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Effect of dazomet soil disinfestation combined with planting density on
weed control, light intensity and yield in rape field
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(1. Hubei Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Wuhan 430064, China; 2. Institute of Plant Protection,
Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Beijing 100193, China)

Abstract  Pesticide combined with agronomic practices to control weed can effectively reduce the use of chemical
herbicides and realize the integrated management of weed. The objective of our research is to evaluate the effect of soil
disinfestation combined planting density on weed control in rape field, and the impact on nitrogen, phosphorus,
potassium and water consumption after weed control. The results indicated that the efficacy of weed control was
remarkable by soil disinfestation combined with planting density in rape field. The control efficacy on Avena fatua and
Sonchus oleraceus was ranged from 89. 8% to 100. 0%. After weed control, the consumption of nitrogen, phosphorus,
potassium and water of weeds in the field was reduced by more than 85% , and the water, nutrients conditions and light
intensity in the field were effectively improved. The rapeseed yield was ranged 3 155.0 to 4 920.5 kg/hm’ after
treatment with soil disinfestation combined with planting density, which increased by 13.3% — 76. 8% compared to
untreated control. Moreover, the yield income increased by 1 857. 3—10 684. 8 Yuan/hm’. Our research shows that soil
disinfestation combined with planting density has good control effect on weeds in rape field, and moderately increasing
the planting density of rape can not only ensure the prevention of weeds, but also ensure the rape yield.
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Table 3 Cumulative nutrient and water consumption of two major weeds in rape field
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Table 4 Effect of soil disinfestation combined with planting density on rape yield
, . T ; s
REHA TRI/E  OWERR, MR/ ey A/
b - 5 (JG/hm?)
Number of 1 000-grain (kg/hm?) (kg/hm?) Increment
Treatment . . . Increased
branches weight Yield Increased yield rate .
income
IV AR 4 BR/m? (11. 7+ (4. 9=+ (3 155. 04+ 3715 13.3 1857, 3
Soil disinfestation+planting density of 4 plants/m? 0.5)a 0.04)a 261.5)c¢ ofe : ol
39 7+ R 6 Bk /m? (11. 5+ (4. 4+ (3 935. 54 11500 .4 .
Soil disinfestation—+planting density of 6 plants/m? 0. Da 0.05)b 91.0)b oo : 7 :
I B AR EE 8 B/ m? (10. 6+ 4.7+ (4 703. 2+ rrr -~ 9 FO5 5
Soil disinfestation—+planting density of 8 plants/m? 0. 4)ab 0. 13)ab 144. 6)a . : .
b B AR EE 10 Bk /m? (9. 6+ (4. 5+ (4 738.5=+ e - 9 57
Soil disinfestation+planting density of 10 plants/m? 0. 3)bc 0.18)b 134. Ma ’ : ’
I RS 12 ] /m? (10. 24 4.5+ (4 920. 5+
Soil disinfestation+planting density of 12 plants/m? 0.5)b 0.07)b 200. 5)a 2 .0 a8 L0 63 &
(8.7+ (4. 0+ (2 783. 5+
= o . . . -
ARLINTIRSLE  Untreated control 0.3)c 0. De 184, 5)c

D FP PR ISR A R % 5. 0 7T/ kg T
The price of rapeseed in the table is based on the price of 5. 0 RMB/kg.
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