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Table 1

The treatments of the herbicides
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Treatment No.

o1 WAk B

The first treatment
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Table 2 The comparison of the integration index of grassy weeds and control efficiency under

the different herbicide treatment conditions in castor field

15 %5 Index 1 2 3 4 5 6

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

GARRHER 0.5 17 0 378 0 0
Integra-tion index

iR/ %

Control efficiency

5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

99.9 Aa 95.6 Bb 100 Aa 0 Cc 100 Aa 100 Aa 100 Aa 100 Aa 100 Aa 100 Aa 100 Aa 100 Aa 100 Aa 100 Aa 100 Aa 100 Aa

AFRRANFREHIKFE 0.01 F10.05 KFERBE. TR,

Different capital and lowercase letters indicate significant difference at 0. 01 and 0. 05 level, respectively. The same below.
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Table 3 The comparison of the integration index of black nightshade and control efficiency under the

different herbicide treatment conditions in castor field

545 Index 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

LA SRR 11 0 94 309 161 141 17 5 134 172 115 42 112 111 1 0
Integration index

B %R/ % 96 100 70 0 48 54 95 98 57 14 63 86 64 64 99.7 100

Aabc  Aa  ABCabcde DI

Control efficiency

BCe ABCde ABabc Aab ABCde Ce

ABCcde ABCabed ABCbede ABChede Aa  Aa
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Table 4 The comparison of the integration index of Chenopodium album and control efficiency
under the different herbicide treatment conditions in castor field
4 h% Index 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
A I 231 1l 4 526 93 0 16 1.4 0 7 0 117 33 0 0.3 0
Integration index
BB/ % 56 99 99 0 82 100 97 99.7 100 99 100 78 94 100 99.9 100
Control efficiency Cd Aab  Aab De ABbc Aa  ABab Aa Aa Aab Aa Be  ABabc Aa Aa Aa

2.2.4 Fre eI A B )RR ROK 5 45 kb
FROH A% B 32 AL A TR R L D8 S AR IR K B
. NFR 5 AR A5 R BN AL BB R R 2R
TG R BT AR R B, R R Ab PR 4 25 XA
Qb 2 A I 4R B e B R i A B R AR
A B PR T 3256 DX P ) TR O 3R L A TR L KO
BEAFE 2w R AR RO AR D Z R BUIR A .

25 I R b G L 4 R 1 B IR ORI A
AR, Hop4bHE 2.3.5.6.7.9.10,11,12,
15,16 X H g 22 R Piia s R S5 AL 8 AN ToBR AT
Xof HEAH HE T o 25 R 3 25 5, 5 A8 0 HEH L
5 W E A A E 113,14 X HE A
Bij 36 AR 5 A B 8 N T ok R X A e 22 7 S R
W d 3 SALER 4 25 1% HRA L 25 5 i R

x5
Table 5

F o RWIA 11 ABRADR Ab BT LW HE A
BB HE AT 3 A Bk B 5 A TR B 2% R Y 7 45 AR
RAb T ABARE

2.3 AEBRER X E K B~ 210

2.3.1 #Aad@A=E K6 ATALLEA [ B BR
B0 A BT B T B A AR B T AR R
AR AL . Hh BRE B 25 SR A B R B A A R
L2 R R S5 DA 3R ) AR AL B UIAR OG . 3 W B AR ™ it
GERM ) 2 I IR 2R R L X BB BR BT R 2
375 20% B A A T 0 B R X B R R A R .
N T o3 X R i 4 T 3 W) 20 A 2 A DO
B B R T B JRR 114 0 A L R 2 IR R s R
PRGN T S O IR U 3R W B R 24 5

B/
iz

ERHEBARBRENLGEZFHATEERAENGSEBEBEBARLRILE

The comparison of the integration index of the other weeds and control

efficiency under the different herbicide treatment conditions in castor field

447 Index 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
A BB 34 0 0 121 13 0 0 0 0 0 10 14 56 39 4 0
Integration index
B A s/ % 72 100 100 0 89 100 100 100 100 100 91 89 54 68 97 100
Control efficiency ABbed — Aa Aa Ce Aabc  Aa Aa Aa Aa Aa Aabc Aabe  Bd  ABed Aab Aa
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Table 6 The effect of appling different herbicides on castor yield
$4#7 index 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
WA TR R R/ (gem?) 66 126 45 26 109 47 160 204 1.5 37 128 104 0.4 114 168 218
Yield per unit
7 k45 A 4 ol 5/ % 153 385 73 0 321 82 515 685 0 42 391 301 0 340 545 738
Decreased loss rate Eg Cde Fh Gi Df Fh Be Ab Gi FGhi Cd Df Gi CDef Be Aa
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Field Selection of Castor Herbicides in Jilin Province

LIU Wei, LENG Ting-rui, LENG Jing-wen, LIU Ting-ting, BU Rui, WANG Hui, GONG Shi-hang
(Baicheng City Academy of Agricultural Science,Baicheng 137000, China)

Abstract ; In order to control the field weeds in the castor plots effectively, the castor field was treated with more

different soil treatment herbicides.by the different proportions and volumes on the base of former trial at after

sowing and before seedling,and before flowering. The results showed that the soil treatments with pendimetha-

lin, penoxsulam in three time doses were the best herbicide group.dose and methodby calculating the weed oc-

currence and castor yields.
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