2 i R kA F 2014(7) . 65~67
Heilongjiang Agricultural Sciences

R

LB BREL/IN B R 2 R AR

RELA
(BRI AR LA FEE AR, BRI AR 154007)

E ARV ILAELD IO ANKRELRRAZAR. RATEALAARRZ AR ER L0 Rt
FMTFaoha B AR, HR AN AL 30 A 45 gohm? A F FTEM A SZ A 30 gehm? + % F 48
1500 mLehm® A, 24 2mmsed MILEFREEZEZEM L EARFOH A£G B2 2 Hh &%
HYm . 12T7dELEREIAR . SEEAY R, TEXALATLIEaRE,

XKBHR: 2 Ao 2w HetE
hESES.S451.2279 XEkRIZAD : A

NG AT EAR = R E PR T 0 B Al
P R R — H AR E . a/NE TR
RS RKREF I EFERG, hFa/hg Rk
TR A 3 AT 2T /0N 150 B R e A AR X
o 5 ) 1 2 A Pk B R BRI A% . DAFE LD/
5 H A R N R 2 Y e R T R L < RR
LY Qe R | I (BN S S e B e 2
AR BE TR IC T FLN RE 3G R o B T BR Ak
TG, 0 XS B R ) L SR | 3E SR X LR
M R BOAE LB BR . 84 %0 LA K 4y BiOk: ) &
5% [ B FC 5 A A R AE = I A R R 5 i s 250t
B w50 0 R 2 4y, 3 B 43 A SR A R X
I oy B A 2R 24 AR ) I 4 B AT AR AT R B AL
0 R T 3 5 R ) L2 A B 2 B A AR G B 40 o)
PEFY . % 30T 2013 4% 84 % B AR HEAT T/
DR S, DA 7 i 7 20 /N 5 R ) BR R 8K
BT g A ML R R U LT /N O 4% B B % 45 L
2%,
1 MetS gk
L1 K58 hatR

T T8 1 T A BB e VAR Al B 2 B A R i 43 e
TR A, A4 IR — B, A R 2R R B )
AL R E, AR SRR 2. 96%, pH R
6. 75, A0 HL Bk BH B 28 BOE M .
1.2 ##

Bk 2r /N TS B O R 4, R R R R
84 %0 AN /K 43 ORI (5 [ B [G 25 R A WD .25 %%

W B H8:2014-04-04

EEB N RF L (19720, &, BIRILA AR dT AL, W+,
BIBESE 5, N R S P00 & Al AR 85 0F 98 . E-mail: wuxi-
uhong5555@126. com,

XEHS:1002-2767(2014)07-0065-03

S e Tk 7L Y RO B 3 28 7)) L 5 06 R T AR K
21,4 % = FUR AR K . R 2% B LB
B LS BT MRS O
1.3 A%
1.3.1 RE&it Wik 7 0B 40 1 A
B3 435k 84 %0 A% 30,45 F1 75 gehm” Ab# 4
F 84 % 7% 30 gehm? +BREMH1 500 mLehm?.
REFR 5 Sk 84% T 7% 30 g+ hm? + = # J&2 Bk
1000 mLehm?, kb B 6 K 84% & &
22.5 gohm” + FUEE i Bk 1 500 mLehm?® | 4b #§
7T AR (CK) . /ANX T 20 m*, 3 IRE K , it
25k 35 oMy BE O T B B g, W
250 kgehm™, ZysImEhEnst a2k 6 A 7 H . kb H#f
B9 B 5L 3~ 6 4, BT A /N KR FH 8 5 B R R AR
Jew, 2013 4F 5 F 24 H$&Fh . A) 45 8 R 0L .
1.3.2 AEMB AF%x HUEMKZE 15 M
30 d HEATBRFEACR M A B/ N IX BEFLEL 3 A5, B 41
0.25 m”, WA 45 /)N X 2% s o 20 Rk i, I ) 4 i
T, VTR B 8 % i T B AL

Mg 15 d. B AR & /N X LL/N G A T2
FREIR L BN X R 10 BREL /NG I Bk v L e
G
2 RS0
2.1 BREHE

M1 AT LUE o G B ) KR TEE Ak 38
HoH MR S KR R0 bR B R A, Y
91. 0% ~100. 0% , X % B 55 (4 Bl 5 A 63. 296 ~
80. 7%, 1 e Ab BH X+ Z2 (4 Kk B 2L R 78, 9% ~
82. 4 %0 KA BR BT 5% A 100, 0%, 4% Ak BE X ik
TS LR L SESE AR B O B 25 BUOTCRL .

i 245 )5 30 d A, 7N H R M TR T A P Gk

65



#‘

ﬁ%%ﬁ 2 % = K L #

7

T 3% Y Bk B R M B B A A R 25 L X AE S B R
T 3% TR RR B T S B kR B S AE 78 %0 LA L i
B3 AE 69. 0% ~100. 0% , XF %Il JL 3% Fl i 3E S 1

Pk By 2 %5 A%, 18 & & B 3L A 77, 6% ~
100. 0% , X35 . & H- AP aL4 ik 100. 0%,

x1 HHIL IBREFR
Table 1 The phytocidal effect after applying for fifteen days
B5%k/ % Control effect
i3 A e i . \ L WE
Treatments ol &h Commelina ol . Je % e Amaranthus B3R
Chenopodium Xanthium Acalypha Cirsium Solanum Abutilon Sonchus
Polygonum communis mangostanus
album sibiricum . australis setosum  nigrum L. theophrasti 3 SrUensis
1 0 - 100. 0 77.8 24.4 34.7 99.0 100. 0 100. 0 35.2
2 0 — 100. 0 80.5 — 66.7 94.0 100. 0 100. 0 51.2
3 0 33.5 100. 0 80. 2 29.5 79.4 91.0 100. 0 100. 0 65.7
4 78.9 100. 0 100. 0 75.4 24.3 88.2 100. 0 100. 0 94.0 56.7
5 82.4 100. 0 100. 0 80.7 27.9 48. 4 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 60. 2
6 81.8 100. 0 100. 0 63.2 37.5 66.7 97.0 100. 0 91.0 73.4
7(CK) 7.0 5.3 1.7 3.3 6.8 4.8 36.2 0.5 15.0 0.3
£2 WHE0JIBREYLRE
Table 2 The phytocidal effect after applying for thirty days
5 # S S ) S ST BE
Item  Chenopodium Xanthium (,()I)H)l(’,[lf.la Acalypha  Cirsium Solanum Abutilon Amaranthus Sonchus
album otygonum stbiricum ('01‘;1:1;:711.\‘ australis setosum nigrum L. theophrasti rangostanies Sruensis
B %%/ % Control effect for plant
1 92.0 100. 0 100. 0 89.2 73.0 66.7 100. 0 83.2 93.5 60. 2
2 83.9 100. 0 100. 0 93.5 67.0 66.9 78.0 83.2 90. 7 66.7
3 83.2 100. 0 100. 0 98. 4 25.6 79.6 100. 0 83.2 93.5 79.2
4 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 95.2 53.0 66.9 98.0 100. 0 100.0 66.7
5 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 93.2 73.0 62.8 95.0 100. 0 98.0 78.2
6 59.5 100. 0 100. 0 89.2 - 55.3 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 88.0
7(CK) 2.0 0.3 3.3 2.3 2.5 2.0 7.0 1.0 9.8 6.2
e F 5 4%/ % Control effect for fresh weight
1 99.0 100. 0 100. 0 85.2 58.0 89. 2 100. 0 92.0 94.5 87.8
2 69.0 100. 0 100. 0 88.5 34.0 92.3 99.0 99.0 63.2 85.2
3 79.0 100. 0 100. 0 93.4 15.0 98.9 100. 0 97.0 89.0 93.5
4 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 95.4 62.0 77.6 99. 0 100. 0 100. 0 78.9
5 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 95.0 68.0 80. 2 99.0 100. 0 86. 6 82.5
6 79.0 100. 0 100. 0 78.2 — 77.6 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 96.0
7(CK) 19.2 2.7 2.2 5.7 1.9 11.7 39.9 4.5 85.9 2.3
2.2 k&Y B R 2, AR KRS T4l 5840 B8 30 g+hm* +

FhazijE 10 d B WL & A P21 /N5 32 F
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Bk gk, E B R R84 % KR 30 gehm” +
WKECAHL 500 mL«hm™* Zh B 4 Fr it w451k , % 0 4h
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Table 3 Safety evaluation for small red bean

b 3 ¥k /em Plant height 7o /kge hm? a5 /%
Treatments 06-28 07-26 Yield Increasing rate
1 16.9 54. 00 1464. 00 1. 09
2 15.6 49.13 1400. 30 —3.31

3 14. 3 48.90 1218. 80 —15.85
4 14. 4 52.25 1426. 50 —1.51
5 15.9 52.00 1373. 30 —5.18
6 15. 6 38.60 1290. 80 —10. 87
7(CK) 17. 6 55.25 1448. 30 —
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Effective and Safety Evaluation of First Rate for
Controlling Broad-leaved Weeds in Small Red Bean Field

WU Xiu-hong

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

154007)

Abstract; To explore control efficiency and safety of First Rate in small red bean field, taking First Rate, First

Rate+ Fomesafen, First Rate-+ Acifluorfen and First Rate+ Imazethapyr as treatments to research their phyto-

cidal effect of broadleaf weeds and safety in small red bean field. The results showed that phytocidal effect of

First Rate 30 and 45 gehm™,First Rate 30 g*hm® 4+ Imazethapyr 1 500 gehm*® on Commelina communis Linn,

Cirsium setosum , Sonchus arvensis and the other broadleaf weeds were better. There was little effect on the

height of the small red bean first and restored growth after 7 days. While it had no effect on the producting of

small red bean,so that these could be safely used.
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