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Abstract
Acifluorfen -

The control effect of 47% Acifluorfen + Bentazone on broad-leaved weeds in soybean field was studied. The results showed that 47%
Bentazone had good control effect on broad-leaved weeds in soybean field. Under the medium and high dose treatment, the fresh

weight control effect on weeds was up to 98. 01% , the duration of effect was about 30 days,and it was safe for soybean. The results can provide

theoretical basis for the reasonable control of broad-leaved weeds in soybean field.
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Table 1 Test design of tested pesticides
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Table 2 Plant control effect of tested pesticides on weed 15 days after
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Table 4 Control effect of tested pesticides on fresh weight of weeds 30

application %
hg AR JBHE 4
-~ Polugonum Amaranthus .
Treatment Quinoa

bungeanum retroflexus

@ 67.05 aA 72.53 aA 78.05 aA
@ 89.79 bB 91.30 bB 91.52 bB
® 96.32 cC 95.45 cC 94. 18 bBC
@ 97.87 cC 97.86 dC 96.48 cC
® 91.58 bB 91.49 bB 93.37 bB
© 92.13 bB 91.38 bBC 92.46 bB

e [FFNAR NG B 2R AN R AL 3R] 22 57 8.3 (P<0. 05) s R[A RS
FREFRIR 22 R 5 (P<0. 01)
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ence between different treatments( P<0. 05) ; different capital letters

indicated extremely significant difference ( P<0. 01)
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Table 3 Plant control effect of tested pesticides on weed 30 days after

days after application %
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Polugonum Amaranthus .
Treatment Quinoa

bungeanum retroflexus
@ 76.49 aA 79.87 aA 81.65 aA
@ 93.43 bB 94. 58 bB 94. 08 beBC
® 98.01 cCD 97.73 cC 95.98 dC
@ 99.27 ¢D 99.00 cC 98.42 eD
® 95.15 bBC 95.05 bB 95.36 cdBC
© 93.17 bB 93.35 bB 93.24 bB

1 FRSUAN R NG FREFOR AN R AL B 22 57 i 2 (P<O0. 05) s AR RS
FRFIR R B3 (P<0.01)
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ence between different treatments( P<0. 05) ;different capital letters
indicated extremely significant difference( P<0. 01)
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Table 5 Effect of tested pesticides on soybean yield

application %
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Polugonum Amaranthus ;
Treatment Quinoa

bungeanum retroflexus
@ 69.28 aA 75.28 aA 79.88 aA
@ 91.32 bB 93.24 cB 93.33 beB
® 97.37 cCD 96.97 cC 95.77 cB
@ 97.87 ¢D 98.93 dC 98.49 dC
® 93.16 bBC 93.09 bB 93.82 cB
© 92.24 bB 93.13 bBC 93.94 bBC

T RO RIS 7B o AP 22 5 (P<0. 05) 3 RS
FREFRIR 22 5 . 3 (P<0. 01)
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ence between different treatments( P<0. 05) ;different capital letters
indicated extremely significant difference ( P<0. 01)

MR 4 v LUE il 25 55 30 K, i 2 4t o 634. 5 ~
705.0 g/hm” , XF K [CSE ffE FE ik hy 93. 43% ~98. 01% 4 IR
AR V0 %) 8 5 57 AN 94 58% ~ 97. T3% , %o B 1 ek T 7 51K
94. 08% ~95. 98% , B R FURAR -

2.3 BEFXNASFEREM WG T,
GERW S, NS TTLIE H,47% = FIRRRE - KEAK
FUAE b = AR E AR BT X R T h AT B s, 1 B R
R R A AL PR R A 24

3 &g

RIS R BRI 47% =R, - K EFKF
X K i kA BB B SR A, P R B AR BT X A
) i B B AR B e P 1898, 01% , 3R B2 351 B A0GA 31 AR

7k 1 A4 =N =N

%ﬁiﬁmem Arﬁngfﬁc‘fijtie Avelrz;E yield
mgredlem//ykg kyhmz
oy 564. 00 23354
©) 634. 50 2785 ¢
® 705. 00 2885 b
@ 1 269. 00 2862 b
® 483.75 2788 ¢
@) 1 440. 00 2766 ¢
@ — 29052 a
_ 2032 e

T [FFA R NG R FR N [F) A R 22 5+ 1 2 (P<O0. 05) s AR KRS
FHRFORZE S B (P<0.01)
Note : Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ence between different treatments( P<0. 05) ;different capital letters
indicated extremely significant difference( P<0. 01)
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