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Screening Test of Herbicides in Mung Bean Field

WANG Cheng, LIU Feng
(Qigihar Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Qiqihar, Heilongjiang
161006)

Abstract: An experiment on herbicides’ application to mung bean field was conducted. The results showed that
the best treatment was 75% thifensulfuron WG 30 gehm?-+72% metolachlor EC 1 800 m L+hm?,and it had
the best controlling effect, which the total control effect were 91. 7% and 87. 1% respectively at 20 and 40 days
after application,and the total control effect were the highest in all treatments and the yield was 1 355. 6 kgehm™.
The difference between this treatment and the other treatments reached highly significant level. In contrast, the
control effect of 48% Trifluralin EC 1 500 m L+hm? was the worst,it didn’t suit for mung bean field.
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Disease, Pest and Weed Types and Prevention and
Survey in Dongning County

YANG Jing-tao' ,ZHU Hai-ying”
(1. Seed management Station of Dongning County, Dongning, Heilongjiang 157200; 2. Agri-

cultrual Technology Promotion Center of Dongning County,Dongning, Heilongjiang 157200)

Abstract; As the rice cultivation technology constantly updated, the damages caused by pest, weed and disease

were changed. The kinds of pest,weed and disease and the control situation were investigated during twenty-

five years in Dongning County. The results showed that there were three classes 24 kinds of harmful organism,

the main harmful organism were three classes 12 kinds,including 8 kinds of diseases with the heavier were four

kinds, 6 kinds of pest with the heavier were two kinds, more than ten kinds of weeds with the heavier six kinds.

The countermeasures to disease, pest and weed were from single chemical control stage to now synthetically

control stage. The kinds of disease, pest and weed were different in different stage. The effective control area

and control rate were increasing from stage to stage.

Key words: rice; disease, pest and weed; kinds;effective control rate

59



