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Abstract

Finish (Cyclanilide+ Ethephon) waseval uated under the cool
growing conditionsin Missouri. It was fast acting however
it did not work well under some conditions. The two quart
rate was superior to lower rates. Harvade was a good tank
mix partner; however, Dropp did not prove to be a good
partner in these cool conditions.

Introduction

Improved defoliants and boll openers were needed for the
cold growing conditionsduringthe pre-harvest season. Finish
(Cyclanilide + Ethephon) has been evaluated in southeast
Missouri for several growing seasons.

M ethods

Plots were 31 foot plots four rows wide and using 38-inch
beds. In 1996 D&PL 50 was planted and in later years
Stoneville474 was used. Thetrialswerefarmed in amanner
common to the region and were irrigated. The treatments
were applied using a Schweiss self-propelled sprayer when
the plots had 55 to 60 percent open bolls. Fifteen gallons of
water per acre were used except in 1999 when ten gallons
wereused. Thetrials were rated at seven and fourteen days
after treatment.

Results and Discussion

Finish showed to be very fast acting under some conditions
especially seven days after treatment. Even at five daysthe
resultswere good. However by fourteen days after treatment
several products had results similar to Finish. Usually the
two quart rate was superior to 1.5 quarts and the one quart
rate would not be adequate under the cool conditions in
Missouri. Tank mixes were evaluated with varying results.
When Finish wasused with Harvade the results were positive
but when used with Dropp the effect of low temperaturesdid
not make this a viable tank mix under these conditions.
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Table 1. Finish is very fast acting. 1998 cotton defoliation
test at UM Delta Center, Portageville, MO.
1998 Wor ks Quick

7 days after treatment def perform des % open
-Folex 1.5 pt / Prep 2 pt 475 53.75 1 80
-Finish 2.0 gt 90.0 92.50 3 825

Table 2. Effectiveness of low rate. 1996 cotton defoliation
test at UM Delta Center, Portageville, MO.
1996 Low Rate

7 days after treatment def perform des % open
-Folex 1.0 pt/ Prep 1.0 qt 81 73 13 64
-Finish 1.0 qt 79 71 6 62
14 days after treatment
-Folex 1.0 pt/ Prep 1.0 qt 95 97 2 94
-Finish 1.0 gt 79 71 0 93

Regrowth
terminal basal
-Folex 1.0pt/ Prep 1.0 qt 0
-Finish 1.0 qt 0




Table 3. Finish high rate is more effective than low rate. Table 6. Tank mix partner must be chosen with care. 1999

1996 cotton defoliationtest at UM DeltaCenter, Portageville, cottondefoliationtrial at UM DeltaCenter, Portageville, MO.
MO. 1999 Choose Tank Mix Partner Carefully
1996 High Rate 7 days after treatment def perform  des  %open
Defoliation % Open -Finish 1.0qt/
October 2 8 12 18 23 4 8 124 18 23 Dropp .143 Ibs 60.0 250 875 8125
-Folex 1.5 pt/Prep 2 pt/
Dropp .05 Ib 75.0 5.75 100 86.25
-Finish 1.0 gt 8 65 71 80 9% 41 58 68 8 95
-Finish 1.5 qt 8 75 81 8 9 41 58 73 90 98 14 days after treatment
-Finish 1.0 gt / Dropp .143 Ibs 73.0 6.75 8.0 95.50
~ Rearowth -Folex 1.5 pt/Prep 2 pt/
terminal basal Dropp .05 b 85.25 3.25 95 93.75
-Finish 1.0 qt 4 30
-Finish 1.5 qt 1 13 Regrowth
terminal basal
Table 4. Finish results are not always consistent. 1997 meiSh 1-‘?3 f?tb/ . -
- . ropp . S . .
cotton defoliation test at UM DeltaCenter, Portageville, MO. Folpp e
- ; -Folex 1.5 pt/ Prep 2 gt
1997 Sometimes | nconsistent DI’Opp 051b 350 3.5
7 days after treatment cost def  perform des  %open
-Folex 1.5pt / Prep 2 pt 1548 28 19 B 73 Table 7. Cost and rate can be reduced with tank mix. 1999
-Finish 2.0 qt 2152 19 2 2 61 cottondefoliationtrial at UM DeltaCenter, Portageville, MO.
1999 Reduce The Rate With Tank Mix
14 days after treatment
7 days after treatment def perform des % open
-Folex 1.5 pt / Prep 2 pt 1548 79 39 10 80 -
-Finish 1.33 gt 48.75 2.75 75 83.75
-Finish 2.0 gt 2752 73 33 1 81 )
-Finish 1.5 qt 47,50 2.75 75 85.00
-Finish 1.0qt/
o _ _ Harvade 8 0z 38.75 2.25 75 83.75
Table 5. Reduce the cost of defoliation with tank mix. 1998 Fnish133qt/
cottondefoliationtest at UM DeltaCenter, Portageville, MO. Harvade 8 oz 51.25 275 70 8375
1998 Tank Mix
7 days after treatment cost def  perform des %open 14 days after treatment
“Harvade 65 0z/ Finish 1 ot -Finish 1.33 gt 57.50 175 875  97.25
Agridex 1.0 pt 1852 87 20 525 775 -Finish 1.5 qt 56.25 2.00 500 9750
-Finish 2.0 gt 2850 90 25 30 825 -Finish 1.0qt/
Harvade 8 0z 59.00 2.00 850  96.75
14 days after treatment -Finish .33 qt /
“Harvade 65 0z / Finish 1 t Harvade 8 0z 65.25 3.50 725 9725
Agridex 1.0 pt 1852 935 85 275 9625
-Finish 2.0 gt 2850 9675 9375 20 99.75 Acknowledgment
Regrowth The authors acknowledge the financial assistance of the
basal terminal Rhone Poulenc Company.
Harvade 6.50z/ Fnish1qt/
Agridex 1.0 pt 05 35
Finish 2.0 gt 25 175
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