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Herbicidal activity of a novel herbicide pyroxasulfone in wheat field
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Abstract Agricultural weeds posed seriously threat to wheat in the world, and applying herbicide was still the
most effective and economical method for weeds control. Pyroxasulfone is a novel, highly effective pre-emergence
herbicide. Evaluation of herbicidal activity in wheat field was important for the further application of this herbi-
cide. Greenhouse experiments indicated that pyroxasulfone was effective on controlling the gramineous weeds
Roegneria kamoji , Lolium multiflorum , Bromus japonicus , Polypogon fugax , Phleum paniculatum , and the broad-
leaf weeds Vicia sativa , Descurainia sophia , Lithospermum arvense , Euphorbia helioscopia. However, pyroxasul-
fon was less effective on controlling Aegilops tauschii and Avena fatua compared to other weeds. At the field rec-
ommend dose of 180 g/hm’, application of pyroxasulfone resulted in higher than 90% plant and fresh weight re-
duction to R. kamoji, L. multiflorum ., B. japonicus, P. fugax, P. paniculatum ., V. sativa, D. sophia, L. arvense
and E. helioscopia. The EDy, values of pyroxasulfone for A. tauschii and A. fatua were 209.54 and 886.43 g/hm*,
respectively. The results indicated that pyroxasulfone could be used as one of candidate herbicides for the weeds
control in wheat fields.
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