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Table 1 Test treatments of different treatment against weeds in spring soybean field
4k 3 L Jiti 245 i 70 £ /g hm 2 BRORST /g hm?
Treatment Pesticide Amount of preparation Amount of active ingredient
1 80 20 FY ¥R Ik F ik w34 4 03 59 975 780
2 80 2% FF 2 I3k et gk ] 2 e A9 71 1125 900
3 80 2% FF 2 I3k L gk mJ 9 e A9 51 1275 1020
4 80 26 FH R I3k et /g mJ 4 e A9 71 2250 1800
5 900 gL' Z B e 7Ll 1667 1500
6 AN T BR#E — _
7 T K X B (CKD — —
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Table 2 Yield analysis of different treatment against weeds in spring soybean field

PLg. 7 ¥y i /kgehm™®
Treatments Average yield

1 2097.5

2 2266.5

3 2286.5

4 2290. 8

5 2263.8

6 2350. 8
7(CK) 1792.0

s % e 5
Increasing rate difference Significant difference
17.0 bB
26.5 aA
27.6 aA
27.8 aA
26.3 aA
31.2 aA
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Table 3 Strains control effect survey of 30% Bifenox WP against weeds

in spring soybean field in 20 days after spraying

3 S b T JFR [ 20 R He Fe BT
e Chenopodium Amaranthus Abutilon Echinochloa Setaria viridis Total
Treat- album L. retroflexus L. theophrasti Medic. crusgalli P. Beauv. P. Beauv. weeds
A/ B %8/ WAL/ B %/ A/ By 4/ AL/ B %/ AL/ B %/ wE/ BiRY
T et % Mm% fkem? Bem® % Bem® % Bem? %
Strains Effect Strains Effect Strains Effect Strains Effect Strains Effect Strains  Effect
1 1.0 95. 9bB 0.8 95. 3bA 0.3 87.5bB 0.8 92.8Ab 0.5 85. 4aA 3.3 91.4bB
2 0.3 99. 2aAB 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0.5 96. 4Aab 0.3 93. 8aA 1.0 97.9aAB
3 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA
4 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA
5 0.5 97.9abAB 0.3 98. 5abA 0 100. 0aA 0.3 97. 9abA 0 100. 0aA 1.0  98.9aAB

7(CK) 21.8 12.8 1.3

11.0 3.0 49. 8

a2 )5 40 d. b FE 1~ b B 4 X3 1 A Bl 2L
I3 e 84. 5% ,96. 6% .,98. 4% ,100. 0% , ff F [j
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Table 4 Strains control effect survey of 30% Bifenox WP against weeds

in spring soybean field in 40 days after spraying

# S A HE T JFR i G0 R A FeH LT
e Chenopodium Amaranthus Abutilon Echinochloa Setaria viridis Total
Treat. album L. retroflexus L. theophrasti Medic. crusgalli P. Beauv. P. Beauv. weeds
A/ B2/ AL/ B %/ A/ B %8/ AL/ B %8/ R EL/ B %8/ wE/ Bisk/
T emt % Hemt % Hem® % Bew® % Bem? % Bem? %
Strains Effect Strains Effect Strains Effect Strains Effect Strains Effect Strains  Effect
1 7.3 84.5dC 4.0 86. 7¢C 0.8 80. 4bA 3.0 81. 3cB 1.5 76.5bB 16.5 81.9dC
2 1.8 96. 6Bbc 1.0 96. 9bB 0.3 95. 0abA 1.3 93.4bAB 0.5 91.9abAB 4.8 94. 8cB
3 0.8 98. 4bAB 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0.5 96. 8abA 0.3 95.0aAB 1.5 98. 0bB
4 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA
5 2.0 95. 6¢B 1.3 96. 1bB 0.5 88. 8abA 0.5 97. 7abA 0.3 95. 8aAB 4.5 94. 8cB

7(CK) 46.0

29.0 3.8

101. 5
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Table 5 Fresh weight effect survey of 80% Bifenox WP against weeds
in spring soybean field in 40 days after spraying
2 SAHE TH] PR L 20 R He Fe BT
e Chenopodium Amaranthus Abutilon Echinochloa Setaria viridis Total
Treat- album L. retroflexus L. theophrasti Medic. crusgalli P. Beauv. P. Beauv. weeds
A/ B %8/ WAL/ B %/ A/ By 4/ AL/ B %/ AL/ B %/ wE/ BiRY
P gemt % Hem? % bhem? Bem? % Hem? % #kem? %
Strains Effect Strains Effect Strains Effect Strains Effect Strains Effect Strains  Effect
1 47.4 88.1dC 35.0 89. 3c¢C 3.5 84.5bA 12.8 83.7c¢B 3.4 82.2bB  102.0 85.6dD
2 11.1 97. 4bcB 7.5 97.8bB 1.1 96. 5aA 3.9 95. 9bA 1.0 95.0aAB  24.5  96.5cC
3 3.6 99. 1bAB 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 1.6 98. 0abA 0.4 97. 7aA 5.6 98. 9bB
4 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA 0 100. 0aA
5 10. 6 97. 2¢cB 9.1 97.4bB 2.0 92. labA 1.6 98. 4abA 0.4 97.9aA 23.7  96.6cC
7(CK) 388. 1 313.3 21.1 81.9 18.2 822.6
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Security Test and Efficacy of 80% Bifenox WP for
Controlling Weeds in Spring Soybean Field

LIU Yang, LI Qing-chao, WU Lin-lin
(Qiqgihar Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Qigihar, Heilongjiang 161006)

Abstract;: 80 % Bifenox WP is the tag bud soil treatment agent, for the purpose of defining the best applying

stage and dosage,its security test and efficacy for controlling weeds in spring soybean were conducted. The re-

sults showed that it was safe for soybean emergence and growth when spraying on soybean field after sowing

and before emergence. After spraying 40 d, the strain control effect of annual grass and broadleal weed was

more than 90% ,the fresh weight efficiency was more than 95% ,and persistence over more than 45 days. Suit-

able spraying period in the spring soybean field was after sowing and before emergence(after sowing 3~5 d),

the application preparation volume was 1 125~1 275 g+hm™* (active ingredient 900~1 020 g+hm®).

Key words: Bifenox; spring soybean;safety; weed control
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