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Effect of Seed Dressing on Emergence
Rate and Yield of Potatoes

WANG Bing-feng, QIAN Hua
(Pesticides Applied Research Center of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Har-
bin, Heilongjiang 150086)

Abstract ; In order to prevent potatoes from seedling diseases and systemic diseases,and to improve potato seed-
ling emergence and promote healthy growth of seedlings, taking virus-free seed potato variety Youjin 885 as
test material, the effect of seed dressing on emergence rate and yield of potatoes were studied. The results
showed that agricultural streptomycin 100 gehm?® + gold-radomil 720 g+hm® -+ talc 21. 7 kgehm?had the best
effect, the emergence rate was 92.49% and the yield increased 23. 7% than CK.
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Table 1

Synergism effect of adjuvants on Fomesafen

AR #%/ % Control effect in pot
JOBL]

[ [a] B5 %% / % Control effect in field

Treatments Je % GH # SR
Solanum nigrum L. Xanthium sibiricum Chenopodium album Amaranthus retro flexus L.
1 53.3 e 58.4 ¢ 64.5 g 64.9 f
2 70.8 ¢ 76.5 d 79.5 ef 80.4 e
3 80.1b 83.6 b 85.2 d 85.7 d
4 73.3 ¢ 79.5 ¢ 82.9 e 83.1d
5 64.3 d 75.8 d 76.1 f 80.8 ¢
6 80.6 b 97.7 a 90.4 ¢ 92.5 ¢
7 85.5 a 100.0 a 95.2 ab 98. 8 ab
8 82.7b 100.0 a 93.2 b 94. 7 be
9 86.4 a 100.0 a 95.9 a 100.0 a

W ARE/NG FHREFIRAE 0,05 KFE2E 57 B3, P<0.05, FH.

Note: Different lowercases mean significant difference at 0. 05 level(P<C0. 05). The same below.
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Table 2 Synergismeffect of adjuvants on Quizalofop-p-ethyl

AR/ % Control effect in pot

H | B %%/ % Control effect in field

LLEL PLEE i e i L5 S
Treatments Echinochloa crusgalli Setaira viridis Echinochloa crusgalli Eriochloa villosa
(L. ) Beauv. (L. ) Beauv. (L. ) Beauv. (Thunb. )Kunth
10 60.6 ¢ 48.5 g 61.8f 60.9 d
11 85.2d 66.7 f 81.8 e 77.4 ¢
12 92.2 ¢ 76.9 e 87.5d 85.0b
13 95.5 b 80.1d 90.3 ¢ 86.1b
14 86.5 d 76.3 e 82.8 e 76.8 ¢
15 96. 3 ab 88.6 ¢ 90.2 ¢ 87.5 b
16 98.4 a 92.7 b 96.2 b 93.2 a
17 100.0 a 98.5 a 97.8 ab 94.7 a
18 99.3 a 98.2 a 98.9 a 95.2 a
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Synergistic Activities of Adjuvants on

Formsafen and Quizalofop-p-ethyl

FU Jiu-cai' , HAN Yu-jun’

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

154007;2. College of Agriculture, Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin, Heilongjiang,

150030)

Abstract ; In order to explore weeding effect of herbicide mixed with adjuvant,the synergism of ammonia sulfate

(AMS) ,Scoil and Haoshi on Fomesafen and Quizalofop-p-ethyl were studied through the field and pot experi-

ments. The results indicated that all kinds of adjuvants improved herbicidal activities of Fomesafen and Quizalo-

fop-p-ethyl significantly. Scoil had the best synergism for fomesafen, and Haoshi had the best synergism for

Quizalofop-p-ethyl. AMS had better synergism for Fomesafen and Quizalofop-p-ethyl, but lower than Scoil and

Haoshi.

Key words: adjuvant; Formsafen; Quizalofop-p-ethyl; synergism effect
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