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x 1 BEWERARKER SR EFBERE

MRAF ZEREM S EXTEE
Table 1

weed number for recommended

Multiple comparison of gramineous

minimum concentrations

A2 it 1/ /NX BEEL Number of plants
b 3 (mL+hm?) P R e i
Treatments  Amount of  Barnyard ~ Common Goose
pesticide grass crabgrass grass
CK 0 507.3 Aa 313.7 Aa  64.7 Aa
G RE 5 237 57.7 Bb 53.7 Bb  26.0 Bb
Jitc ML 300 67.7 Cc 48.0 Bb  22.3 Be
KA 750 70.0 Cc 50.3 Bb  16.3 Bd

AR NG FE 43 5 KR AL FRE] AE 0. 01 F1 0. 05 7K - 22 53¢
BT,
Different capital and lowercase letters mean significant differ-

ence at 0. 01 and 0. 05 level, respectively. The same below.
x2 BURRKREAERERBIERE
MARARFERN S EXT L
Table 2 Multiple comparison of control
effect of gramineous weed for recommended

min concentrations

A 2 it FH 1/ Bi%k/ % Weed control

A3 (mL+hm™) i &y - fff
Treatments  Amount of  Barnyard ~ Common Goose
pesticide grass crabgrass grass

CK 0 0A 0A 0A
5 B30 58 237 88.6 B 82.9 B 59.8 B
£ B 300 86.7 B 84.7B  65.5B
Kk A A4 750 86.3 B 84.0 B 74.8 B

2.3 AEABREFNENESHERENEZARE
PR ER KRB H DT

P A5 b ISR e e P T2 A T B B
ZRHEIY (R 3) AR IR AF I 2 BT BRASCR (P<<0. 01)
204 WGt A 75308 o 1A 2 AT Ak B B | S R
A ff R 2 VR AR T R AR R D O k. I RS
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Table 3 Multiple comparison of gramineous

weed number for recommended max

concentrations
A 25t H i/ P Number of plants

fib 3 (mL+hm?) e ™, 2
Treatments  Amount of  Barnyard ~ Common Goose
pesticide grass crabgrass grass

CK 0 507.3 Aa  313.7 Aa  64.7 Aa
i R 7 348 0 Bb 0 Bb 0 Bb
I ] 450 0 Bb 0 Bb 0 Bb
Hfa R 1050 13.3 Ce 10. 0 Ce 0 Bb

2.4 AEBREFEZUESHEASEXNEEZHRE
AR g0k iy

M 4 G5 R H TE vE H  R R
T 5 R4 A R B A B T 1000 004 K AR AR
it A A 6 B B RR F) 100, 0%, K AR A% 15 X A
FITH JE G B 2043 A 2 T 97, 300 K1 96. 100, Ak
T B R RORG AR A Ak B X A B RO
B#EXR(P>0.05),

F4 BURSEAERENBIERE

XARRB R S EX LR
Table 4 Multiple comparison of control
effect gramineous weed for recommended

max concentrations

A 255t 1/ 8%/ % Weed control

Wb (mLehm®) g B Y 1
Treatments  Amount of  Barnyard Common Goose
pesticide grass crabgrass grass

CK 0 0a 0a 0a
G B3 5T 348 100.0 b 100.0 b 100 b
975 L T 450 100.0 b 100.0 b 100 b
Kifa i 1050 97.3 b 96.1b 100 b
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AL BREE A R MRAE T 2AR N 0, 3 5 452/ K
A EORI i vy A UG e W it R0 e A
TR RS B AT B B 2% OB, X RE MR IR A N R
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DX SCAR 7= o i e - 15 # 1L 45 kg, HE K /NXH
AW AR 143~ 1. 44 ke BT A AL B 5 X IR
X, ZRARE(P>0.05),

x5 AEAREHEEZETE
Table 5 Plant yield of quinoa under

different treatments

4k 3 A2t F i/ (mL+hm®) AN kg
Treatments Amount of pesticide Plot yield

CK - 1.43 a
i R 5T 237 l.44 a
348 1.43 a
975 2 ] 300 1.45 a
450 1.43 a
e 750 1.43 a
1050 1.43 a
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Effects of Different Herbicides on Gramineae
Weeds in Quinoa Field

ZHANG Qing-yu', LI Yong-yi', WANG Guang-da', ZHENG Long-jun', SHANG Zhi-gang',

HUANG Chu-nyu'

(1. Agricultural Sciences Academy of Yanbian, Longjing 133400, China; 2. Seed Management Station of

Yanbian, Yanji 133000, China)

Abstract : In order to compare the control effect of different herbicides on gramineae weeds in quinoa field, three

kinds of foliar-teeament agents (quizalofop-p-ethyl clethodim fluazifop-p-butyl ) were conducted to investigated

the gramineae weeds control effects against gramineae weeds in quinoa field. The influence of different concen-

tration of herbicide on quinoa yield. The results showed that three kinds of herbicides could be used in quinoa

field control gramineous weeds. Under application amount of quizalofop-p-ethyl was 348 mL<hm?® and the ap-

plication amount of clethodim was 450 mL«hm?®. The weed control of barnyard grass.common crabgrass and

goose grass was 100%. Application amount of fluazifop-p-butyl was 1 050 mL+hm? had better control on barn-

yard grass,common crabgrass and goose grass. The suggest application amount of quizalofop-p-ethyl was 237

mlLe<hm™,the application amount of clethodim was 300 mL.«hm™®and the application amount of fluazifop-p-butyl

was 1050 mLehm™®. Three kinds of medicament on quinoa yield no significant differences.

Keywords: quinoa field; herbicides; weeds; yield
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