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Effects of Different Seed Soaking Agents on Seedling
Emergence and Growth of Maize at Low Temperature

ZHANG Qi-feng
(Heihe Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Heihe 164300, China)

Abstract; In order to promote cold-resistant maize production, this experiment investigated the emergence rate
and the growth process and yield index of different treatments analyzed the effects of three kinds of seed soa-
king agents on seedling emergence and yield of maizeat at low temperature. The results showed that the emer-
gence rate of the treatment of soaking agent 1 was 88. 89%. The emergence rate of seedlings 2 and soaking
agent 3 were 85.19% and 85. 8% , respectively,and the seedling rate of CK was the lowest, which was 76. 54 %. The
results of seedling stage and yield components of 3-6 leal expansion stage were preliminary,and the seed soa-
king agent was preliminarily judged. The antifreeze effect of 3 is better than the other two treatments.
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Table 1 Test design of herbicide and dosage
fib Bl it 24 A BURSY Jiti 25 77 1%
Treatments Herbicides Dosage/(mL+hm?)  Content of active ingredients/(g+hm?) Application method
A 3% R REL 500 15 ENE e
B 3% RIREL 1000 30 EUNE
C A8 Y4 2 3K K 7K 51 3000 1440 EUEe
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Table 2 Investigation of control effect of Sagittaria trifolia L. at 7 days after application of herbicides
* 5 m? IE 3 07 2 B Kokt
4t 50 eiaha 2R o LR AL B
Natural enemies and ) ) Number of Sagittaria
Treatments Pharmacodynamic observation Control effect/ %
harmful organisms trifolia L.in 5 m?
A X PRES SHPIR o) Pt WIS i TE < 0 100. 00
RS L Bt 2 7 SRR RS L JE Tk AR S AR
B X 25 BT T 4R T 04 7 B, DN 25 555 I S AR S i 0 100. 00
AR RS L AR ARG A E AT,
C B R AR B, T 55 25 3% e b Lt TT 28 8 e 4 28 85.49
D 7 MR AR B R, T 5 25 3% e A0 HL it 46 4 23 88.08
TO0 b 725 B A W 4 41 M
CK T ERAER 193
xR3 HHB L IBFEEHEIRAE
Table 3 Investigation of control effect of Sagittaria trifolia L. at 15 days after application of herbicides

KB AT A 5 m? 1F i B 2 I Bkt
b B VAT ) SR o BT A i

Natural enemies and Number of Sagittaria

Treatments harmful organisms Pharmacodynamic observation ri folia L. in 5 m? Control effect/ %
A 7 %t 0 100. 00
B T fitia 0 100. 00
g RS B, T 55 2K 3 e A L i TOU 1 e 4 33 85. 26
D T HHL R A B, T AT 55 25 3% 2 A A it 46 40 27 87.95
TR 72 A8 e i 0
CK TG EwAK 224
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Table 4 Investigation of control effect of Sagittaria trifolia L. at 30 days after application

of herbicides

AT E 25 R WL 5% 5 m? I H B 2E i B
s KB AT A 25RO % m? 1E # W 28 i B B %

Natural enemies and Pharmacodynamic Number of Sagittaria

Treatments harmful organisms observation trifolia L.in 5 m? Control effect /%4
7 Hi5E 0 100. 00
x Hti 3 0 100. 00
X Hi 5E 35 84.85
D X Hi 5E 29 87. 44
CK T EH K 231
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Table 5 Investigation of rice yield in
different treatments

5 m® =it EiR= g

b 7 Yield in 5 m?/kg Equivalent 1y
Treatments yield/  Increase/%

1 2 *H (kg=hm™?)
A 4,402  4.408  4.405 8810 12. 66
B 4,400 4.406  4.403 8806 12.61
C 4.309  4.301  4.305 8610 10. 10
4.356  4.364  4.360 8720 11.51

CK 3.91 7820

24 551) Aub B AR 7 i 24 R i A B TS e, LS
MR+ s B A B REEFFL W 15 A
30 gehm” = AR 5 Ol B L B E 7E 12, 624 LU
AR D 2 e KBS TR L 150 g+ hm” 3 7=
BRI Z L I E 11, 51% . 4b B C 3R 3K R K
1 440 g+hm* B4 7= %R e AL, B 10, 10065 R
FEFLIH 15 F1 30 g« hm® By 7= it BE A — 3, 25 5 19
e I X AR 7 i TS
3 giwHihw
RITBEFLM R IR KGR R 2 B« FLAL Al
YOO A A 2 4 30 k3 R T 2K R By 3 B 2K
WX KR e 4 TR 24, HLXP KR ™ i 35 G 17 T 52
M), 58 2 9 7K 6 BRI i
Xof 7K e F BT 28 0k 1) B 6 A8OR - R R FL I O
fE . B2 a0/ IR LB ROU K BF 28 46 T A B
G2 W« I RD A AT U ) R 2R 3R A K SRR IR 8K
22 WP A B AERS . 456 A IR T B
B8 IEA G,
FH R S BEZL o B v 7K et B EY 28 4k A8 1 1 %2
30 O L N 24 0 0 s AR KR 7 R TE S
2R DO e we 5 3 O o (1 o S
T A Tl 24 5 1 B AR 3 7 ROR R T A AR AR
FH R B ZL I B 16 7K A B 284, 25 5 5 B 2K 0l
WA IR MAEE AN T ZFELR M E
AR KB R 25 B 450 e hm® 20t
W5 %5 A T 2% 5 WA T Tk — iR Y.
(1] LW b, M5 W2k 4 5P 0T] Bkl
2016(14) :32-33.
(2] sk, 2= £, Ak e b 0 300 25 e 0k 5 A R e 0 . 3 AtAb
Al . 2015(5) :7-8.
03] A5 ZE. A ] 5 2 B 55500 X 48 /N 22 R I 2% T B a8 F
FE[170. AR BHE . 2017(19) :99-99,101.

Comparison on Control Efficiency of Three Herbicides
on Sagittaria trifolia L. in Rice Fields

SHAO Shan-shan' , ZHOU Xing-wei’, YU Hong-tao' , WANG Jiang’ , LI He-peng', FU Qiang',

SHAO Yong'

(1. Suihua Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Suihua 152052, China;2. Institute of Ru-

ral Renewal Technology, Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin 150000, China)

Abstract; In order to screen out herbicides for Sagittaria trifolia L. in rice fields, taking water as a compari-

son, the test choose Linsike, Bendasong and 2 methyl Miecaosong to control Sagittaria trifolia 1.. Three

kinds of herbicide were evaluated by examining their control effect.harm and yield. The results showed that the

three herbicides were harmless to rice and increased yield obviously. Linsike emulsions had better control and

yield increase than the other two herbicides. In the safe dose range,the dosage had no effect on rice yield.

Keywords: herbicide; Sagittaria trifolia L. ; control effect
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