100 100 100 100

11 JEEA B AR =125 100 100 100 100

12 SRR S AR =110 100 100 100 100

13 SRR R FE MA LR =1:20 100 100 100 100

14 SRR e g = 1124 100 100 100 100

15 SRR e g = 1130 100 100 100 100

16 SELBRAS BT sk B A =1 :34 100 100 100 100

17 e BRASS 5 kB4 =1 :40 100 100 100 100

18 SRR e g = 1:50 100 100 100 100

19 SRR R AR = 1:60 100 100 100 100

20 190 F5 T gk 2 ok V7 711) 100 100 100 100

21 45% A RURE AT IR 711 100 100 100 100

22 T K R 100 100 100 100
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Table 3 Yield and taste of cabbage treated with regenerative matrix

e it SEbR it e
Treatment I eoretical Actual output Taste /4
vield // ¢/ 4 %
@ 330.0 401.15 cC 7.2.dD
@ 330.0 451.36 bB 7.4 cC
® 330.0 466.69 aA 7.5 cC
@ 330.0 475.25 aA 7.9 aA
® 330.0 331.89 eE 7.7 bB
© 330.0 382.04 dD 8.0 aA
CK 330.0 373.52 dD 7.0 ek

T R NG FRER R AL B 22 55 1 35 (P<0.05) s AR RS 4k
FETRAL BRI 22 S0 e # (P<0.01)

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differ-

ences between different treatments at 0.05 level ; different capital let-

ters stand for significant differences between different treatments at

0.01 level
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