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Critical Period of Weed Control in Spring Maize Fields

WANG Yu.,HUANG Chun-yan,GUO Yu-lian, HUANG Yuan-ju,PIAO De-wan
(Plant Protection Institute of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin, Hei-
longjiang 150086)

Abstract; In order to determine the critical period for weed control (CPWC) in spring maize fields, field trials of
the effects of weeding at different times on the yield of spring maize were conducted in 2013 and 2014 near
Harbin in Heilongjiang province. The results showed that the main species of the weed included Echinochloa
crus-galli ,Chenopodium album and Abutilon theophrasti , weed density was found in 100 palnts*m®. There
was no significant difference in maize yield between weed-free and weeding 21 days after maize emergence. But
there was significant difference in maize yield between weed-free and weeding 28 days after maize emergence.
So,the CPWC in spring maize fields was about 21 to 28 days fater maize emergence. Weed control was carried
out before 21 days after maize emergence assured loss of maize yield less than 5%

Keywords: spring maize; weed control; critical period
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Table 2 Field effectiveness comparison of control of Ostrinia nubilalis
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Prevention and Control of Maize Borer with the

Three-space Cultivation Pattern of Maize

YAO Liang-liang, WANG Ping,DING Jun-jie,GU Xin, YANG Xiao-he,ZHAO Hai-hong, LIU Wei

(Scientific Observing and Experimental Station of Crop Pests of Jiamusi, Ministry of Agricul-

ture,Jiamusi Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Jiamusi, Heilongjiang

154007)

Abstract: In order to find an efficient,low toxicity.low pollution pesticides.,the field experiment was carried out

to study the effect of 6 kinds of chemical treatments on maize borer under the three-space cultivation pattern of

maize. The results showed that the control efficiency and yield of 2% Emamectin Benzoate and 2% Avi Gogh
Fluoride were better than 20% Chlorantraniliprole,3% Phoxim,5% Abamectin,20% Acephate. 2% Emamec-
tin Benzoate had the best control effect,which the number of plant control effect reached 82. 88% and the lar-

vae control reached 85. 46 %. At the same time,it had a good effect of increasing yield, which was significantly

higher than that of other agents,and the yield was 13 269. 0 kg+hm?” , the increase rate of yield was 9.2%. 2%

Emamectin Benzoate EC had the best control effect on maize borer,it filled the vacancy of three-space cultiva-

tion mode in the field of maize pest control, pesticide spraying concentration of 750 mL<hm™.

Keywords: maize borer; chemical control; three-space cultivation pattern of maize
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