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Table 1 Soybean photosynthetic rate and yield of different treatments
Ye4 #/ % Photosynthetic rate
) i b 3/
(e 25 0 d Wi 2 d W2t 5 d Wi 7 d T VIR
Dose treatment 0 day after 2 days after 5 days after 7 days after (kgehm?) Yield increase
spraying spraying spraying spraying Average yield rate
450 76.5 54.6 76. 2 76.7 1860.8 b 15.3
600 76.8 49. 3 77.0 77.2 1918.2 a 18.8
750 77.2 40.5 75.6 76.5 1924.0 a 19.2
900 76.0 35.2 74.5 76.0 1929.5 a 19.5
1200 75.7 28.8 58.3 75.3 1932.3 a 19.7
1500 77.0 22.5 49. 6 74.8 1934.2 a 19.8
75 FIX R CK 76.6 76.3 76.8 76. 4 1614.5 ¢ -

F B R 3 T ST [R5 b 4 A (7] 5 B 04 Ab 21 ) 25 5 2 (P<<0.05), A,
The data intable is the average of three reapeats,different lowercases mean significant difference between treatments (P<20. 05). The

same below.
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Table 2 Determination of weeds photosynthetic rate after spraying

7 1 4k 1/ # TH iR
(g*hm?) Chenopodium album 1.

LIE BB

Abutilon theophrasti Medic Polygonum bungeanum Turz. Amaranthus retroflexus L.

Dose treatment g4 94 34 4d 5d 0d 2d 3d

5d 0d 2d 3d 4d 5d 0d 2d 3d 44d 5d

450 75.6 25.5 23.2 27.8 35.5 76.0 12.6 15.4 18.2 23.5 76.5 10.8 12.5 13.4 17.2 73.8 42.2 39.5 46.0 58.3
600 76.2 8.8 7.5 8.0 10.6 76.3 9.5 7.8 0 75.8 6.0 4.7 0 0 73.3 40.6 34.8 43.5 52.7
750 75.8 6.4 5.0 0 0 76.2 6.0 5.2 0 76.0 5.2 4.5 0 0 74.2 35.0 31.6 39.4 45.5
900 76.5 4.2 2.4 0 0 75.8 4.6 0 0 76.7 3.4 0 0 0 72.8 24.5 18.2 28.8 34.6
1200 76.0 3.0 O 0 0 76.5 2.7 0 0 75.5 1.3 0 0 0 73.515.8 12.0 17.2 19.8
1500 76.3 1.7 0 0 0 76.2 0 0 0 76.3 0 0 0 0 74.0 9.3 5.7 2.5 0

ZEHXE CK 75.8 75.5 76.2 76.0 76.3 76.4 76.2 75.8 74.6 74.0 75.8 76.0 76.5 76.2 76.4 73.6 73.0 72.4 72.8 73.2
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Bk 61, 0% ~100. 0% (WL 3), Jitizy 10 d.
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Ve I 2 B 7Y g R Rk 66. 6 % ~100. 0% (UL
#£6), ERBEESMEREN . MAE S I,
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Table 3 Plant control effect survey of weeds after spraying for 5 days

# TR PR

RE SR B

Chenopodi Abutilon theophrasti Pol b A th B
“henopodium putiton eophrasti [0 ronum obungeanum maranthus
7] 4 Ab FE/ e 8 Total weeds
. album L. Medic Turz. retroflexus L.
e B BB/ B/ B
Dose o ‘ N N ‘ N U BB %
(Bkem?)  BiZk/%  (Bkem?) B/ %  (Bkem®)  Bisk/%  (Bkem?)  Bi%/%  (Bkem™®)
treatment Total plants
Plant Effect Plant Effect Plant Effect Plant Effect  Total plant "
effect
number number number number number
450 19.6 65.3 ¢ 0.5 86.8 a 90.0 a 9.8 22.2 1 30.4 61.0 ¢
600 4.5 92.0 b 0 100.0 a 100.0 a 8.6 31.7 e 13.1 83.2 b
750 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 100.0 a 7.0 44,4 d 7.0 91.0 a
900 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 100.0 a 3.5 72.2 ¢ 3.5 95.5 a
1200 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 100.0 a 1.2 90.5 b 1.2 98.5 a
1500 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a
Jiti 245 A R 56.5 3.8 5. 12.6 77.9
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Table 4 Plants control effect survey of weeds after spraying for 10 days

- # LS P A3 B
kg ugi . ) . . . i o
Chenopodium album 1. Abutilon theophrasti Medic — Polygonum bungeanum Turz. — Amaranthus retro flexus L. Total weeds
(gehm?)
. W/ em®) O BREU (ke W e BREU(Bem®) BHREY (kem®) BB/ 1
Pose N B/ % N CE s s U ol
ant ant ant ant otal plant otal plants
treatment Effect Effect Effect Effect b b
number number number number number effect
450 15.8 72.0b 0.5 86.8 a 0.5 90.0 a 9.0 28.6 ¢ 25.8 66.9 ¢
600 2.5 95.6 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 7.5 40.5d 10.0 87.2°b
750 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 5.3 57.9 ¢ 5.3 93.2a
900 0 100,0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 2.8 77.8 b 2.8 96.4 a
1200 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0.6 95.2 a 0.6 99.2 a
1500 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a
il 24 7l 3 K 56.5 3.8 5.0 12.6 77.9
RO 20 dRHERBAE
Table 5 Plants control effect survey of weeds after spraying for 20 days
- 3 LS b R BRE
| G/
nE Chenopodium album L. Abutilon theophrasti Medic — Polygonum bungeanum Turz. — Amaranthus retro flexus L. Total weeds
(gehm?)
. B/ (e ™) B/ (o™ B (e ®) B (Beem®) BWA/ (em®)  SHRBIR
- P P P P P P P PR Lol
S ant ant ant ant otal plant otal plants
treatment Effect Effect Effect Effect b
number number number number number effect
450 15.8 72.0b 0.5 86.8 a 0.5 90.0 a 9.0 28.6 ¢ 25.8 66.9 ¢
600 2.5 95.6a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 7.5 40,5 d 10 87.2b
750 0 1000 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 5.3 57.9¢ 5.3 93.2a
900 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 2.8 77.8 b 2.8 96.4 a
1200 0 100,0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0.6 95.2 a 0.6 99.2 a
1500 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100,0 a 0 100,0 a
e 24 1 2 4 56.5 3.8 5.0 12.6 77.9
x6 MH20JIRXEHBHYPE
Table 6 Fresh weight effect survey of weeds after spraying for 20 days
N R R R i SR B BJRE
1] /
AIRALE, Chenopodium album 1. Abutilon theophrasti Medic Polygonum bungeanum Turz. Amaranthus retroflezus L. Total weeds
(gehm?)
o BFE/(gem?) fFE/(gem®) 0 ffE/(gem?) B/ (gem?) BT/ (gem®) B B %
{reatment Fresh Fresh Fresh Fresh Total Fresh Total Fresh
¢ ) Effect Effect Effect Effect .
weight weight weight weight weight weight effect
450 192.5 73.4 b 5.4 90.5 a 2.0 93.7 a 137.2 30.9 e 337.1 66.6 c
600 28.8 96.0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 114.6 42.3d 143.4 85.8 b
750 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 81.3 59.0 ¢ 81.3 92.0 a
900 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 40. 8 79.4 b 40. 8 96.0 a
1200 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 6.5 96.7 a 6.5 99.4 a
1500 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a 0 100.0 a
25 4 R CK 723.4 57.0 31.8 198.5 1010.7
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Effect of Low Temperature on Mitochondria of
Different Muscle in Pig

ZHANG Dong-jie, WANG Liang, LI Zhong-qiu, WANG Wen-tao, HE Xin-miao, WU Sai-hui, LIU Di
(Institute of Animal Husbandry, Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Science, Harbin, Hei-
longjiang 150086)

Abstract: Pig is one of a warm blooded animal., which is sensitive to the ambient temperature. In order to investi-
gate the low temperature impact of the mitochondria in pig skeletal muscle and difference of metabolism be-
tween Min pig and large white pig, Min pig (cold tolerance breed) and large white pig (non-cold tolerance
breed) were disposed as experimental materials. The relative quantitative method of real-time PCR was used.
The change of mitochondrial DNA in gastrocnemius, soleus muscle and extensor longus digitorum under mild
and severe cold treatment were detected. The results showed that under the mild cold treatment, the expression
of Min pig gastrocnemius,soleus and extensor longus digitorum mtDNA were all declined, while the large white
pig was unchanged or slightly increased. Under severe cold treatment,in addition to Min pig gastrocnemius was
still declined, the rest were all significantly increased. The increased ratio of soleus muscle was maximal. Ac-
cordingly,it was believed that under mild cold treatment, the metabolism style of Min pig muscle tissue was dif-
ferent from large white pig; under severe cold treatment, the soleus muscle mainly dominated by red muscle
was the main muscle of shivering thermogenesis. It was speculated that low temperature could induce the trans-
formation of muscle fiber type.

Keywords: Min pig; large white pig; muscle tissue; mtDNA; real-time PCR
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Abstract: In order to further study the herbicide of soybean field in northeast China, stem and leaves were
sprayed different doses of 480 g+ L. Bentazone AS in weeds 2~4 leaf stage after soybean seeding, photosynthet-
ic rate of soybean and annual broadleaf weeds were determined by plant photosynthesis meter. The results
showed that: Bentazone showed rapid control effect to annual broadleaf weeds, weeds went dry to death usually
after spraying for 5~10 days. Polygonum bungeanum Turz. and Abutilon theophrasti Medic were very sensi-
tive, Cheno podium album L. was general sensitive, Amaranthus retro flexus L. was insensitive. When photosyn-
thetic rate of weeds was less than 20% . Strains effect and fresh weight effect of weeds were more than 90% on
Bentazone, Weeds were effectively controlled; when photosynthetic rate of weeds was more than 40% , strains
effect and fresh weight effect of weeds were less than 60 % on Bentazone, weeds were not effectively controlled.
When photosynthetic rate of weeds was less than 20% , photosynthetic rate of crop was more than 70% , the
dose was minimum effective dose on photosynthesis inhibiting herbicide. To general sensitive weed Cheno podi-
um album L. (2~4 leaf age) as datum, the minimum effective dose of photosynthesis inhibiting herbicide Benta-
zone was 600 gehm?,

Keywords: photosynthesis inhibiting herbicide; Bentazone; minimum effective dose; photosynthetic rate;

control effect
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