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Control Effect of 40 g/L Quizalofop-P-tefuryl on Annual Grass Weeds in Soybean Field
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Abstract

In this experiment, the control effect of 40 g/L Quizalofop-P-tefuryl on grass weeds in soybean field was studied.The results showed

that 40 g/L. Quizalofop-P-tefuryl had a good control effect on grass weeds in soybean field. Under medium and high dose treatment, the control

effect on fresh weight of weeds was up to 99.10%, and the lasting time was about 30 days, and it was safe for soybean.The results can provide

theoretical basis for rational control of grass weeds in soybean fields.
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Table 1 Test design of test pesticides
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Table 2 Plant control effect of test pesticides on weed at 15 d after ap-

plication %
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Treatment Barnyardgrass Green bristlegrass Crabgrass

@ 85.97 aA 75.53 aA 76.19 aA

@) 95.70 bB 93.32 beBC 93.39 bB

® 99.21 cC 96.74 ¢dBC 96.56 beB
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Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant

difference at 0.05 level ,and different uppercase letters indicated sig-
nificant difference at 0.01 level
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Table 3 Control effect of test chemicals on weed plants 30 days after application %
AL Barnyardgrass Ji %L Green bristlegrass I, Crabgrass
JLEES BRBTRL BEE PR PRBIRL AT FRBRL AT
Treatment Plant control Fresh weight Plant control Fresh weight Plant control Fresh weight
effect control effect effect control effect effect control effect
©) 86.74 aA 84.81 aA 77.80 aA 84.56 aA 78.86 aA 85.47 aA
®) 96.34 bB 95.89 bB 93.82 bB 95.64 bB 93.39 bB 95.78 bB
® 99.62 cC 99.10 cC 97.24 beB 98.26 beB 96.56 beB 97.89 beB
@ 99.74 cC 99.71 cC 98.55 cB 99.05 cB 98.49 cB 98.99 cB
G (XFHEZ57)) 96.73 bB 96.51 bB 95.01 beB 95.98 bB 95.27 beB 96.70 beB

T [FAFIA NG 5 R AR [ Ak 30 22 53 25 (P<0.05) 5 A RIR'S 5 Blom 22 54 . 35 (P<0.01)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference at 0.05 level ,and different uppercase letters indicated significant difference

at 0.01 level
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Fig.1 Effect of test chemicals on soybean yield
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