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Abstract

Weeds are one of the major causes of yield losses in rice production. The understanding
of weed species and their specific occurrence can improve an effective timing for weed
control which is an important component of integrated weed management. The objectives
of this study were to determine effect of different weed control timing on weed species
and weed dominant species and to evaluate effect of weed control timing on growth and
yield component of rice. The experiment was laid out in RCBD with four replications.
Seedlings of SPT1 rice variety were transplanted in the paddy field that was arranged into
four treatments; T1 weed-free, T2 weed control before maximum tillering stage (MT), T3
weed control after MT and T4 weedy. At the ripening stage of rice, weed species, weed
density, weed dry weight and summed dominance ratio (SDR) were recorded and then
growth and yield component of rice were estimated. The results showed that T2 had the
most weed species consisted of swamp morning-glory (lpomoea aquatica Forsk.), yellow
bur-head (Limnocharis flava Buch.), water primrose (Ludwigia adscendens (L.) Hara.) and

torpedo grass (Panicum repens Linn.), while T3 and T4 was covered by swamp morning-
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glory and T4 was highest weed density. Weed dominant species in transplanted rice
cultivation were swamp morning-glory and yellow bur-head which they were aquatic weeds
and highly tolerance to submergence. Every treatments of weed-rice competition decreased
growth and yield of rice comparing to T1, especially in T4. The competition of weed and
rice at before (T3) or after (T2) MT stage had no difference on plant height, number of
filled grain, number of unfilled grain and 1000-grain weight. However, T3 showed more
severe decreasing of tiller numbers and grain yield than T2, suggesting that the sensitive
growth stage of rice to weed competition was vegetative stage.

Keywords: Transplanted rice, growth stage, aquatic weed, weed competition
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relative dry weight (%) = (dry weight
of a given weed species / total weed dry
weight) x 100
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Density, dry weight and summed dominance ratio of weeds in the presence of

different timing of weed control in SPT1 rice paddy field

Density (no./m?)

Weed species

T1 T2 T3 T4
Ipomoea aquatica Forsk. - 108 +24 325+72 520=+13.1
Limnocharis flava Buch. - 45+ 1.1 - -
Ludwigia adscendens (L.) Hara. - 1.3+04 - -
Panicum repens Linn. - 4.2 +0.9 - -
. 2
Weed species Dry weight (g/m’)
T1 T2 T3 T4
Ipomoea aquatica Forsk. - 171 +£28 587+35 1072162
Limnocharis flava Buch. - 662+ 75 - -
Ludwigia adscendens (L.) Hara. - 28+ 09 - -
Panicum repens Linn. - 38.0 £ 3.8 - -
Summed dominance ratio (%)
Weed species
T1 T2 T3 T4
Ipomoea aquatica Forsk. - 13.8 + 3.7 100.0 £ 0.0 100.0 £ 0.0
Limnocharis flava Buch. - 534+ 1.9 - -
Ludwigia adscendens (L.) Hara. - 22+ 04 - -
Panicum repens Linn. - 30.6 + 5.1 - -

T1 = Weed-free; T2 = Weed control before maximum tillering stage (MT); T3 = Weed control after MT;

T4 = Weedy. Values are means of four replicates + SE.
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Table 2 Growth of SPT1 rice variety in the presence of different timing of weed control

Tillers Height Shoot dry
Treatment

(no./hill) (cm) weight (g/hill)
T1 Weed-free 106+12a 93.5+09a 778 +55a
T2 Weed control before MT 10.1 + 0.7 ab 87.7+05b 69.8 + 3.6 ab
T3 Weed control after MT 9.5+ 1.6 bc 882+ 14b 70.2 + 10.6 ab
T4 Weedy 87+09c 89.3+34b 64.7+ 113 b
mean 9.7 89.7 70.6
F-test * * *
LSDg s 0.60 3.45 12.43
CV (%) 23.37 7.7 35.58

Values (means of four replicates + SE) in the same column followed by the same letter are not

significantly different at p<0.05. * = significantly differences at p<0.05.



AsAndaTuivlurInatasiulldina
AOANULANANUDIBIAUTENDUNANAN DLl
HedAgyn1eada laenuintniaadeuss
o @ A < 1 o @ A
TUIULUAAR 148.8 LUAARDTIT IUIULLANAU
18.3 WAAFDT waziitvin 1,000 WaALRAY
29.7 N3 (Table 3) uil T4 il TyivTulnaqu
sgnsvuwiuwiduinda e dafeduadey
- “ %A -
WUlANDA8AUURIUN U817 6-15 WURWAS
fifurenanygs 3-6 lwuRnsenaliananse
SUNIUNTEUIUNITNITAATILALEILALNT
o = o I3 o aa
ALgasdLATIEveIlINdANge 89.3
WURLASARENITRRY Y lasrUsE N UNAKAR
99917 T4 waz T1 hdflanuwnns1eeisil

Y

HodAgyn19ans LAlaNa1IaIAULANGIS

9. WanNsSsUNISINUAS 3(2):1-10
J. Agri. Prod.

' a \ asd ] a v
YBIANLRRLUBILAALNTTUATNNUIN T4 Tl
° 2 H o < & '
FUIUUAAALAZUITTN 1,000 LWAAAIAIN

aaa | v A o 2 A a
NI5UADDU 9 dealimdlaviinisiAuieInanan
FUvdnNaNann e NUNLANF19N WD 19Tl
HodAgn9ada lnewudn T2 Sumtdnuanas
W 0.73 Alansu/mns1auns daliuanengann
T1 NHNANES 0.77 AANTU/AN510UAT we T3
Anandn 0.69 AlansSu/MN519UAT YIanad
2 v P = ~ o A A
wntegawSeuisunu T1 ¥3elonsInig
anasvasnanandu 10.0 1Wasidus vausn T4
inawdintaefiande 0.60 Alandu/msnuuns

= al w a
nIalonsinisanasvesnanamdu 22.1
Wasidus (Table 3)

Table 3 Yield and yield component of SPT1 rice variety in the presence of different timing

of weed control

SR Filled grain  Unfilled grain 1,000 grain Grain yield
(no./panicle) (no./panicle) weight (g)  (kg/m?)

T1 Weed-free 1522 +59 128 +5.0 304+02 077+x0.1a
T2 Weed control before MT ~ 152.8 + 8.1 19.7 £ 5.6 305+£05 073+0.1a
T3 Weed control after MT 151.0 + 10.7 22.8 +3.8 292 +0.6 0.69+02ab
T4 Weedy 139.2 +95 18.0 + 4.8 289 +05 060+.01b
Mean 148.8 18.3 29.7 0.70
F-test NS NS NS *
LSDy o5 11.99 7.46 0.87 0.04
CV (%) 16.30 82.12 1.83 28.52

Values (means of four replicates + SE) in the same column followed by the same letter are not

significantly different at p<0.05. NS = not statistically difference; * = significantly differences at p<0.05.
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