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Screening and Safety Evaluation of Herbicide Varieties in Saline-alkali Field of Cyperus esculentus
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Abstract In order to screen special herbicide suitable for field use, a self-selected variety of Luyousha No.1, was used as the test material ,
and the effects of different herbicides on field safety, weed hazard level, control effect and yield of Cyperus esculentus were analyzed through
the field efficacy screening tests. From 11 kinds of herbicides, the pre-seedling and post-seedling herbicides with the highest safety and the best
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control effect were selected as pendimethamine, prometryn and highly effective fluprimetril.
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Table 1 Field test reagents and dosage

450 5l AR it W2t D4
Treatment Herbicide Active ingredient content Dosage Control objects
P IR ZHRR 330 g/L 0.88 mL/m’ —ARERAPI R KR R A
Pre-seedling herbicide K5 SN HH B 960 g/L 0.14 mL/m* — AR R e
LE % 50% 0.72 mL/m’ AR RAR R R AR A I S
S RERLRL 480 ¢/L. 0.92 mL/m’ — R
iR FhR 40% 0.76 g/m’ [ S
Post-seedling herbicide SR R R R 108 g/L 0.16 mL/m’ — AR RARR SR
975 7 1 240 ¢/L 0.14 mL/m’ — AR RAR AR
Kk 2, 4 R 10% 0.32 mL/m’ — A S
HiER R 8.8% 0.24 mL/m’ AR RAR B
RIS 30% 0.22 mL/m’ Gl
WUIR AR R 50 g/L 0.14 mL/m’ I i A e
Xif i CK 7K — — —
N TBRHE — — —
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A P R AR R AR R ——BR 6 ) S Hhr e 1 21,
REARA TR 52 90, 32002 3, AR K 2 3 st 24 B 1 AR
INF10% 33 94, hEE 2% DU R, AN RE i =i 4 2%,
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Table 2 Plant control effect and weed hazard level after 30 days of

spraying different kinds of herbicides

N SEREIRRBAL PRI hL

A= Bl FEEL Average plant &
No. Herbicide ~ Average number control effect ~ Average weed

of weeds // #f % hazard level
1 THRR 14.33 de 86.04 be 2.00 de
2 KSR 40.00 61.04 d 4.00 ¢
3 R 32.00 ¢ 68.83 d 3.33 ed
4 SETERL 22.67 d 77.92 ¢ 3.00 ed
5 ARG 6.33 ef 93.83 ab 1.67 de
6 BRI AR 14.00 de 86.36 be 2.00 de
7 5 B2 i 14.67 de 85.71 be 2.67 cde
8 kI 7, KR 11.00 e 89.29 b 2.00 de
9 AR R 3733 ¢ 63.64 d 333 cd
10 B3P NI 63.00 b 38.64 e 7.00 b
11 Ut e fie 70.00 b 31.82 e 7.67 ab
12 Wk 102.67 a 0.00 f 9.00 a
13 AT i 0.00 f 100.00 a 1.00 e

T RN G 2o 2GR 1 (P<0.05) -
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant
difference between different herbicides( P<0.05).
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Table 3 Harm levels of different kinds of herbicides on Cyperus escu-

lentus
25E 2 5] Harm level

¥ 255 %F3d  ZJF10d  ZF30d
No. Herbicide 3 days after 10 days after 30 days after

applying applying applying
1 THER — 1.00 d 1.00 ¢
2 S5 P9 — 1.00 d 1.00 ¢
3 VN — 1.00 d 1.00 ¢
4 FRRERAL — 1.00 d 1.00 ¢
5 1N RE D 1.00 b 1.67 ¢ 133 ¢
6 RIRCRIL P R R 1.00 b 1.00 d 1.00 ¢
7 I F T 1.00 b 3.00 b 233 b
8 K1 7, JHTR 1.67 a 5.00 a 5.67 a
9 KR A 1.33 ab 3.33 b 2.67b
10 EREEIENS 1.00 b 3.00 b 2.67b
11 XSGR e 1.00 b 333 b 2.67b
12 K 0.00 ¢ 0.00 e 0.00 d
13 ATt 0.00 ¢ 0.00 e 0.00 d

T WO TR ARG 3 d, iy A K A, BOS ATBR RS 25 )5 3 d
Tk o [RIBIAIR/ING FREFIR AR 2570 18] 25 ¢ 2% (P<0.05) o
Note : Three days after the application of pre seedling herbicide, Cyperus
esculentus has not emerged, so there is no data three days after the
application of pre seedling herbicide.Different lowercase letters in the

same column indicated significant difference between different herbi-

cides(P<0.05).
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Table 4 Effect of different kinds of herbicides on the yield of Cyperus

esculentus

Fr 25 /J\B;Figrhﬁ JE) *Ex_q‘iff

No. Herbicide verage }2116 Relatlve yield
kg/m increase // %

1 R 1.37 bed ~7.46

2 s S T 1.34 cd -9.38

3 VR i 1.33 d -10.50

4 SrERR 133 d -10.12

5 FRE 1.46 ab -1.42

6 TSR R R 1.43 abe -3.44

7 s e ] 1.16 ef -21.97

8 I 7, M 0.00 g ~100.00

9 FhEAR R 1.20 ef -18.83

10 SERERCENE 1.23 ¢ -16.74

11 LSRR e 111 ¢ —24.94

12 K 0.94 h -36.75

13 NT B 148 a —

TE : RIS RS FRE R A R 2570 8] 22 57 . % (P<0.05) o
Note : Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant
difference between different herbicides( P<0.05).
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