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Table 1 Control effects of 62% Butachol « Oxadiazon microemulsion on weeds in rice fields (60 d) %

b M E. crusgalli SRV C. difformis 85 5 M. vaginalis ZE4 B % Integrated control effect
Treatment 1 Il 1 I 1 I 1 il

T1 83.57 beB 86.05 c¢B 91. 46 ¢C 92.32 bC 89.07 ¢cBC  90.69 ¢BC 88.09 cC 88.06 cC
T2 87.27 beB  89.70 beB 94.10 beBC  95. 38 bBC 93.14 ¢B 94. 35 ¢B 92.28 ¢BC 92.19 beBC
T3 91.99 abAB 93.85 bAB 98.36 abAB  99.03 aAB 97.21 bA 98.11 bA 96. 17 bB 95.80 bAB
T4 95. 28 aA 96. 84 aA 100. 00 aA 100. 00 aA 100. 00 aA 100. 00 aA 98.91 aA 98.31 aA
T5 89.75 bcAB  91.58 beB 92.96 ¢BC 93.96 bC 81.87 dC 83.46 dC 89.15 cC 90. 73 ¢BC
T6 82.77 ¢B 84.73 ¢B 93.60 ¢BC 94.18 bC 92.06 cB 93.24 ¢B 90.01 cC 88.44 cC
T7 63.48 dC 65. 37 dC 62.86 dD 64.58 ¢D 64.74 eD 67.75 eD 64.59 dD 66.37 dD

D 1 % EBi%% Quantity control effects; Il : #f i 5 B 5L Fresh weight control effects; [E% 50l )5 & A6 /NG 8% K G 78 F R
TE 0.05 8 0. 01 /K FZHF A CFEF), The numbers followed by the same lower case and upper case letters in each column

are not significant at 0. 05 or 0. 01 level (the same as following tables).
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Table 2 Light penetration rate of weed control 24,59, 13.31.5.06 kg/hmz , %%q;] E"J [ﬁ q&iﬁﬂu 3\7
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’ 20.66.,19.64.7.47 kg/hm?®(F 3); 3 FpZRHXH A M
Qb B L 65 cm HEHE 35 em i 15 cm 2 e y 2
B g \ ~ “ ).
Treatment 65 cm to ground 35 cm to ground 15 cm to ground %q] E]/J &q& He jj A2 £l j( ﬂ:@é (0. 04 3.6 kg/hm )i
T1 37.80 aA 13.03 aA 3.43 aA 3 A2 BL XK 43 M AE RE O 2 348. 9 ~ 7 651. 0
T2 9.78 aA 13.79 aA .70 aA > e =1 7t v
, 2976 ST Sroe kg/hm? it i 62 96 T Ll + I 50 R P R U L A
T3 39.09 aA 13.66 aA 3.79 aA . . . o .
T4 12.15 aA 14.33 aA 3.96 aA WA T 2% X8 A g WA o HE IS T AR A Oy 8
R P19t S 1LaA FUOABRICIR 006 ~ 1406, A HHL 38 Jok By B 2 5 /s i
T6 30. 85 aA 11. 96 aA 2.93 aA N - . . .
T7 19.07 bB 9.69 bB 1.78 bB A R0 e A1 e S A 9 (R UE 7K R T K TES i TR A
T8 10.02 ¢C 3.43 cC 0.81 cC Mﬁﬁﬁjﬂ:ﬂ(*ﬁiF 5
*3 ZEFREBHZENRFSIMKIEE
Table 3 Nutrition and water content of weed control in the rice fields kg/hm’
e M E. crusgalli SRV EL C. difformis M85 ¥ M. vaginalis
Treatment A& 13 28 BEKE 2R AT e BEKE ot ot 2 BEKE
Total N Total P Total K Total water — Total N Total P Total K Total water = Total N Total P Total K Total water
T1 3.43aA 0.31aA  2.88aA 1067.50aA  1.08abA 0.29 aA 1.59 abAB190.40 abAB  0.47aA 0.00aA 0.69 aA 277.47 aA
T2 2.36aA  0.21aA  1.98aA  735.00 aA 0.52aAB 0.14aA 0.77 aAB 92.20 aAB 0.28aA 0.00aA 0.41 aA 166.01 aA
T3 1.34aA 0.12aA 1.13aA 418.25aA 0.16 aA  0.04aA 0.23aA  28.06 aA 0.09aA  0.00aA 0.14aA 5454 aA
T4 0.60aA 0.05aA 0.50aA  185.50 aA 0.00aA  0.00aA 0.00aA 0.00 aA 0.00aA  0.00aA 0.00aA 0.00 aA
T5 2.14aA 0.19aA 1.80aA  665.00 aA 0.69aA 0.19aA 1.02 abAB 122. 30 aAB 0.82aA 0.00aA 1.22aA  490.90 aA
T6 3.58aA 0.32aA  3.0laA 1114.70 aA 0.74 aA  0.20 aA 1.09 abAB 130. 30 aAB 0.35aA 0.00aA 0.51aA  206.32 aA
T7 8.18bB  0.73bB  6.87 bB 2 546. 20 bB 4,59¢C 1.24bB  6.77cC  809.70 cC 1.64bB  0.00aA 2.42bB 974,69 bB
T8 24.59 cC 2.20cC  20.66 cC 7 651,00 cC 13.31dD 3.60cC 19.64 dD 2 348.90 dD 5.06cC 0.0laA 7.47cC 3011.80 cC
A \A
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Table 4 Yield of weed control in the rice fields

o W Rt/ (i
At/ - o

Ak 2 ) (kg/hm?)  FHAFIL/%  (GE/hm?)

(kg/hm?) . .
Treatment Yield Yield Percentage  Increase in
¢ increase output value

T1 5183.48 aA 1296. 90 33. 46 3242.25

T2 5296.80 aA  1410.23 36.57 3525.58

T3 5390.70 aA 1504.13 38.90 3 760. 33

T4 5431.88 aA  1545.30 40. 04 3863.25

T5 5224.16 aA  1337.59 34.69 3343.98

T6 5160.26 aA 1273.69 32. 94 3184.23

T7 4524.26 bB 637.69 16. 50 1594. 23

T8 3 886. 58 cC / / /
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Control effect of 62% Butachol *+ Oxadiazon microemulsion

on three weeds in transplanted rice field

TU Ai-ping' HU Hong-tao®

ZHU Wen-da® LI Lin®

1. Department of Horticulture , Hubei Vocational College of Bio-Technology »
Wuhan 430070,China;
2. Department of Biological Engineering , Hubei Vocational College of Bio-Technology »
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Wuhan 430064 ,China

Abstract  In this study, the field experiment was conducted to investigate the control effect of 62%

Butachol « Oxadiazon microemulsion on three weeds in the transplanted rice field, including Echinochloa

crusgalli L. Beauv, Cyperus difformis L. and Monochoria vaginalis (Burm. f.). Additionally, the in-

fluence of weed control on the absorption of nutrition and the yield of weeds was examined as well. The

results revealed that 62% Butachol « Oxadiazon microemulsion can effectively control the three dominant
weeds, with the control effects of weed density and fresh weight being 88. 09%-98. 91% and 88. 06 %-

98.31%, respectively. After weed control, the light penetration rate in the rice field was significantly

increased 3-4 folds, the weeds” absorption of water and nutrition was significantly decreased more than
85% , and the yield of rice was increased 33. 46 %-40. 04 %.

Key words rice; weed; Butachol « Oxadiazon; control effect
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