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Table 1 Control effects of 75% halosulfuron-methyl WG in tomato fields (60 d) %
fib 1 W1 C. rorundus PP O SE A, retroflexus LEAF M. corchorifolia RS A. australis 224 Overall
Treatment 12 I I I I I I I I I
T1 84. 86 86. 06 82.72 84.73 76.29 79.91 71. 85 76. 20 82.52 83.53
bA bA abAB abAB abA abAB bA bA bB cB
T2 90. 05 91. 43 87. 26 90. 36 83.19 86. 25 77. 44 82.39 87. 60 88.75
abA abA abAB abAB abA aAB abA abA bAB bcAB
T3 93. 28 93.79 91. 48 93.55 86. 39 89. 95 85.18 89. 43 91.57 92.59
abA abA aAB aAB aA aAB abA abA abAB abAB
T4 97.76 98. 29 95. 44 97.05 90. 16 93. 25 90. 18 93.00 95.78 96.09
aA aA aA aA aA aA aA aA aA aA
Ts 19.62 20. 46 16.76 14. 60 22.29 20.73 12.08 15.58 21.01 21.59
7 dc dc C C B C B B dD eD
T6 57.84 60. 29 70. 46 74. 24 64.79 67.52 69. 11 72.30 60. 96 65. 88
cB cB bB bB bA bB bA bA cC dC
T7 — — — - — — — —

D [EF)EAE S5 & AR R /N 8K 'S F 8RR 7E 0,05 8 0. 01 K P22 R A BEHCFERRED .,
Figures followed by common letter within the same column are not significant at 0. 05 or 0. 01 level(the same as following tables) ;

2) 1 . %P2 Quantity control effects; Il . #EE B4 Fresh weight control effects.
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Table 2 Influence on the light penetration rate
by weed control in tomato fields %
b 3 %6 Light penetration rate
Treatment B The top F13#8 The middle 3&#F The bottom
T1 95.13 aA 65.35 aA 55.11 aA
T2 96. 25 aA 70. 38 aA 60. 34 aA
T3 94.59 aA 74.13 aA 60.57 aA
T4 92.28 aA 72.13 aA 62.22 aA
TS5 92.41 aA 31.21 bB 19.11 bB
T6 93.63 aA 31.75 bB 20.96 bB
T7 91.63 aA 32.57 bB 16. 30 bB
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Table 3 Influence of weed control on tomato yields
Ao RaEE/(kg/hm?) 77/ (kg/hm?) B R/%
Treatment Yields Increased yield Increased rate
T1 51 312. 86 abAB 8 650. 16 20.76
T2 52 639. 31 aAB 9 976.61 23.77
T3 53 245.99 aAB 10 583. 29 25.12
T4 53 682. 38 aA 11 019. 68 26.51
TS5 45 020. 63 cdC 2 357.93 5.62
T6 47 728.69 beC 5 065.99 12.15
T7 42 662.70 dC — —
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Influence of weed control by halosulfuron-methyl
on light and yields in tomato fields
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Abstract The purpose of this paper was to evaluate the importance of weed control by 75% halo-
sulfuron-methyl WG in the farming management of tomatoes was fields. The effect of 75% halosulfu-
ron-methyl WG on the main weed control and the subsequent light penetration rate(LPR) at different
heights of fields,as well as the yields of tomato were studied by means of field experiments and instru-
ment mensuration. The results showed that: 75% halosulfuron-methyl WG had significant control
effects on the main broad leaf weeds and Cyperus weeds. The overall control effects of Cyperus rotun-
dus sAmaranthus retroflexus s Melochia corchorifolia s and Acalypha australis were from 82. 52% to
95. 78 % ,and the overall quantity control effects were from 83.53% to 96.09%. The LPR in the middle
and bottom of the tomato fields was significantly improved after the weed control. With weed control,
the situation of light penetration rate was markedly improved, which resulted in a prominent enhance-
ment of rice yield.
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