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Effect of Mixed Application of Cinosulfuron
with Dymron on Rice
Choi, Y. S.*, K. U, Kim** and D. H. Shin**

ABSTRACT

To investigate the safening effect of dymron against cinosulfuron, the responses of 104 rice cultivars and
lines to single and mixture treatments of cinosulfuron [3-(4.6-dimethoxy-1, 3, 5-triazin-2-y1) ~1-[2- (2-meth-
oxyethoxy) -phenylsulfonyl]-urea] and dymron [1- (e, a-dimethylbenzyl)-3-p-tolyl urea] were evaluated.
The responses of 104 rice cultivars and lines to cinosulfuron were differed. Among the rice cultivars, growth
of Calrose, Dasukei, Hwajinbyeo, and Milyang 105 was significantly inhibited by cinosulfuron but there was
no inhibition in Daeseongbyeo, Iri 371, Jangseongbyeo, Taebaegbyeo and IR 74. The japonica types were
generally inhibited more than the indica and indica Xjaponica types, When Kwangmyungbyeo was treated
with the mixtures of cinosulfuron 48g and 96g ai/ha with dymron 450g ai/ha, the inhibition of plant height was
significantly reduced regardless of dymron concentrations. With increase in cinosulfuron concentration, the
safening effect of dymron against cinosulfuron was more evident in plant height than fresh weight. On the
other hand, dymron did not have any safening effects of cinosulfuron on Echinochloa crus-galli at any
concentrations. The mixtures of dymron and cinosulfuron produced antagonistic effects on the plant height
regardless of rice cultivars and treatment concentrations. At cinosulfuron 24g ai/ha, the effects of the
mixtures of cinosulfuron and brassinolide on the plant height of Kwangmyungbyeo and IR 74 were similar
irrespective of brassinolide concentrations but the inhibition of Kwangmyungbyeo was greater than that of IR
74 as the concentrations of cinosulfuron increased. The effects of the mixtures of cinosulfuron at concentration
of 96g ai/ha with various ABA levels on the plant height of both Kwangmyungbyeo and IR 74 showed
synergistic effect regardless of ABA concentration. However, the response of fresh weight of both cultivars
treated with cinosulfuron at 96g ai/ha with ABA synergisism was observed in Kwangyungbyeo while IR 74
showed antagonism,
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Table 1. Physico-chemical charateristics of soil used.

Soil pH Organic P.Os Ex.-cation(me/100g) C.E.C.
texture (1:5 matter (%) (ppm) K Ca Mg {me/100g)
Sandy loam 5.4 1.20 128 0.28 6.95 1.92 8.5
£ % 13 2 8ppmo s EESIGTE. tiul, fEMd B
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Table 2. Germination of rice cultivars as affected
by cinosulfuron

Germination (%)

Cultivars

1ppm 5ppm  Control
Calrose 90.0 100 100
Dashuketi 96.7 93.3 100
Hwajinbyeo 100 100 100
Milyang 105 96.7 100 100
Kwangmyungbyeo 100 96.7 96.7
Daeseongbyeo 93.3 93.3 93.3
Iri 371 100 93.3 96.7
Jangseongbyeo 96.7 100 100
Taebaegbveo 100 96.7 100
IR 74 100 100 96.7

1} Average of 10 plants and 3 replications.
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Table 3. Shoot length of rice cultivars as affected by cinosulfuron. *

Cultivars

Shoot length imm}

9% of control

1 ppm 5 ppm Control 1 ppm 5 ppm
Calrose 18.0 20.1 53.6 33.6 37.5
Dashukei 12.3 11.6 36.6 33.6 31.7
Hwajinbyeo 14.8 12.2 41.3 35.8 29.5
Milyang 105 15.9 18.8 46.7 34.0 40.3
Kwangmyungbyeo 15.7 11.1 31.8 49 .4 34.9
Daeseongbyeo 21.3 15.3 23.0 92.5 66.2
Iri 371 36.2 24.3 38.5 94.0 79.7
Jangseongbyeo 33.0 27.6 34.8 94.8 79.3
Taebaegbyeo 48.8 32.5 46 .2 105.6 70.3
IR 74 38.7 29.8 7.8 102.4 78.8

1} Average of 10 plants and 3 replications.
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Table 4. Fresh weight of rice cultivars as affected by cinosulfuron.?

Fresh weight (mg/plant)

% of control

Cultivars 1 ppm 5 ppm Control 1 ppm 5 ppm
Calrose 13.2 15.8 35.0 37.0 45.1
Dashukei 9.2 6.9 27.5 33.5 25.1
Hwajinbyeo 7.8 4.3 27.0 28.9 15.9
Milyang 105 11.6 11.5 23.3 49.8 49.4
Kwangmyungbyeo 8.0 5.5 16.1 49.7 34.2
Daeseongbyeo 11.1 7.2 12.2 91.0 59.0
Iri 371 18.5 13.6 15.1 122.5 90.1
Jangseongbyeo 20.5 15.7 18.8 109.4 83.5
Taebaegbyeo 22.6 16.5 20.1 112.4 82.1
IR 74 18.0 15.5 17.3 104.0 89.6
1) Average of 10 plants and 3 replications.
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Fig. 1. Effect of dymron on plant height of Kwang-
myungbyeo when applied together with
cinosulfuron. CS ; cinosulfuron, Dym ;
dymron
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OConirol CS24 CS48  CS96 CS24 €S48 €596
+

AREA 23 mEE FEHIA
AlE| R 9.

Dymrong cinosulfurons} EBE&4EHET o
cinosulfuron®] #EE #EA7 = %R e
Ro 2 BHED o)7L BHMRAT KEEo) 1B
mskel £FS M AgsE: FIEso
Dymrone] FEEEREHFA A& Kim &¥o]
dymron 300-450g ai/haf EAEEIZZ A
bensulfuron-methyl/mefenacet 51-+750g ai/ha
Eo] o E ojzlme] EE Ao FREA &
AR @®ET v Uk = FERE e
bensulfuron-methyle] KkfS#®=Eo] o3 dymron
o] EERBIMEAEL 2 Felo UeiA bensul-
furon-methyle] R#H{EE BMFE7T Aotz @G
3lsd ok,

LiEY] #EEZ vl Fd
gFo| gk dymrone] EHERR = dymron
o] EEEo) 2|3 HEMyiRe] BikE cinosulfuron
o] ol HESE vlxmad dold HEE HE
ek,

2. $Rol| vlA = B

Cinosulfuron® dymron®] E4EE7l o9 4%
Fel vlAe HEE dotir] A MET 2R
WES @t doidl BRE 29 %k 59 e
v cinosulfuron?] M| MRSl AHEL &
Rt & #8719 ovt cinosulfuron 1ppm
& FRESGE o ] w8 14.2%, 10ppm
< EHEIAE w 31.1%7F #IElE KEel

gurhalE A

£ o cinosulfurong]

mRoot == Shoot

Fresh weight (g)
—r—
ay

o~ w
T

p—
T

0 )
Control CS24 CS48 CS96 CS24 €S48 (CS96
+ +
Dym 450
Herbicide rates(g ai/ha)

Fig. 4. Effect of dymron fresh weight of IR 74 when
applied together with cinosulfuron, CS ;
cinosulfuron, Dym ; dymron

~115-



Table 5, Effect of cinosulfuron mixed with dymron on shoot and root length, and fresh weight of Echinochloa

crus-galli .
0,
Herbicides Concentration % of control F—
res)

(ppm) Shoot Root weight

Cinosulfuron 1 85.8ab" 62.0b 117.9a
Cinosulfuron 10 68.9bc 48, 7bcd 103.6ab
Cinosuifuron 1-1 72.1bc 43 4cde 96.4ab

+Dymron 1+10 76.9bc 42.6cde 89.3b
10+ 1 74.7bc 36.7de 96.4ab

10+10 60.7c 33.0e 89.3b

1) Means followed by the same letter within a column are not significantly different at 52 level by the Duncan’

s multiple range test.

= cinosulfuron 1ppm I 10ppmE EFE3ILE
ol && 38.0% % 51.3%7} #iflslel Alzxnc
Fele o o Ag ez Jepdth

Cinosulfuron®} dymrong] {E&E®E 7} cinosul-

furone] EJEEL o} REfNc® o MfEE
Hme 2g=d #3s AlzxE cinosulfuronzt

dymrone] {E& 10+ 10ppm Bl A 39.7%7}
Hlsle] 5% kil HEME HEHUD ¥
gl 1+1ppm, 1+10ppm % 10+ 10ppm pFEEol
A & 66.6%, 67.4% B 77.0%7F o] o
HEE REAAE 5.

—ixiye 2 sulfonylurea BEH = o %
& Aol e Aoz adw glo wol v
e 22 FHE 71z 9leorn], cinosulfuron
A4 gHol dlall i Az AFHHKUR R
x5 ot z#lY dymrong cinosulfurons}
BEEHESES o Az ¥ P ]
cinosulfuron HEHEFEY o+ of M=l wEE
oo,

Lk #%8o) 4 cinosulfuronst dymronel (g
GEEAAM I+ w4 g cinosulfuron EH
off K& £FIHZF BRHR FL et olg)
2388 o HWflse @ME Yoi we} o] M
Az ZRv}l Qeorn cinosulfurong] =leof i3l

EEE KTA7AA @ Aoz Esc,
Ogasawara %'9&  acetanilide [REH|Q

pretilachlor % NSK-8503 dymrong [ElEsol
EE sl dymrong ®of %A Hele] R
s WA A ot slof #Hal e BRI e
WA ekthy WE sk,

11. Cinosulfuron®} dymron, brassinolide %
ABA2tel HEER
1. BERE

1) Cinosulfuronz} dymron®| #HH {fEH

Cinosulfuron® EJEJEEOH\H BERE A
mAglo] EEREo| Bhndtel whel HIKIEEF Al
A vielwta, SfEMECE S5erl IR 748
HRE 24 AR Hoz, 53 96g ai/ha
ol IR 74 SEHHI 11.7%7F #ofisdl
uls]  Bewe 22.3%7F #ElE Ao v
dymron¢] BRHEEc EEE BFEsdel F &
fE 33 AY Figol HES vlAzA gkt
cinosulfuron® dymron® E4REE HfE o
W) HfRelol BIEMEE 2dEk 6.

£HES cinosulfuron EHo] o8 EEEQ
Bhmol el EREc W7 Ao, SREHE
o delde EES vlxstxlz Fddezt IR 74
2o #i 7 Ag selodst, Dymrone] ol
el W EERE WKl 24 wElss
Mg 22k Cinosulfurons dymronel R&
FEEEol 4= cinosulfuron 48g = 96g ai/haci] 4
dymrone} g ol BRG] FKIMEHSE 2dct
<F 7. webA cinosulfuronzl dymroné B4
BE i BRfRsle] EBERMMET 2le A
oz B9 cinosulfurons) FIEEo| 48g,
96g ai/haZ ®|/hNdled = dymrone FEFEEEE N
BERHY R 2R F3dal go}l dymrong
EHEEE —E ki LES BEEEESE &
gl el Y BEUEE & Aoz
JUS SRS

PREGCl ¥ KGR RKEZERE gol W

- 116 -



Table 6. Interaction between cinosulfuron and dymron on plant height of different rice cultivars,

Concent- % of control .

Herbicides ration (Obs/grved response) Expected response Difference”
(g ai/ha) Kwangmyung IR74 Kwangmyung IR74 Kwangmyung IR74

Cinosulfuron 24 90.9 93.2

Cinosulfuron 48 88.4 93.2

Cinosulfuron 96 77.7 88.3

Dymron 225 101.6 98.8

Dymron 450 98.8 97.6

Dymron 900 99.2 100.5

Cinosulfuron 24+225 96.6 91.7 92.4 92.1 —4.2 + 0.4

+Dymron 24+450 98.2 95.6 89.9 91.0 -8.3 - 4.6

24+900 98.0 101.0 90.2 93.7 -7.8 - 7.3
48+225 91.3 93.2 89.8 92.1 -1.5 - 1.1
48+450 93.5 97.2 87.3 91.7 —-6.2 - 5.5
48+900 91.5 97.3 87.7 93.4 —-3.8 - 3.9
96+225 82.4 98.8 78.9 87.2 —-3.5 —11.6
96+ 450 83.2 95.4 76.8 86.2 —6.4 - 9.2
96-+900 86.4 94.7 77.1 88.7 -9.3 - 6.0

1) + : synergistic, — . antagonistic

Table 7. Interaction between cinosulfuron and dymron on fresh weight of different rice cultivars.
oncent- 9% of control .

Herbicides Cration (Obs/zrved response) Expected response Difference”
(g ai/ha) Kwangmyung IR74 Kwangmyung IR74 Kwangmyung IR74

Cinosulfuron 24 94.7 99.0

Cinosulfuron 48 64.4 83.5

Cinosulfuron 96 47.4 52.1

Dymron 225 83.7 80.0

Dymron 450 90.5 84.4

Dymron 900 91.6 86.0

Cinosulfuron 24+225 82.0 86.0 79.3 79.2 - 2.7 - 6.8

+Dymron 24+ 450 80.7 85.6 85.7 83.6 + 5.0 - 2.0

244900 76.2 81.2 86.7 85.1 +10.5 + 3.9
48+225 72.6 76.0 53.9 66.8 —18.7 — 9.2
48+450 70.1 80.5 58.3 70.5 -11.8 —-10.0
48+900 65.0 81.6 59.0 71.8 - 6.0 — 9.8
96+ 225 54.0 76.1 39.7 41.7 —14.3 —34.4
96+ 450 65.5 81.3 42.9 44.0 —-22.6 —37.7
96+900 62.9 66.2 43.4 44.8 —19.5 —-21.4

1) + : synergistic, — . antagonistic
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Table 8. Interaction between cinosulfuron and brassinolide on plant height of different rice cultivars,

9% of control

Herbicide Concent- (Observed response) Expected response Difference"

& chemicals ration Kwangmyung IR74 Kwangmyung IR74 Kwangmyung IR74
(g ai/ha)

Cinosulfuron 24 90.9 93.2

Cinosulfuron 48 88.4 93.2

Cinosulfuron 96 77.3 88.3

(ppm)

Brassinolide | 107 98.8 93.2

Brassinolide 107 99.2 91.0

Brassinolide 1072 102.2 95.1

Cinosulfuron 24+107* 96.2 95.1 89.8 86.9 — 6.4 - 8.2

+ Brassinolide 2441072 94.9 94.7 90.2 84.8 - 4.7 - 9.9
2441072 94.7 97.8 92.9 88.6 - 1.8 - 9.2
48+107¢ 92.1 97.3 87.3 86.9 — 4.8 —10.4
48+107° 83.4 93.7 87.7 84.8 -~ 4.3 - 8.9
48+1072 75.1 91.5 90.3 88.6 +15.2 - 2.9
96+107* 68.4 91.3 76.4 82.3 + 8.0 - 9.0
96+1072 68.2 83.7 76.7 80.4 + 8.5 - 3.3
96+1072 1.7 91.3 79.0 84.0 + 7.3 - 7.3

1) + : synergistic, — @ antagonistic
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Table 9. Interaction between cinosulfuron and brassinolide on fresh weight of different rice cultivars.

9% of control

Herbicide Concent- (Observed response) Expected response Difference”

& chemicals ration Kwangmyung IR74 Kwangmyung IR74 Kwangmyung IR74
(g ai/ha)

Cinosulfuron 24 94.7 99.0

Cinosulfuron 48 64.4 83.5

Cinosulfuron 96 47.4 52.1

(ppm)

Brassinolide 10°¢ 113.6 88.3

Brassinolide 1073 107.3 75.8

Brassinolide 10672 91.0 89.9

Cinosulfuron 24+107* 87.0 76.2 107.6 87.4 +20.6 +11.2

+ Brassinolide 2441073 83.2 80.5 101.6 75.0 +18.4 - 5.5
24+107° 86.2 96.1 86.1 89.0 - 0.1 - 7.1
48+107 75.7 77.8 73.2 73.7 - 25 - 4.1
48+107° 55.3 75.5 69.1 63.3 +13.8 ~12.2
48+107? 51.9 74.5 58.6 75.1 + 6.7 -~ 0.6
96+107* 35.7 63.5 53.8 46.0 ~18.1 -17.5
9%6-+107° 39.8 53.4 50.9 39.5 +11.1 -13.9
96+1072 42.5 64.6 43.1 46.8 + 0.6 -17.8

1) + . synergistic, — . antagonistic
Rl HR7 ohviel hiREe] MRTREN
€ Eole EEme AL Jdon #/;EVL
ABASs} cinosulfurone] E-&E®E7F KHES 4£F
of v BEE FAEY BRE £ 10, 113 2
o},

ABA2] Eggsol &g Fwd W IR 749

HEENHE A Holgou AMEE AYT
&2 oo, Cinosulfuron®} ABA9| Bo@EHE
7t EE e BES g F9eddA
cinosulfuron 24g ai/ha$} ABAY RA&EHE=
ABA9 Bl BfRolel HEHIEAE Xiod
cinosulfuron 48g = 96g ai/ha®} ABAS E4&

Table 10, Interaction between cinosulfuron and ABA on plant height of different rice cultivars.

9% of control

Herbicide Concent- (Observed response) Expected response Difference®
& chemicals ration Kwangmyung IR74 Kwangmyung IR74 Kwangmyung IR74
(g ai/ha)

Cinosulfuron 24 90.9 93.2

Cinosulfuron 48 88.4 93.2

Cinosulfuron 96 77.3 88.3
(ppm)

ABA 2 97.0 93.7

ABA 4 96.8 94.2

ABA 8 94.3 90.3

Cinosulfuron 2442 94.1 93.9 88.2 87.3 -5.9 —6.6

+ABA 24-+4 94.1 9.8 88.0 87.8 -6.1 —9.0

24+8 94.7 92.5 85.7 84.2 -9.0 —8.3
48+2 83.0 93.7 85.7 87.3 +2.7 —6.4
48+4 81.2 93.9 85.6 87.8 +4.4 —6.1
48+8 86.8 89.6 83.4 84.2 -3.4 —5.4
96+2 71.1 79.4 75.0 82.7 +3.9 +3.3
96+4 66.4 78.9 74.8 83.2 +8.4 +4.3
96 +8 67.0 79.1 72.9 79.7 +5.9 +0.6

1) + : synergistic, — : antagonistic
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Table 11. Interaction between cinosulfuron and ABA on fresh weight of different rice cultivars.

% of control

Herbicide Concent- (Observed response) Expected response Difference”
& chemicals ration Kwangmyung IR74 Kwangmyung IR74 Kwangmyung IR74
(g ai/ha)

Cinosulfuron 24 94.7 99.0

Cinosulfuron 48 64.4 83.5

Cinosulfuron 96 47 .4 52.1
(ppm)

ABA 2 85.4 82.8

ABA 4 91.3 82.0

ABA 8 81.6 71.0

Cinosulfuron 24+2 87.9 79.2 80.9 82.0 - 7.0 - 1.8

+ABA 24+4 85.4 81.6 86.5 81.2 + 1.1 - 0.4

24+8 75.9 77.1 72.3 70.3 - 3.6 - 6.8
48+2 59.2 73.5 55.0 69.1 — 4.2 - 4.4
48+4 55.1 68.4 58.8 68.4 + 3.7 0
48+8 68.6 69.4 52.6 59.3 —16.0 —-10.1
96+2 36.2 44.2 40.5 43.1 +~ 4.3 - 1.1
96+4 35.3 45.9 43.3 42.7 +18.0 - 3.2
96+8 37.0 49.6 38.7 37.0 + 1.7 —-12.6

1) + : synergistic, — . antagonistic

EELE HEEAS 2o, KE IR 74o4+=
cinosulfuron 24g % 48g ai/hasle] B&EE+:
ABA<| ol BAfRRlel 2% HEHfEH S 24
tE 100,

EHSELS ABA EBEESIE o Fuiys
WmEFHY 8.7-18.4% W4T K@, IR 4=

17.2-29.0%9 HAE 2o Fowrch IR 747}
H£HEY @Al & fEmeldok. Cinosulfuron
96g ai/has} ABAS] & MER BE&EHEE 39
ol M HEMEHS 2o}, IR MelMe £
HEAS 2AHGR 1D,

oleldl #HRE Ev ABA9 [FMEFEMK%
cinosulfurong] BEE ¥ cinosulfurone] FEIEE o]
®hnstd 28z AHFHHE B s= HEmeol
now HEET ABAS FHEHE K& cinosul-
furone] BEERMREE v Aoz BRI

ke gEE Hoed »o cinosulfuron,
dymron, 4 E#F%%| brassinolide 2@ ABAo] of
3 o] GfERe ZRE REY 4+ Adu-h

2. ERWE

BEREAAS dold BERe) HEREE A9
BERREERT BEE = dymrong $Ho2 F
AT RET FFRe & 12, 13, 149 2o},

Cinosulfuron 1ppm REHA A28 4£FS
ErEe}l MEste] e 54.3%, Al 49,

7% = IR 74 78.8% 2 &HfEcl R{Falo) 4=tdl
sl o BEE $9de sawrt IR 74
B} Algict, Cinosulfurong] &7} 10ppmo
w|imstd Az £FE o] #HHl=Igdr SfERH
2AolA+= lppm pEHEeL ¥ HmE Rodch.
Dymron 1ppm @EEolA SEFEEL F8 89.
0%, Ay 86.2%, IR 74 85.7% & %/ i)
sy Buwel shAse BERM ZRE 4o
2] geter} IR 74% dymron 10ppm pFEHEEol 4]
31.9% 7} #ig= 94k, Cinosulfurons}t dymrone]
REEEANA @R MRl 3iE K3 &
BEHEAS 2o S o #E WiRslel %E
BRMEE 29or o #Rc BsEhEdAs
w52 S Bvhak 12>,

Walol {MEEL cinosulfuron 1ppm-$ EEIE3IE

£ o EpEESL $ste] iy 27.0%, 3
24.0%, IR 74 60.7%2 355 =5 Alzxc} )

#izl Ao F3 Fuwel Halwe EEE
Mk &% 73% o 76% #Elsol MR
24 #RE vgct. Cinosulfuron 10ppmo 2
WEzE Emmshd RiEel BBtRlel AlskA #Hu=
Ko MfER KRS lppmat 22 fEe 2
ot 2y} dymronel A& Alzell 4} w]s:dhe
Hfzh 2okAl AlstA gk, RERdl: 2R
5 3gdeov SfENCdE 2 =RV ddd

- 120-



Table 12. Interaction between cinosulfuron and dymron on shoot length of different rice cultivars in labora-

tory.
ncent- % of control ;
Herbicides C:ation (Obs/grved response) Expected response Difference”
(ppm) Kwangmyung Hwajin IR74 Kwangmyung Hwajin IR74 Kwangmyung Hwajin IR74
Cinosulfuron 1 54.3 49.7 78.8
Cinosulfuron 10 42.4 34.4 62.2
Dymron 1 89.0 86.2 85.7
Dymron 10 85.7 81.3 68.1
Cinosulfuron 1+ 1 91.8 84.2 88.1 48.3 42.8 67.5 —43.5 —41.4 —20.6
+Dymron 1+10 93.1 9.4 86.9 46.5 40.4 53.7 —46.6 -56.0 —33.2
10+ 1 64.5 64.4 78.4 37.7 29.7 53.3 —26.8 —34.7 -25.1
10+10 67.8 71.4 66.2 36.3 28.0 42.4 —31.5 —43.4 -—23.8

1) + : synergistic, — : antagonistic

Table 13. Interaction between cinosulfuron and dymron on root length of different rice cultivars in labora-

tory,
Concent- % of control -
Herbicides ration (Obs/grved response) Expected response Difference”
(ppm) Kwangmyung Hwajin IR74 Kwangmyung Hwajin IR74 Kwangmyung Hwajin IR74
Cinosulfuron 1 27.0 24.0 60.7
Cinosulfuron 10 17.7 20.6 34.4
Dymron 1 83.7 89.9 94.1
Dymron 10 63.8 62.8 78.6
Cinosulfuron 1+ 1 63.8 50.8 99.1 22.6 21.6 57.1 —41.2 —-29.2 —42.0
+Dymron 1+10 50.9 52.5 86.4 17.2 15.1 47.7 -33.7 —37.4 —38.7
10+ 1 24.9 28.4 58.7 14.8 18.5 32.4 —10.1 - 99 -2.3
16+10 24.1 29.3 49.7 1.3 12.9 27.0 —12.8 ~16.4 —22.7
‘1) + : synergistic, — @ antagonistic

Table 14, Interaction between cinosulfuron and dymron on fresh weight of different rice cultivars in labora-

tory.
Concent- % of control . o
Herbicides ration (Observed response) Expected response Difference

(ppm) Kwangmyung Hwajin [R74 Kwangmyung Hwajin IR74 Kwangmyung Hwajin IR74
Cinosulfuron 1 87.2 92.9 95.7
Cinosulfuron 10 8.7 87.9 82.6
Dymron 1 91.5 95.7 95.7
Dymron 10 89.4 90.8 91.3
Cinosulfuron 1+ 1 93.6 94.3 97.8 79.8 88.9 91.6 —13.8 -5.4 - 6.2

+Dymron 1+10 83.0 93.6 95.7 78.0 84.4 87.4 - 5.0 -92 - 83

10+ 1 80.9 86.5 91.3 72.0 84.1 79.0 - 8.9 —2.4 -12.3

10+10 76.6 84.4 78.3 70.4 79.8 75.4 - 6.2 ~4.6 - 2.9
1) + : synergistic, — : antagonistic
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