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The Control Effect of Different Herbicides on Weed in Foxtail Millet Field
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Shanxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Taiyuan, Shanxi 030031)

Abstract The control effect of different herbicides on main weeds in millet field was studied with Zhangzha No.5 as material, which provided
theoretical basis for selecting suitable herbicides for millet production. The result showed that after spraying Biooner, Atrazine,2, 4-D 25 and
40 d, fresh weight control effect reached 78.45% , 85.19% , 82.41% and 85.80% , 86.48% , 85.32%. Compared with spraying water (CK),

yield-increasing effect was best by spraying atrazine with increase rate of 53.88% , following Biooner.
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Table 1 Control effect of different herbicides on weeds in millet field
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weed weeds etec

A% Biooner 81.18 73.90 78.45
F5E Atrazine 84.37 79.83 85.19
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Table 2 Control effect of different herbicides on weeds in millet field
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Fig.1 Effects of different herbicides on the accumulation and

distribution of dry matter in millet
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Fig.2 Effects of different herbicides on plant height of millet
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Fig.3 Effects of different herbicides on green leaf area of millet
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Fig 8 Effects of different nutrient solution concentrations on

stem thickness of tomato in greenhouse
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