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THE INFLUENCE OF PLANT PROTECTION APPLICATION ON

DIFFERENT SPECIES OF WEEDS IN SOY BEAN FIELDS

T. O. Chernega

The article deals with influence of soy bean protection measures on different
kinds of weeds. The Raundap, 36% a.s. application caused the decreasing of
number of rhizome species weeds (coach-grass) and of rhizome shoot species weeds
(sonchus etc.).The Lontrell, 30%  a.s application lead to decreasing of just only
rhizome shoot species weeds. Once application of even such efficiently herbicides as
Raundap, 36% a.s. and Lontrell, 30%  a.s. didn’t ensuring the utterly killing  of
perennial weeds and finally releasing of weeds presence in soy beans fields.



Key words : soybean, herbicides, Raundap, Lontrell,  weeds species, weed
harmfulness


