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Study on the Effect of Two Herbicides and Adjuvants
Combination on Controlling Weeds in Maize Field

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

Abstract; In order to study the control effect and the safety of herbicides on maize, a randomized block design
was used to compare the effects of 33% CFPA-«nicosulfuron methyleatrazine and 4 % nicosulfuron methyl com-
bined with two adjuvants on weed control and yield. The results showed that the control effect of 33% chlo-
rofluoropyranoic acid e nicosulfuron methylsatrazine was better than that of 4% nicosulfuron methyl, and the
adjuvant effect provided by Hebei Agricultural University was better than that of 99 % methylated soybean oil
synergist.
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Table 1 Dosage of each test agent
it 245 75 ¥
HEi 2 ) e I 0] et
b3 " T Methodsof
Reagent Test
Treatments pesticide
for testing dosage

applications

C1 BR A (B 250 g+667 m? I T W5 it
C2 250 g+667 m2 B it
C3 400 g+667 m® Pt TE W55 it
C4 400 g+667 m? # Uit
C5 BT 150 mL+667 m? AL I 55 i
C6 400 mL+667 m?2 7 - Uit
Cc7 HE 40 mL+667 m?2 P L
C8 S 24 mL+667 m?

CK, K -

CK, JHE 5 5 mL+667 m?

I R0 H bR (R EE R g dO B
FBAL. Horb, o i i g ) B AR A A R AL
PR CC3) Bl Rk A F 84. 58 % 5 Hiyk Hy o> i W5 it
PR (CT) AT, Bl 25 83. 75 % 5 FER R 5 T 10l
o 700 A R AR B (CA) L Bl 8% 83.06% ., bk
3 2 Kb B B A% B8 R T 24 6 BECCK, ) o EURR X B %
PIAR R B K. Ak, &R (400 g+667 m”)
Jiti FH AR RIS P B O RSCRAT TI) £ (250 667 mi”),
HLAE 550050 S o TR 8 it 1R AT A Ak YR 1Y B 4R AL
F(51. 79 20) LA, 22 53k B4 3 K F- .
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Table 2 Analysis of biological control effect on snout moth's larva

b3 Bji%k Control effect/ % FE X B 3K
Treatments 1 2 3 ¥I{H Mean Relative control effect/ %

Cl 28.57 51.79 75.00 51.79 bC —20. 89 aA
C2 42. 86 70.00 75.00 62.62 abABC —5.16 aA
C3 84.58 90. 00 79.17 84.58 aA 26.50 aA
C4 100. 00 70. 00 79.17 83.06 aAB 23.73 aA
C5 73.75 60. 00 87.50 73.75 abABC 10. 95 aA
C6 28.57 90. 00 79.17 65.91 abABC 0. 36 aA
C7 83.75 80. 00 87.50 83.75 aA 25.57 aA
C8 28.57 50. 00 83.33 53.97 bBC —17.33 aA
CK, 0 0 0 0 cD -

CK, 71.43 66. 96 62.50 66.96 abABC 0 aA

T AR RN FRE 3R 44 4 3R] 25 S ah ) 3 (P<<0. 0D 8 i 3 (P<<0. 05) K ¥, T,

Note: Different capital and lowercase letters indicate the significant difference among treatments at 0. 01 or 0. 05 level. The same below.
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Table 3 Control effect of each treatment on Ostrinia nubilalis

Kb P ik A7 B &% Stem moth rate control effect/ % 1% R Rk
Treatments 1 2 3 Y Mean Living insect control effect/ %

C1 30. 17 77.14 55.28 54. 20 beBCD 44.50 abAB

C2 81.25 100. 00 65. 89 82.38 aABC 87.50 aAB

C3 12.50 39.05 54,17 35.24 ¢D 18.96 bAB

C4 32.50 59. 66 59. 26 50. 47 beCD 64.71 abAB

C5 70. 00 100. 00 91. 06 87.02 aAB 90. 00 aAB

C6 100. 00 75.94 89.22 88.39 aAB 59.72 abAB

C7 38. 64 100. 00 76.09 71.58 abABC 92.03 aAB

C8 56.91 75.29 71.05 67.75 abABCD 61.56 abAB

CK, 0 0 0 0 dE 0 bB

CK, 82.69 100. 00 91. 85 91.51 aA 100. 00 aA
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Table 4 Yield analysis
b 3 /NX 24 Plot yield/ kg Wi
Treatments 1 2 3 Mean
Cl 1.48 1.49 1.45 1. 47 abA
C2 1.98 1.48 1. 40 1.62 aA
C3 1.76 1.34 .71 1.60 aA
C4 1.33 1.47 1.71 1. 50 abA
Cs5 1. 60 1.63 1.35 1.53 abA
C6 1. 65 1.25 1.42 1. 44 abA
C7 1.75 1.52 1.67 1.65 aA
C8 1. 60 1.47 1. 30 1. 46 abA
CK, 1.28 1.21 1.25 1.25 bA
CK, 1.35 1. 49 1.41 1. 42 abA
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Evaluation on the Control Effect of Several Biological
Control Agents on the Borer in the Middle and Later
Period of Sorghum

LI He-peng

(Suihua Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Suihua 152052, China)

Abstract; In order to guide the green pest control, cost saving and income increasing in the middle and later peri-

od of sorghum, the field efficacy test was carried out with 5 insecticides and 3 application methods. The results

showed that the application of 0. 5% veratrine to 40 mL+667 m? heart leaves could effectively control the borer

in the middle and later stages of sorghum,which was better than the biological control agents such as BT and

Beauveria bassiana. The cost of 0. 5% veratrine is 3. 45 yuan+ 667 m?® higher than that of 20% chloro-

benzamide, but it can be used in sorghum green pest control,so it is still an ideal agent for the prevention and

control of borers in the middle and later stages of sorghum green production.

Keywords: sorghum; snout moth's larva; biological control
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