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Table 1 Soil sealing treatments before
seedling after sowing
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Table 2 Investigation on weeds control efficiency in sorghum field by different soil sealing treatments
AR AP Ve 2 BB
Control efficiency of Gramineae weeds/ % Control efficiency of broad-leaved weeds/ %
W 20 d BB 2% 40 d HBi 40 d BT B A 20 d BB 3 40 d B 10 d B B
Treatments Control Control Control Control Control Control efficiency
efficiency of efficiency of efficiency of fresh efficiency of efficiency of of fresh weight
plant on 20 days plant on 40 days weight on 40 days plant on 20 days plant on 40 days on 40 days
1 75,2543, 41 abed AB 81.40£6.79 aA 68.57417. 35 abcAB —25.38424.94 D 1.53£19.08 D —7.00£18.18 deC
2 88.37+6. 55 abA 72.10%7.97 abA 74,2446, 64 abA —10.13£19. 38 «CD 2.75424,56 ¢cD 6.37410. 20 deC
3 91,1244, 28 aA 72,1044, 16 abA 79.7546.76 aA —20.88415.93 D —48.01£19. 46 dE —59.38420.82 {D
| 52.00+13.05 dB 3.88+21.17dCD  28.12£17.05 cdAB —3,75411.21 ¢BCD 41,28£3.79 bC 33.3749.63 cdBC
5 65,2547, 56 bedAB 65.89419. 46 abA 46.63+21, 34 abcAB 50. 75411, 81 abABC 75.5345.25 aAB 71,3748, 40 abAB
6 65.12+10, 00 hedAB 31.78410. 38 ¢BC 43,0049, 50 hedAB 10. 25411, 53 beABCD 38.84+9,02 bC 37,8749, 65 bedBC
7 81.12+4. 88 abcAB 59.69+8.88 abAB  50.38£15. 96 ahcAB 64.50£7.17 aA 74.31+4.13 aAB 67.60+6.50 abcAB
§ 62.25+8.70 cdAB —17.83£17.10 eD —1.254+16.72 dB 57.1247.96 aAB 85.3243.79 aA 85.75+3.88 aA
9 59,5047, 86 cdAB 53.49414,21 bAB 49.57+11,55 bedAB —11.00£41. 28 «CD 86.51+3,98 aA 85.75+4,13 aA
10 76.87=£6.52 abedAB 22.48£13,94 dC 39.38+13.77 bedAB 60.00£7.13 aAB 53.5247.50 bBC 55.00£7. 70 abcAB
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After the same column of data, different capital and lowercase letters indicate significant difference between different treatments at 0. 01 or 0. 05, the same below.
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Table 3 Effects of different soil sealing treatments on yield composition of sorghum

) X W=/ 0%
3 (S TR E e - -
! % i i & A
T Spike 1000-grain Yield/ Bx R BN TR
reatments N aris - ari ;
length/cm weight/g (gem?) Comparison Comparing with
with control artificial weeding
1 15.80=40. 85 abcAB 26.7440. 35 abAB 160. 644-16. 31 cdABC 38.76 —24.46
2 15.20+0. 81 bcAB 26.5540. 24 abAB 213.08+21.02 abcAB 87.07 0. 20
3 13.80+0.68 cB 27.4440.15 aA 186.6147.75 abcABC 62.68 —12.25
4 16.00=£0. 58 abcAB 24.1440. 31 fD 168.35+3. 63 bcABC 45. 86 —20.83
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Herbicide Screening of Sorghum Field with Soil
Closed Treatment in Heihe Area

ZHANG Wu,XIANG Peng, WU Jun-yan, LI Bao-hua.LI Yan-jie, HAO Jan-guo
(Heihe Branch, Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Heihe 164300, China)

Abstract; In order to screen out safe and effective herbicides for soil treatment before seedling in sorghum field,
Suiza 7 sorghum was used as experimental material and randomized block experiment was conducted., we com-
pared the efficacy and safety of two herbicides and their mixture. The results showed that 960 g+L"' Metola-
chlor EC+38% Atrazine SC (5.6 mL+667 m?-+115.2 mL+667 m?) and 38% Atrazine SC 355 mL+667 m™
had a significant control effect on the weeds in sorghum field. The control effect of herbicide and its influence
on succeeding crops were considered comprehensively. Recommend the use of 960 g+L.' Metolachlor EC+ 38 %
Atrazine SC (5.6 mL+667 m*+115.2 mL+667 m?*).
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