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Abstract: In order to screen out the herbicides with good herbicidal effect and high cost performance in
the nursery of Lagerstroemia indica L. ,13 treatments were designed to control weeds with 6 kinds of her-
bicides, including fluroxypyr, quelex, pendimethalin, glufosinate , mesosulfuron and glyphosate. At 15,24
and 30 days after application of herbicides,the growth status of seedlings and weeds was observed ,and the
withered leaf index, control efficacy in plant number, fresh weight,and cost performance were calculated.
The results showed that 13 treatments had a high safety to the seedlings of Lagerstroemia indca L. . Among
them, 160 g/ha quelex + 600 g/ha glyphosate, 100 g/ha quelex,80 g/ha quelex + 600 g/ha glyphosate,
800 g/ha glufosinate and 1 200 g/ha glufosinate had significant control effects on plant number and fresh
weight of broadleaves grass,and 800 g/ha glufosinate,1 200 g/ha glufosinate ,480 g/ha pendimethalin +
600 g/ha glyphosate, 10. 8 g/ha mesosulfuron + 600 g/ha glyphosate had significant control effects on

plant number and fresh weight of gramineous grass, which could be used for weed control alternately.
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Among the five treatments, 100 g/ha quelex,80 g/ha quelex + 600 g/ha glyphosate ,800 g/ha glufosinate

had a high cost performance in broadleaves weed control, which were 64.52% ,59.99% ,83.06% respec-

tively. Among the four treatments, 800 g/ha glufosinate,480 g/ha pendimethalin + 600 g/ha glyphosate

had a high cost performance in gramineous grass control, which were 78. 83% ,70. 52% respectively.

These treatments could be further promoted.
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Tab.1 Amount of herbicides used in different treatments

Ak ¥ Bl AT HURST i/ (g/hm? ) pisid Bl AR08 5y i k/ (g/hm®)

Treatment Herbicide Active ingredient dosage Treatment Herbicide Active ingredient dosage

1 ek 100 8 A 1200

2 o+ H 80 +600 9 Jil P 600

3 L=t 200 10 it FE AL + B 480 +600

4 il e + O 160 + 600 11 I — il e 13.5

5 BlEE 100 12 H e R - R 10.8 +600

6 Bl + wOlT 80 +600 13 ey 750

7 R 800 CK i K 0
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Tab.2 Safety grade standard of Lagerstroemia indica L.
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Tab.3 Security of different treatments to seedlings of Lagerstroemia indica L.

25515 d
Ab B 15 days after spraying herbicide

24 days after spraying herbicide

25524 d 25)5 30 d

30 days after spraying herbicide

Treatment

it 15 %0/ % Y FY

Withered leaf index Security level

i 48 %/ %
Withered leaf index

Security level

il ot 45 %/ % YR

Withered leaf index Security level

1 0.00 £0.00e - 0.00 £0.00e - 0.00 +0.00g -
2 3.50 +1.62cd + 3.13£0.93cd + 4.72 £0.55¢ef +
3 0.00 +0.00e - 0.00 £0.00e - 0.00 £0.00g B
4 5.50 +£0.71bc + 5.00 £0.00c¢ + 6.50 +0.71d +
5 0.00 +0.00e - 0.00 +0.00e - 0.00 £0.00g -
6 0.72 +0.76de - 4.89 £0.84c¢ + 6.69 +0.59d +
7 6.75 £0.62ab + 9.43 £0.20ab + 12.42 +0.08b + +
8 9.16 £0.04a + 10.07 £0.40a + + 14.70 £0.72a + +
9 1.26 +0.08de + 1.40 £0.41de + 3.72 +0.63f +
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Tab. 3 ( Continued) Security of different treatments to seedlings of Lagerstroemia indica L.
ZiJ5 15 d 25524 d 255 30 d
Qb B 15 days after spraying herbicide 24 days after spraying herbicide 30 days after spraying herbicide
Treatment gk /% T H A HL % 2% R4 8% T
Withered leaf index Security level Withered leaf index Security level Withered leaf index Security level
10 1.60 £0.33de + 3.93 £0.93¢ + 6.19 +0.03de +
11 0.00 £0.00e - 0.00 £0.00e - 0.00 £0.00g -
12 1.53 +1.36de + 3.28 +0.15¢cd + 4.24 £0.49¢f +
13 1.97 £0.62de + 7.31£1.17b + 9.07 £0.15¢ +
CK 0.00 +0.00e - 0.00 £0.00e - 0.00 +£0.00g -

TE : R/ NG 7 R R R A W) 25 57 % (P <0.05) , F 1A,

Note : Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant difference among different treatments at the 0. 05 level ,the same below.
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Tab.4 Control effect of different treatments on plant number of weeds %
ZjjE 15 d 25 24 d Zj)5 30 d
kb ¥ 15 days after spraying herbicide 24 days after spraying herbicide 30 days after spraying herbicide
Treatment b e AR e N 2 R b A 2 AR S
Broadleaves grass Gramineous grass Broadleaves grass Gramineous grass Broadleaves grass Gramineous grass
1 81.47 £1.17¢ 0.00 +£0.00i 85.99 +1.41e 0.00 +£0.00j 79.58 +1.08g 0.00 +£0.00i
2 61.58 £0.67d 63.54 £1.09e 84.13 +0. 18f 78.50 £0.96¢g 88.05 +1.95de 85.66 +1.06f
3 87.32 £0.49b 0.00 =0.00i 88.55+0.91d 0.00 +0.00j 83.61 = 1.56f 0.00 +=0.00i
4 82.18 £0.43¢ 79.13 £0.39d 90.89 £2.02¢ 85.39 £2.05e 93.25 +2.68¢ 89.51 £0.53d
5 41.88 +1.02e 0.00 +£0.00i 66.64 £1.11g 0.00 £0.00j 95.38 +1.54b 0.00 +0.00i
6 87.20 £0.54b 47.95 £0.51g 92.24 £1.20¢ 68.38 +£0.82h 97.02 £0.03b 77.03 £0.75¢
7 81.85 £ 1.64c¢ 85.13 £1.59¢ 97.89 £1.96b 88.30 £0.23d 100.00 +£0.00a 91.40 £0.56¢
8 97.29 £1.45a 88.72 +0.74b 100.00 +0.00a 91.53 +0.58b 100.00 +0.00a 94.47 +£1.28b
9 43.15 £1.52e 55.37 £2.18f 45.52 +1.14h 60.25 £0.70i1 48.93 £1.01h 64.95 £1.14h
10 85.11 £1.26b 83.86 +1.65¢ 87.53 £0.19de 90.24 £0.57¢ 89.78 £0.23d 90.51 +£0.43cd
11 17.33 £0.51f 32.22 £0.5%h 20.15 £1.32i 68.02 £0.51h 23.56 £0.41i 89.56 +0.86d
12 87.47 £5.42b 91.21 £0.46a 87.12 +0.65de 95.56 £0.70a 87.44 £0.57e 100.00 =0.00a
13 43.95 £0.36e 78.78 £0.51d 65.36 £0.17g 84.18 +1.34f 82.65 +1.10f 87.66 +1.84e
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T +600 g/hm® HEH T R 2R B R B R R B
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750 g/hm® T H [T A - 4% G £ ST B ARGA F T
80% L) F,200 g/hm® {ifi & [ .80 g/hm” i % +
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F230T 50 4 T B, 3% I R e T OF ) it 2 e T e B AR
i, 160 g/hm’ f# & B + 600 g/hm’® & H [ . 800
g/hm’ B4 750 g/hm® FH BT R AR 44 G fi
BB RGAE] T 80% LA F, 1200 g/hm® #5 4% R 480
g/hm” jifi FH#p +600 g/hm” ELH % 10.8 g/hm® H 5t
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Tab.5 Control effect of different treatments on fresh weight of weeds %
ZjjE 15 d Zjja 24 d 24)5 30 d
kb 15 days after spraying herbicide 24 days after spraying herbicide 30 days after spraying herbicide
Treatment I A RAFH R H i I ARARH A ] - RAF IR H
Broadleaves grass Gramineous grass Broadleaves grass Gramineous grass Broadleaves grass Gramineous grass
1 83.76 £0.80c¢ 0.00 £0.00i 85.67 £0.96de 0.00 £0.00j 81.84 £1.26e 0.00 £0.00h
2 63.38 £1.17e 60.67 +0. 14f 88.51 £5.22¢cd 77.77 £1.70f 90.67 +0. 16¢ 82.26 +0.23e
3 87.54 £0.55b 0.00 +0.00i 90.58 £1.50¢ 0.00 £0.00j 93.87 +£0.74b 0.00 £0.00h
4 81.43 £0.81d 77.98 £2.29e 88.48 £0.39¢cd 84.51 £1.08d 91.30 +1.26¢ 86.95 +0.87d
5 53.71 £0.20f 0.00 +£0.00i 77.06 £1.92f 0.00 £0.00j 98.19 +£2.10a 0.00 £0.00h
6 86.71 £0.21b 46.15 £0.51g 93.94 £3.44b 71.03 +£1.05h 99.73 +0.24a 77.01 £0.70f
7 82.87 £0.26cd 86.36 +0.66¢ 98.51 £0.42a 89.77 £0.99¢ 99.34 +0.47a 97.79 £1.96b
8 98.16 £0.69a 91.63 £2.07b 98.69 £0.19a 93.20 £2.32b 98.82 x1.11a 98.80 £0.93ab
9 50.27 £2.70g 60.29 +0.26f 48.51 +£3.12g 63.52 +0.39i 52.20 £2.69¢f 67.36 £2.37g
10 86.57 +£1.04b 83.72 £1.17d 87.29 £1.24de 90.51 +1.34c¢ 91.87 +1.11¢ 95.65 +1.23¢
11 24.53 £1.10h 43.76 £0.77h 30.21 £1.78h 75.16 £1.09g 36.47 £0.68¢g 97.83 +0.63b
12 84.22 £1.43¢ 93.77 £2.47a 87.19 £0.55de 97.78 £1.02a 92.24 +1.24c¢ 100.00 +0.00a
13 52.34 £0.26f 77.28 £0.66e 84.53 £1.10e 82.53 £0.70e 88.25 £0.67d 88.05 £0.56d

i 25 J5 30 d,100 g/hm” f#i [ 750 g/hm’ i
BBl X o I 2 4 i IR B AIGA B T 80% L 1,80
g/hm” B FE + 600 g/hm’ I [ 200 g/hm® {fi &
B 160 g/hm® i & [ + 600 g/hm’® #1 H i | 100
g/hm’ B % 80 g¢/hm’ Bi#8 &% + 600 g/hm’® B H
B 800 g/hm’® B 4% B .1 200 g/hm’® B 4% Jj | 480

g/hm”jii F14h +600 g/hm® B H B (10,8 g/hm® H ik
TR + 600 g/hm? i H: X I I 4 A £ I e Bl
Bk # T 90% L b, Mg 100 g/hm® BE#E A
80 ¢/hm’ i #E# +600 g/hm’ & [ [§ 800 g/hm’ FlI
1200 g/hm® %5 il 1) Bl 20 4 hy 5 M, S AR S B0 58 4
B, 80 g/hm® ffi & [ + 600 g/hm® FH J§ . 160
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Bee o R A B 4 (1% i 5T B RUGGR B T 90% L |
10.8 g/hm’ FJE ik f& + 600 g/hm’ B H Bk A ff S5
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A R AF B BR AR
2.4 AESEHRAEGRLE

ARy S2: T 11 B Atk =l A R R, S BR
A2 i Y PP AN AN 2 1 2 B B KR, (] IR 2
I AT UA . FEA I, AN TR 245 590 /) 2% 5 B B
BORAH, AN e R B W E 225 (£ 6). 1
WA B BR P, 100 g/hm® ff 2 B 80 g/hm’® {fi g
B +600 g/hm” B H % 100 g/hm” 4i#37 .80 g/hm’
BB 3 +600 g/hm” B H B 800 g/hm” Ei 4 Jj 480
g/hm’ Jifi %k +600 g/hm’® % H 750 g/hm’® &
Jilk 1) 75 B P A LB, LR 100 g/hm® B B 750

g/hm® W5 H B A9 B Bk PR A H A O g8, 4 B oK
100.88% 155.37% , ] k2 AF by 42 i [l b o] 1 4%
Bl R BB RE 2 . R AL H B Bk b, 80 g/hm” fifi
B + 600 g¢/hm® B H 800 g/hm® i 4% J§ . 600
g/hm’ jifii [H % (480 g/hm” jifi [ #b + 600 g/hm® #i
i 750 g/hm® FH I 4 B bR E A LA RS, b R
Rl 19 77 e M A0 L i 3k 159. 74 % |, AT # 75 4E hy 45 4 1l
Ho R A BE 2% Bl B A Bk 24 ). 80 g/hm” fifi
B + 600 g/hm” B H B 800 g/hm’ % % Jf . 480
g/hmzﬁﬁﬁﬂ?l\ + 600 g/hm2 =B 750 g/hm2 e
JIAE X R T 24 R R AR R 2 R () B R P A AR R
TR R bR, o ,80 g/hm® BiE A& +
600 g/hm” & H B 800 g/hm” 1 1 200 g/hm” i %%
Jie Xof ] I 2% B B R B2 T 100% , 800 g/hm® i 45
i (1 200 g/hm® B 45 (13,5 g/hm’ FBE 0 e |
10.8 g/hm’® FJE R f& + 600 g/hm’ B H Bk KA fig
SEATH R AR AR 24 5, ] F RS 40 1645 1 00 7 [ LA
TS WL BE SR e il b S
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Tab.6 Cost and output-input ratio of different treatments
o BB % i J5T 1t B AL/ % LM e/ %
Ab B ﬁELA//jE Plant number control effect Fresh weight control effect Cost performance
Sost,
Treatment o Vi - 2 RAB A 5 Wi - 2% R RAF et I - 2% RAF e b e

Broadleaves grass Gramineous grass Broadleaves grass Gramineous grass Broadleaves grass Gramineous grass Comprehensiveness

1 0.80 79.58 £1.08 0.00 +0.00 81.84 +1.26
2 1.08 88.05 +1.95 85.66 +1.06 90.67 £0.16
3 1.60 83.61 £1.56 0.00 £0.00 93.87 £0.74
4 1.72 93.25 £2.68 89.51 £0.53 91.30 £1.26
5 1.50 95.38 £1.54 0.00 +0.00 98.19 £2.10
6 1.64 97.02 £0.03 77.03 £0.75 99.73 £0.24
7 1.20 100.00 £0.00  91.40 +0.56 99.34 £0.47
8 1.80 100.00 £0.00  94.47 +1.28 98.82 +1.11
9 1.10 48.93 £1.01 64.95 +1.14 52.20 £2.69
10 1.32 89.78 £0.23  90.51 +0.43 91.87 £1.11
11 2.10 23.56 +0.41 89.56 £0.86 36.47 +0.68
12 2.12 87.44 £0.57 100.00 £0.00 92.24 £1.24
13 0.55 82.65+1.10 87.66 =£1.84 88.25 +0.67

0.00 +0.00 100.88 +1.43b  0.00 +0.00i
82.26 +0.23 82.74 £0.97¢ 77.74 +0.59b

100.88 =1.43e
160.48 +0.44b

0.00 £0.00 55.46 £0.38g  0.00 +0.00i 55.46 +£0.38h
86.95 +0.87 53.65+1.14g 51.30 +0.40f 104.95 +1.49de

0.00 +0.00 64.52 +1.20e  0.00 +0.00i 64.52 £1.20¢g
77.01 £0.70 59.99 £0.07f 46.96 +0.44¢g 106.95 £0.39d
97.79 £1.96 83.06 £0.20c 78.83 +1.05b 161.89 +1.25b
98.80 £0.93 55.23 £0.31g 53.69 +0.60e 108.92 +0.89d
67.36 £2.37 45.97 £1.68h 60.14 £1.59d 106.11 +£3.26d
95.65 £1.23 68.81 +0.51d 70.52 +0.60c 139.32 = 1.11¢
97.83 £0.63 14.29 £0.26j 44.62 +0.18h 58.91 £0.40h
100.00 =0. 00 42.38 £0.42i 47.17 £0.00g 89.55 £0.42f
88.05 +0.56 155.37 £1.58a 159.74 £1.18a 315.10 £2.77a

TE < 0 0 K B SR, A otk PR 24 AN ) O 3 R AR AR 2 S AR T ST 22 1 R K AR 8 LT3 LB B A

Note ; In this experiment, tap-water is selected. In order to highlight the difference in weeding cost caused by different herbicides, tap-water cost, labor

cost and machinery cost are ignored in the cost calculation.
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