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A Study on the Biological Activity of 21 Foliar-applied
Herbicides against Solanum rostratum
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Abstract: To screen safe and effective herbicides to prevent and control buffalobur pot experiments were
conducted to evaluate the control effect of 21 postemergent broadleaf herbicides against buffalobur and green—
house bioassay was further conducted for herbicides with better control effects. The results showed that fresh
weight inhibition of 7 herbicides was more than 90. 0% at the recommended dose. The toxicity of bromoxynil
octanoate was the highest with EDy, of 67.31 while that of fomesafen was the lowest with EDy, of 795.47 g/hm’.
The order of toxicity was bromoxynil > fluroxypyr > paraquat > triclopyr > picloram > glyphosate > fomesafen.
Based on consideration of herbicidal activity and recommended dose of the 7 herbicides bromoxynil fluroxy—
pyr paraquat triclopyr picloram and glyphosate could be used to control buffalobur at lower dose than rec—

ommended but fomesafen should be used at a higher dose.
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Tab.1 The recommended rate main symptoms and fresh weight inhibition of 21 herbicides for control of buffalobur

/ /%
Hotbicid (g*hm™) S Inhibition rate
erbicides mptoms
Dose of active ingredient v of fresh weight
41% AS 41% glyphosate AS 1230 100
20% AS 20% paraquat AS 600 1 100
25% EC 25% bromoxynil EC 562.5 100
25% AS 25% fomesafen AS 562.5 97.9
24% AS 24% picloram AS 2 160 93.4
48% EC Triclopyr 48% EC 3 000 90.8
20% EC 20% fluroxypyr EC 210 90.0
24% EC 24% lactofen EC 108 74.4
4% AS 4% imazamox AS 50 73.7
48% LD 48% bentazone LD 1 440 68.4
75% WG 75% tribenuron — methyl WG 22.5 66.8
5% WJ 75% thifensulfuron — methyl WJ 33.8 56.4
24% EC 24% oxyfluorfen EC 300 54.3
21.4% AS 21.4% acifluorfen AS 480 51.9
72%?2 4 - EC72% 2 4 —D - butylate EC 756 50.3
10% SC 10% mesotrione SC 150 45.9
25% WG 25% flazasulfuron WG 75 42.1
24% AS 24% imazapic AS 108 30.3
5% AS 5% imazethapyr AS 100.5 28.4
80% WG 80% flumetsulam WG 60 18.8
4% OF 4% nicosulfuron OF 60 13.8
2
o 4 N 14 d
N N 21 d
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Tab.2 The doses of 7 herbicides for greenhouse bioassay

Herbicides /( g+ hm™2) Dose of active ingredient
41% AS 41% glyphosate AS 50.100.,200.400.8001 600
20% AS 20% paraquat AS 12.5.25.50.100.200.400
25% EC 25% bromoxynil EC 5.10.20.40.80.160
25% AS 25% fomesafen AS 17.5.35.70.140.280.560
24% AS 24% picloram AS 67.5.135.270.540.1 080.2 160
20% EC 20% fluroxypyr EC 7.5.15.30.60.120.240
48% EC 48% triclopyr EC 67.5.135.270.540.1 080.2 160
1.2.3 {
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Tab.3 The results of 7 herbicides to buffalobur for greenhouse bioassay
r EDQO/ 95%
Herbicides Regression equation Correlation coefficient (g- hm‘z) 95% C. L.
25% EC
Y=-0.226 4 +3.56X 0.974 0 67.31 45.53 ~99.51
25% bromoxynil EC
20% EC
Y=2.764 9 +1.661 4X 0.970 7 130. 83 79.72 ~214.71
20% fluroxypyr EC
20% AS
Y=1.303 2 +2.055 8X 0.949 9 264.04 149.17 ~467.38
20% paraquat AS
48% EC
Y=-3.6533+4.021 7X 0.974 4 295.32 222.23 ~392.45
48% triclopyr EC
24% AS
Y=0.4552 +2.270 4X 0.984 4 368.32 286.46 ~473.56
24% picloram AS
41% AS
Y=-0.204 6 +2.278 2X 0.950 2 703.05 389.18 ~1 270.07
41% glyphosate AS
25% AS
Y=2.2421+1.3927X 0.980 5 795.21 496.42 ~1273.84
25% fomesafen AS
7 o
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