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Effects of Different Mitigation Treatments on the Phytotoxicity of Fomesafen
in Soybean
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Abstract: In order to study the phytotoxicity of fomesafen on soybean and the mitigation effects of different antidotes on the
phytotoxicity , eight antidotes were sprayed respectively at two periods after spraying fomesafen in soybean field, and then the
plant height, above ground fresh weight, chlorophyll content, pods per plant and seed yield were surveyed at certain growth peri-
od. Results showed high doses of fomesafen had obvious phytotoxicity on soybean,the plant height,above ground fresh weight,
chlorophyll content, pods per plant and seed yield reduced by 16.89% ,49.39% ,43.75% ,30.0% and 14.24% ,respective-
ly. Spraying N-P,0;-K, O, 1-naphthlcetic acid, gibberellic acid,KH,PO, at the early stage of phytotoxicity or spraying N-P,O;-
K, O, poly glutamic acid enzyme, brassinolide,, amino acid at the latter stage of phytotoxicity separately had better mitigation
effects on the inhibition of the phytotoxicity of fomesafen on soybean seed yield. Spraying 1-naphthlcetic acid or KH, PO, at the
early stage of phytotoxicity was more advantageous to the growth and development of soybean and their seed yield increased by
36.22% and 29.88% compared to no fomesafen control , respectively, so they could be selected as antidotes for the phytotoxic-
ity of fomesafen.
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Fig.1 Effects of different antidotes on
chlorophyll content of soybean
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Fig.2 Effects of different antidotes
on plant height of soybean
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Fig.3  Effects of different antidotes on the shoot

fresh weight of soybean

2.3 AEIEMBAEXKE BHRELHIM

1 4 AI%1,750 g« hm ™*25% FGUfish e 5 ok 7K 5]
I8 Hb AR T K T B0 B Rk S B, ) R T 3k
30.0% o A [F) 22 il 4% it 16 40 35 24 3 b K o B ok 3%
B R 22 AR 2 ERTHIMUE 25 2R |
PREERR R — U1 T SR A 25 7 X Bk SRR 1
M, LB 4 55 2 1 BRI B 7 2 1 R
BEBOR BT 5 Y 4, S — 2 1 A R
SORARFIE, W25 E G SR ER 58 N EgAt
B B SR 2 P IR TG 2 B B R
R WG 5 P R A, T 0 24 2 K Lk
SERIA S, (E A s BAR A
2.4 FREEMAIEN AT =B A

FIE] S AT, 5 750 g -hm ~>25% SR B Bk K
FURRAR T R 2 B 7, H = R 0] IR 2 14, 24%
TE25E HIIWOE T 28 2 R IR (B A
57T 755 SR e T 0T 7 (0 ) SR W 2%
LR BB AW S, KT R B E T
XN BRE T 36.22% 27.24% 29.88% , it

B(K SFlex SNPK BPGAE 8 NAA BGA, @ BR B AABHA-X O KH,PO,

Pods per plant

R LB R e
KB Treatment
B4 FEEFEFIKEREIZEHHFM0
Fig.4 Effects of different antidotes on
pods number per plant of soybean
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on the yields of soybean
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