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Table 1  Effects of herbicides and plastic film mulching on the weeds control of sweet potato in field
KEFH Treatment  Z2ELAFEL Number of weeds  Z2ELEETR Fresh weight of weeds (g) #RBFEL Plant control (%) i F AL Fresh weight control (%)

CK 380.33 +26.22a 496.38 + 19.86a - -

Tl 73.25 +9.77be 131.85 + 11.59be 80.74 + 12.21ab 73.47 + 8.18ab

T2 47.62+4.01c 117.41 + 8.81be 87.48 +9.56a 76.38 + 6.79ab

T3 102.03 + 11.23b 210.14 + 19.29b 73.17 + 8.56b 57.69 + 37.05b

T4 52.98 +7.10c 102.53 + 12.36¢ 86.07 = 8.01a 79.39 + 4.51ab

T5 26.29 +5.12¢ 61.22 + 4.00c 93.09 + 10.23a 87.71 + 6.86a

F

A 0.85 1.13 2.17 0.63

B 3.22 8.65 436 8.89"
AxB 15.32" 22.94” 16.59” 26.94”

& FFI PR NG FRFREF B (P<0.05); *: P<0.05; **: P<0.01; T1 (A1 N3 ) 403 : A1BI+AIB2+A1B3 AFEH(E; T2 (A2 HE)
AbFE: A2B1+A2B2+A2B3 AbFEHIME; T3 (B1 FZK ) AbFH: AIB1+A2B1 AMSHIS(E; T4 (B2 HZE ) AbF: AIB2+A2B2 AbFRI(H; TS (B3 E)
AhFE: A1B3+A2B3 AbHEHI(E, T

Note: Different lowercase letters in the same column mean significant difference at 0.05 level; *, P<<0.05; **, P<<0.01; T1 (A1 factor) treatment: the average

of A1B1+A1B2+A1B3 treatment; T2 (A2 factor) treatment: the average of A2B1+A2B2+A2B3 treatment; T3 (B1 factor) treatment: the average of
A1B1+A2B] treatment; T4 (B2 factor) treatment: the average of A1B2+A2B2 treatment; TS5 (B3 factor) treatment: the average of A1B3+A2B3 treatment.
The same below
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Table 2 Effects of herbicides and plastic film mulching on the agronomic of sweet potato

KbFE Treatment  T/R{H T/R value %K Stem length (m)

EHTH)R Dry matter rate of tuber (%) £ 25T Dry matter rate of stem (%)

CK 0.89 + 0.06a 1.72 £ 0.04c
Tl 0.77 + 0.06a 1.76 + 0.04bc
T2 0.87 +0.07a 1.75 + 0.04bc
T3 0.86 + 0.08a 1.75 + 0.04bc
T4 0.82 +0.03a 1.82 +0.02b
T5 0.80 £ 0.02a 1.99 +0.08a
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Table 3 Effects of herbicides and plastic film mulching on the yield formation of sweet potato
hb 3 ST (ke/hm’) B (kg/hm’) A (kg/hm’) R B2 (%)
Treatment Yield of fresh sweet potato Yield of dry sweet potato Biological yield Commercial rate

CK 24 341.0 + 860.0c 6571.8 £256.3d 46 000.7 +292.4c¢ 61.25+4.61c
T1 29 283.1 = 1 759.0ab 8 130.6 £ 432.7abc 54 481.4 +752.0ab 67.74 + 2.28ab
T2 27 892.1 = 1 559.3be 7759.3 £467.4be 52041.5+1129.7b 66.73 £ 0.52b
T3 27 089.8 + 526.6hc 7473.2 + 186.4cd 50 165.1 + 1 731.3be 65.72 +2.11b
T4 32795.9 + 626.8a 9151.2 + 754.6a 59 133.7 +723.6a 71.25+ 1.03a
T5 30 173.5 + 1 491.2ab 8 662.9 + 215.9ab 58 408.0 + 2 339.8a 68.50 + 1.81ab
F
A 1.42 1.22 2.17 3.10
B 2.71 4.34 7.53° 6.91°

AxB 13.86" 17.63" 13.67" 12.22"
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Table 4 Correlation analysis of main characters of sweet potato

947 nd BEMSR mEEE DRI 8K BY T BT
AR Index Fresh yield Commercial rate  T/R value  Stem length  Dry matter rate of tuber ~ Dry matter rate of stem
fif 2 5 Fresh yield 1
HIZE R Commercial rate 0.62" 1
T/R {H T/R value -0.60" -0.54" 1
LK Stem length 0.26 0.44 -0.22 1
BT YR Dry matter rate of tuber 0.25 0.50" -0.26 0.58" 1
EZE )% Dry matter rate of stem -0.04 -0.28 0.14 -0.64" -0.58" 1
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Effects of Different Supporting Cultivation
Measures on the Yield and Weeds
Control of Sweet Potato cv. Shangshu 9

Liu Yajun, Chu Fengli, Wang Wenjing, Hu Qiguo, Yang Aimei
(Shangqiu Academy of Agriculture and Forestry Sciences, Shangqiu 476000, Henan, China)

Abstract  Field experiments were conducted to study the effects of different herbicides and plastic film mulching
on the weeds control and yield of sweet potato. The results showed that the herbicides and plastic film mulching
had positive effects on the weeds control, agronomic and economic characters of sweet potato. In the different
treatments of the herbicides and plastic film mulching, the 50% acetochlor EC x black membrane treatment had the
best effectiveness on the weeds control of sweet potato plant; and fresh weight of the 33% pendimethalin EC x black
membrane or transparent membrane treatment had the worst effectiveness on the weeds control; and fresh weight of
the 33% pendimethalin EC was not effective on the weeds control. The dry matter rate of sweet potato of the 50%
acetochlor EC x transparent membrane treatment was the highest, the dry matter rate of the stem and the T/R value were
the lowest. The yield of fresh and dry sweet potato and the rate of commercial potato of the 96% methoprolopamide
EC xblack membrane treatment were the highest. In addition, the herbicide and film mulching had an extremely
significant interaction on the weeds control, economy and agronomic characters of sweet potato. Considering the weed
control and commodity value factors, the treatment of 96% methoprolopamide EC x black film is more suitable measure
for production. The research results can provide the scientific basis for the weeds control of Shangshu 9.

Key words Sweet potato; Herbicide; Film mulching; Yield; Weed control



