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Fig. 1 The broomrape parasiting and the sunflower yield
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Table 1

control efficiency on broomrape

The significant difference of

fib SFRIBERL/ %

Treatments Mean control efficiency

3 AN 95.73 aA
1 579 94. 81 aA
2 TR 94.51 aA
4 PR A UK R 86.45 abAB
7 TR 83.78 bAB
5 PR R 79.87 bB
8 OB RS B 78.9 bB
6 75 % I 0 cC
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Table 2 The significant difference of

retrieved loss ratio of sunflower yield

Ak 3 He ml 7 4 O R 0

Treatments Save the loss of yield

5 FR R 30.52 aA
2 R 25.00 abAB
1 S R 15. 52 abcAB
3 ZH 14. 00 abcAB
8 VRN /& RN 14. 00 abcAB
7 TR 14.00 abcAB
4 PR R R 5.00 beAB
6 25 X R 0 cB
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Selection of Chemicals Against Sunflower

Broomrape in Jilin Province

LENG Ting-rui' , YAO De-jun’ ,LI Xiu-hua’,YANG Jun',GAO Xin-mei' ,BU Rui'
(1. Baicheng Academy of Agriculture Sciences, Baicheng, Jilin 1370003 2. Agro-technical Ex-

tension Station of Tongyu County, Tongyu,]Jilin 137200;3. Agro-technical Extension Station

of Wulanhua Town, Tongyu,Jilin 137209)

Abstract; In order to select the suitable chemicals to control the harm of sunflower broomrape effectively., taking

white sunflower variety as material, through the randomized block design,the sunflower field were treated by

different weed killer or weed killer group in specific treatment method and time in line according to the occur-

rence characteristics of the broomrape in sunflower field. The results showed that every treatment played an

important role in controlling broomrape effectively,and could reduce yield loss of sunflower by broomrape,non-

malfeasance to sunflower. It showed that yield loss rate saved by 48% trifluralin and 33% pendimethalin were

30.52% and 25.00% ,could be employed in the soil before the latest ridging cultivation for rows.
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