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Abstract: Dry direct-seeded rice farming in the northeast of Thailand encounters weed competition as
a major problem. The aims of this study were to investigate the effects of different post-emergence
herbicides and rates on efficiency of weed control and their effects on growth and yield of rice
(Khao Dawk Mali 105) in field test at Sompoi sub-district, Rasi Salai District, Sisaket province.
The experiment was conducted during June to November 2020. as a randomized complete
block design (RCBD) with four replications. The twelve treatments were tested including weedy check,
hand weeding, profoxydim (11.25 and 18.75 g ai/ rai), saflufenacil (7.00 and 10.50 g ai/ rai), profoxydim-+
saflufenacil (18.75+7.00 and 18.75+10.50 g ai/ rai), metsulfuron/chlorimuron, 2,4- D sodium salt,
bispyribac-sodium and quinclorac (1.80, 228, 7.50 and 40.00 g ai/ rai, respectively). The results showed
that profoxydim+saflufenacil at the rates of 18.75+7.0 and 18.75+10.0 g ai/ rai were the best efficiency
to control broadleaf weeds (Melochia corchorifolia and Ludwigia hyssopifolia), grass (Digitaria
sanguinalis) and sedges (Cyperus iria and Fimbristylis miliacea), moreover, they showed higher effect
than profoxydim and saflufenacil applied alone. Besides, no toxicity and effect on the growth and yield
of rice were found. The rice plots treated with this mixture at the rates of 18.75+7.0 and 18.75+10.0 g
ai/ rai had high yields of 417.50 and 432.50 kg/ rai, respectively, which were not significantly different
comparing with hand weeding method (440 kg/rai).
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Ianardndaiafivanzausianisaauauiaie
Tuaninuudnudauds tnelddenansenuse
NAKART7

Table 1 Treatments in the experimental field of rice

ainsaluazignig

nsiesaNklaslgndg

¥n1snaaeeiuladinensns fua
dutles annemBlAa SamdnATaTING TH9AaY
HouautangAanies WA, 2563 Tnadniawses
ulasdaanislony 1 A% ndsannti 15 4 i
WARTIUARUEYIABNNTA 105 8R9N 25 Tlaniu
sels luanisiauu Gusulunse) udalonay
faelens Winlnsendeniidy dounisldijouas
Iganstlaeariun1anlsALAZUNAIANTNANLUE N8
NFNATINTNBFT (NITRFAT WAZATLY, 2553)

IMNUKUNNINARBILLY Randomized
Complete Block Design U 4 6;];1 RN
NARBY AUIU 48 Lilastias wunauLlag 4x4 lWmg
Fusveizinassndnsuilad 1 wms Aananes Ae
NM9ALANITNTA28A1IINARITNT (Table 1)
WBaUeUNANNIMNAARIALAT0aUSME NS (hand
weeding) wazulaaidanslisa gty (weedy
check) Inanugnsnandag Lfi'ﬂ“ih')’mﬂq 20 U
NAININY ﬁfmLﬂ"'i‘lfaQWuLLuuzguTaﬂmW’]wﬁa
(knapsack sprayer) Fanwuluunwe TnaldiTunn
ansavanssaiudl so anssals

Treatment Herbicides Trade name Formulation Rate (g ai/ rai)
T weedy check
T2 hand weeding

(30 and 60 days after sowing)

T3 profoxydim Tetris” EC 11.25
T4 profoxydim 18.75
5 saflufenacil Treevix” WG 7.00
T6 saflufenacil 10.50
T7 profoxydim + saflufenacil Tetris® + Treevix” 18.75+7.00
T8 profoxydim + saflufenacil 18.75+10.50
T9 metsulfuron/ chlorimuron Almix” WP 1.80
T10 2,4-D sodium salt Eszonud 95 (in Thai) SP 228
T11 bispyribac-sodium Pakyo (in Thai) SC 7.50
T12 quinclorac Fecet” SC 40.0
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dnas W iaRTaw (T1) WU R LTy A1y
5 4iln (Table 2) Usznausas daNaaszna
a1 a1wau 1 1lia leun wadndvun (Digitaria
sanguinalis) Amiufesas 4.07 Janalu
N9 Auw 2 The lawn weluny (Melochia
corchorifolia) LATLEILUN (Ludwigia hyssopifolia)
Anusasas 1.53 LAY 2.10 ANNAIAL WAZITNeD
RIZNANN AUk 2 98a Taun namane (Cyperus
iria) memmﬂmqm@ﬂ?‘ (Fimbristylis miliacea)
AnduFaaas 82.90 LA 9.40 ANNANAL

Table 2 Weed species and weed density in weedy check plot under dry-seeded conditions.

Weed species

Class of weed

Weed density

plant/ m? %
Digitaria sanguinalis (L.) Scop Grass 22.50 4.07
Melochia corchorifolia (L.) Broadleaf 8.50 1.58
Ludwigia hyssopifolia (G.Don) Exell Broadleaf 11.50 2.10
Cyperus iria (L.) Sedge 457.50 82.90
Fimbristylis miliacea (L.) Vanhl. Sedge 52.00 9.40
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Table 3 Effect of different herbicides on weed control at 30 and 60 days after application (DAA) under dry-seeded conditions.

Efficacy of weed control

Herbicides (rate) D. sanguinalis

M. corchorofolia

L. hyssopifolia C. iria F. dichotomal

30 DAA 60 DAA 30 DAA 60 DAA

30 DAA 60 DAA 30 DAA 60 DAA 30 DAA 60 DAA

T1: weedy check 0 0 0
T2: hand weeding 10 10 10
T3: profoxydim 7 7 4
(11.25 g ai/ rai)

T4: profoxydim 8 8 5
(18.75 g ai/ rai)

T5: saflufenacil 4 3 8
(7.0 g ai/ rai)

T6: saflufenacil 5 4 9

(10.0 g ai/ rai)

T7: profoxydim-+saflufenacil 9 8 9
(18.75+7.0 g ai/ rai)

T8: profoxydim+saflufenacil 9 8 9
(18.75+10.5 g ai/ rai)

T9: metsulfuron/ chlorimuron 6 5 9
(10.0+10.0 g ai/ rai)

T10: 2,4-D sodium salt 6 4 9
(228 g ai/ rai)

T11: bispyribac-sodium 7 6 7
(7.5 g ail rai)
T12: quinclorac 7 5 5

(22.5 g ai/ rai)

0
10
3

0 0 0 0 0 0
10 10 10 10 10 10
5 3 4 3 5 3
5 3 4 3 5 3
10 8 8 7 9 8
10 10 9 8 9 8
10 9 9 8 9 8
10 10 9 8 9 8
9 8 9 8 9 8
9 8 8 9 8
7
7 6 8 7 8 7
6 4 4 3 5 3
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Table 4 Effect of different herbicides on weed density at 30 days after application under dry-seeded conditions.

Weed density (plant/ m?) "

Herbicides (rate)

D. sanguinalis M. corchorofolia L. hyssopifolia C. iria F. dichotomal
T1: weedy check 2250 e 8.50 ¢ 11.50 a 47559 52.00d
T2: hand weeding 0.00 a 0.00 a 0.00 a 0.00 a 0.00 a
T3: profoxydim (11.25 g ai/ rai) 0.50 a 4.00 b 4.00 ab 412.00 f 42.25¢c
T4: profoxydim (18.75 g ai/ rai) 0.50 a 2.00 ab 5.00 be 35150 e 37.75¢c
T5: saflufenacil (7.0 g ai/ rai) 9.50 abc 0.00 a 0.00 a 77.50d 0.00 a
T6: saflufenacil (10.0 g ai/ rai) 16.50 de 0.00 a 0.00 a 39.50 bc 0.00 a
T7: profoxydim+saflufenacil
o 1.50 ab 0.00 a 0.00 a 48.75 ¢ 0.00 a
(18.75+7.0 g ai/ rai)
T8: profoxydim+saflufenacil
o 1.00 a 0.00 a 0.00 a 13.50 ab 0.00 a
(18.75+10.5 g ai/ rai)
T9: metsulfuron/ chlorimuron
o 7.00 abc 0.00 a 95.25d 0.00 a
(10.0+10.0 g ai/ rai)
T10: 2,4-D sodium salt
o 13.00 cd 0.00 a 78.75d 0.00 a
(228 g ail rai)
T11: bispyribac-sodium
o 5.50 abc 2.00 ab 2.00 ab 88.00d 0.00 a
(7.5 g ail rai)
T12: quinclorac (22.5 g ai/ rai) 8.00 abc 8.50 cd 430.00 fg 19.00 b
C.V. (%) 82.02 114.32 11.32 37.94

" The data represent the mean of three replications. Values followed by the same letters within each column are not

significantly different according to DMRT (p<Z 0.05)
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v o . - o g
d1aruga1nanuyd 105 nugnlunlaand
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18.75+10.5 UAY 18.75+7.0 NFNA1TRANONDAA
15 AnanAAga 432.50 way 417.50 Nlansusials
ANaAL TuANA1aNeatAle e UNaNAR
draafin1smandadgsiaiienau 39 lAnNanam
T da
440.00 Alanfusiels Fedrangnluulasniinig
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. da ey e
@;qnmuﬂmwumﬂ‘ﬁma profoxydim 831 18.75
nfnaseanyvssels uay saflufenacil §m31 7.00
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Table 5 Effect of different herbicides on visual injury, plant height at 15 and 30 days after application (DAA) and yield

of rice and cost of production

Visual injury Plant height (cm)" Yield Cost
Herbicides (rate) Y )
15 DAA 30 DAA 30 DAA 60 DAA (kg/ rai) (Bath/ rai)
T1: weedy check 0.00 0.00 39.70 f 46.50 b 39.70 f 46.50 b
T2: hand weeding 0.00 0.00 44.90 b-f 57.80 a 44.90 b-f 57.80 a
T3: profoxydim (11.25 g ai/ rai) 2.00 0.00 45.50 a-f 56.00 a 45.50 a-f 56.00 a
T4: profoxydim (18.75 g ai/ rai) 3.00 1.00 46.20 a-d 54.40 a 46.20 a-d 54.40 a
T5: saflufenacil (7.0 g ai/ rai) 2.50 2.00 43.20 cde 54.00 a 43.20 cde 54.00 a
T6: saflufenacil (10.0 g ai/ rai) 2.75 2.50 43.90 cde 5710 a 43.90 cde 57.10 a
T7: profoxydim+saflufenacil
o 3.25 2.00 46.30 abc 56.80 a 46.30 abc 56.80 a
(18.75+7.0 g ai/ rai)
T8: profoxydim+saflufenacil
o 3.50 3.00 48.30 a 55.80 a 48.30 a 55.80 a
(18.75+10.5 g ai/ rai)
T9: metsulfuron/ chlorimuron
o 2.00 2.00 47.30 ab 57.20 a 47.30 ab 5720 a
(10.0+10.0 g ai/ rai)
T10: 2,4-D sodium salt
o 5.00 4.00 42.70 ef 58.00 a 42.70 ef 58.00 a
(228 g ai/ rai)
T11: bispyribac-sodium
T 0.00 0.00 43.00 de 58.60 a 43.00 de 58.60 a
(7.5 g ail rai)
T12: quinclorac (22.5 g ai/ rai) 1.00 0.00 42.70 ef 56.70 a 42.70 ef 56.70 a
C.V. (%) 4.87 4.90 4.87 4.90

" The data represent the mean of three replications. Values followed by the same letters within each column are not

significantly different according to DMRT (pS 0.05)

a 4
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A 2 0 o o A d'
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pne el uA s ndeLAF a9l E A AT LI UNIN
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