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Preliminary Determination on Allelopathy of Several Chenopodiaceae Weeds

ZHANG Xiao-hua et al
Abstract
With Amaranthus retroflexus L. as the tested weed and the cucumber fusarium wilt, apple canker, wheat sharp eyespot as tested strains, the

(Shandong Engineering Research Center for Agricultural Bionic Application, Qingdao, Shandong 266109 )
[ Objective | The aim was to study the herbicidal and antibacterial effect of the extract from Chenopodiaceae weeds. [ Method |

inhibition of the extracts from stem and leaf of Salsola collinal, Chenopodium glaucum, Chenopdimu serotinum, Chenopodium album , Kochia
scoparia on the weeds and pathogen were studied. [ Result | The extracts from stem and leaf of 5 kinds of weeds had some inhibition on the
seed germination and seedling growth of A. retroflexus and that of the extracts from stem and leaf of K. scoparia was the highest. When its ex-
tract was 0. 10 g/ml, the inhibition rate on the stem growth of redroot pigweed reached 100% , and that to the seed germination and root growth
was more than 90% . After the extract from stem and leaf of K. scoparia was extracted and separated with the petroleum ether, ethyl acetate
and methanol, it was found that the extract with petroleum ether had better herbicidal effect and that with methanol had higher antibacterial

effect. [ Conclusion | The extract from Chenopodiaceae weeds had some herbicidal and antibacterial effect.
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Table 1 Inhibitory effect of the crude extract of testing plant sam-

ples on the seed germination and growth of Amaranthus ret-

roflexus L.
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Sample of plant Concentration Inhibitory rate
effect of  rate of stem
- of root growth
germination  growth
/INEE Chenopodium 0.10 36. 84 82. 62 84.17
serotinum 0.02 10.52 0.12 37.37
JKFE Chenopodium 0.10 10. 52 69. 60 59. 43
glaucum 0.02 5.20 23.52 39.05
28# Chenopodium 0.10 31.58 92.52 83.17
album 0.02 / / 27.87
Hi ik Kochia 0.10 94. 74 100 99. 83
scoparia 0.02 0.00 52.23 55.21
¥R Salsola 0.10 21.05 86.97 83.17
collina 0.02 / 16.34 43.52
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Table 2 Herbicidal activities of the ethanol extracts of Amaran-

thus retroflexus L. stems and leaves by different solvents
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PaR(iilis 0.10 100. 00 99.20 81.60
Petroleum ether 0.02 97.00 91.90 36.80
R T 0.10 95.30 91.90 60. 50
Ethyl acetate 0.02 47.00 46.20 13.20
ETEE 0.10 4.80 87.80 0.00
Butanol 0.02 10. 30 63.60 2.60

2.2 MEEMERNNELSR

2.2.1 5 FAEYHRDI MRS E . N REE G ESE b
Jik 4 FhZE B A 4 1 25 0 R SR B O T RE U N
0.10.0.05 g/ml B, X 3¢ 5L J85 2955 B /N 22 SURG 95 1) B 35 TR
HZE R B0 VR W36 3.l 36 3 W HLS RhEERME M Y
FRIBCR AR B RS A AN R AR B A 410 4 P o b ok
PRI X 3 Flog T A0 SR U e B R 010 g/ ml Bt
S SR BT 955 T A %R 5 21 98. 80% L, kR 0. 05 g/ml B
ST B A R385 50. 60% , Xof /N SR R A
ZEI R PO R RAR X RG34 6 SR A ZE SR U X /N 22 B
IR AL 259 R 44— A /R L W R 0,05 g/ml B
Xof T 25 DA P U0 ) 23 05 1, 2 B S AR B BB o 8 TR
ZE P 1P ) 35 g TRl T P AT SRR B . /NEE
ZEPRIUINT 3 T B 400 A SR AR

£3 ity RIERYT 3 MREEELERKANEER
Table 3 Inhibitory effect of the testing sample extracts to the growth of 3 kinds of pathogen mycelium
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2% Stem 0.05 64.29 6.96 15.29
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Hi ik Kochia scoparia 2= 0.05 21.90 17.30 21.80
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Table 4 Antibacterial activities of the ethanol extracts of Amaran-

thus retroflexus L. stems and leaves by different solvents
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