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Application of Tank—mixing Adjuvant for Reducing Herbicide

Application and Increasing Efficiency in Maize Field
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(1. Central Research Institute of China Chemical Science and Technology Co., Lid., Betjing 100083;
2. Beijing Grand Agrochem Co., Lid., Beijing 100083, China)

Abstract: Tank—mixing adjuvant is a kind of additives used in tank—mixing with the pesticide formulation

products before sprayed. The effect of herbicide in maize field could be significantly improved by added tank—mix-

ing adjuvant reasonably. In this paper, the definition, function of tank—mixing additives in China was introduced.

And the basic situation of using chemical herbicides in maize field was introduced. Then, examples were given to an-

alyze the effect of tank—mixing adjuvants on reducing the application and increasing efficiency of pre and post—

emergence herbicides. Finally, the future development and market prospect of tank—mixing additives were pros-

pected.
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A& 25 B3 (pesticide adjuvant) & 48 BRA S8 LA
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Note: T, topramezone; MSO, methylated seed oil adjuvant; org, silicone.
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Fig.1  The absorption of topramezone in leaves after adding different adjuvants
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Table 1  The effect of sulcotrione added MSO on weed control %
Lb Control efficacy of Control efficacy of Control efficacy of Control efficacy of all
Treatment Echinochloa crusgalli Amaranthus retroflexus Chenopodium album

4d 9d 4d 9d 4d 9d 4d 9d
T HEH 500 g/hm” 45 50 20 25 40 50 43 57
T 500 o/hm+ AP0 B 71 0.3% 65 75 28 35 51 73 52 67
fith F 500 ¢/hm*HE Y BIF 0.5% 85 100 40 75 65 90 62 81
T HHR 900 g/hm? 67 85 30 40 55 70 54 68
TR 900 o/hm*+AEH1IM B3 0.3% 90 100 45 67 73 88 67 79
T L 900 o/hm™ AP B 71 0.5% 96 100 50 95 83 100 72 86
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3.1.3 XA LR 64 38 2V R AT A

fiFE i F ] (Mesotrione) , X 44 FH JEfisf B0, FLA= 4y
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Table 2 The effect of mesotrione added adjuvants on weed control

B o ML RE
i g Amaranthus retroflexus Digitaria sanguinalis Echinochloa crusgalli
Treatmi;nl EDs, B SRR E(%) EDs, I RIEEU (%) EDs, B SRR R (%)
(ga.i/hm’)  Virulence (ga.i/hm’)  Virulence (ga.i/hm’)  Virulence
enhancement index enhancement index enhancement index
TF AT AR (24 7.81 - 36.37 - 47.99 -
A I+ Y ~Tmax 0.25% 11.04 -41.4 10.24 71.8 16.98 64.6
B 5 Hi+G Y -Tmax 0.5% 14.38 -84.1 12.76 64.9 14.44 69.9
A il +G Y -200G 0.25% 9.67 -23.8 19.76 45.7 14.58 69.6
fiF A i+ G Y-200G 0.5% 2.75 64.8 6.74 81.5 24.38 49.2
[ RICE) 2.54 67.5 9.7 733 15.42 67.9
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KR W fig B2 (Nicosulfuron) F H A7 I =l Ak =25
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T, 18 BB ) A A R Rk BT A, —
HEIHOLT 20 ~ 25 dFET, ZEARTR A5 14 T X st 2 4
AR ZR RO 22 5 % 4 I DA AR (I 2 B 20T
X AR BRI B o 1224 B ZFRTRR B, (2
YRR AR

XN RAEPIREGE T AR A i S T 55 B ) i 42
(GY—=Tmax) A MBI GY-T12 R A HLEESE B
GY—=S903 AN [RIZR N XF 40 g/ L AW fisk [ 7T -t

=2

TER 25 Rk B s e S5 SRR, 3 R BRI
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B FITE I R ) B KA R I S W AT 2 25 5
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X BEORH ™, S5 R R o 0T HROBH I 186 m 5 TS G Y -
SO03 i , A i ik V58 245 Y8 17%) T e o (1) 2 25 44 e, L
W P 2R AR A I R b e KRR i S R

SR FH 2 PN 7 10 I 5 AL ek B M AR i 2.7
(GY ="Trmax) Xef A8 138 fisf o2 194 R84 FH (6 3), fi 7 B /00
AL IR, GY-Tmax H 1 0.25% F1 0.5% s X i %
ik S22 7 83 5 ok ff o i I S 4 5

£3 MABEEINN GY-Tmax Bk D EMNE B
Table 3 The effect of Nicosulfuron added GY—Tmax on fresh weight control of Digitaria sanguinalis(Linn.) Scop.

b 5 (o/ 10 1K) fitf i 15 50(%)
Treatment Fresh weight Fresh weight control
JEWER% [ 30 g a.i./hm® + GY-Tmax 0.125% 1.57 47.67
HHWEREE 30 g a.i./hm® + GY-Tmax 0.25% 0.33 89.17
HEWER% I 30 g a.i/hm’ + GY-Tmax 0.5% 0.30 90.08
HHWEREE 30 g a.i./hm? 0.97 67.75
HHWER% L 60 g a.i./hm’ 0.33 89.17
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75 2 (Atrazine) 2 7F 1K H BR & N FH ek )
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M5 AP 25 I RN IR RIARTR BRI X 35%35 2%
B TE R A R R R R A3 e AR & R Bl A
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TR R O B IR AR, SEPRI S 2
HELAE RO 3 o 45 [ AR A5 U S A 1
S ARER 3E A A 58 T AR TR B 2 il R X
JUR 5 55 25 T 500 A M R E L 25 SR 3k
S5HR A BRI RliR "G, 40% 5 TN 5 - 55 .30%
K - il - 75 L 249% K W - 35 3 ol B 1 50 it P o e 2D
20% , 5 “ Ll AR TR XA 8 B T U B A B AL
R 340% SN - 3% 160 mL/hm>+22 il 5K 3 mL/hm® %}
R A e 0] i DR €S S/ O
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Table 4  The effect of atrazine added different adjuvants on weed control %
It B PRBIAL it T Bl
Treatment Preventing effect Fresh weight control
352900 mL/hm? 49.29 49.68
35 2381900 mL/hm*+IE B TR AT G M5 1% 61.97 61.24
553900 mL/hm*+A HLEELF 0.03% 66.64 70.05
F5FHE900 mL/hm*+{HZEBIH 1% 5421 58.18
5221900 mL/hm*+ 5 A 117 0.02% 71.68 75.02
51900 mIL/hm> B2 B3 0.05% 51.47 51.68
7521900 mL/hm*+AE B 1% 58.37 59.36
F5EE7 1 200 ml/hm? 55.98 55.98
7554 1 800 mI/hm? 71.71 74.06
x5 EYRIBFIEHERRE T RERMNIEKIEA
Table 5 The effect of atrazine added bio—adjuvant on weed control %
BRIESEBTRL b7 AL
L Preventing effect of Acalypha australis Linn.  Preventing effect of Cyperus rotundus Linn,
Treatment
15 d(kk) 30 d(Fk) 30 d(fsf ) 15 d(kk) 30 d(Fk) 30 d(ff )
40%:5+ PN %+ 35 200 mL/hm? 100 100 100 29.7 75.8 93.3
30%KH - il - 5 23 150 mL/hm’ 83.3 84.5 72.7 27 47.4 79.1
249 - 35 2514 100 mL/hm’ 100 100 100 16.2 38.9 83.7
40% SN+ F5 160 mL/hm*+ 2l 2k 3 mL/hm? 100 100 100 59.5 869.3 96.5
309040 - T - 35 257 120 mL/hm*+Z2fi 2R 3 mL/hm? 100 92.9 100 23 44.2 86
249 MW - 55 I3 80 mL/hm*+ZFfl 4R 3 mL/hm? 100 100 100 21.6 389 83.4
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