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The Pattern of Weed Occurence and the Effect of single or combinated
Treatment of several Herbicides on Weed Control and Yield in Taro
(Colocasia antiquorum var. esculenta Engl.) Field

Byeung-Hoa Kang*, Sang-Gak Lee*, Sang-In Shim*, Gi-Chul Lee*

Abstract

A cultivar of taro(Colocasia antiqguorum var. esculenta Engl.), Tosutoran was cultivated with
planting density 60X30 cm at the field of Kwang-ju located in Kyeong-ki province in 1989, The
purpose of this experiment was to attain the basic information about the pattern of weed
occurrence and the effect of weed control on yield by various treatments in taro field.
Ethalfluralin (35 EC), Clomazone(47.1 EC), Paraquat(24.5 Lq.) fb Ethalfluralin and Paraquat
fb Clomazone were treated except for untreated plot and hand weeding plot,

Weeds occurred were 15 species in 12 families, the dominant weed species were Echinochloa
crus~galli, Potulaca oleracea, Acalypha australis in taro field. Weed control effects were higher
in combination treatments than in single treatments so the yield was higher in combination
treatment than in single treatment. Yield of untreated plot was reduced to 91.8% by comparison
with that of hand-weeding plot.
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Table 1. Characteristics of soil tested.

pH OM  CEC P,0, Ex.Cat.(me/100g)
(1:5) (%) (mg/100g) (ppm) K Ca Mg
6.3 2.2 13.2 39  0.37 6.29 2.16

HilE+ N-P,05-K,0=18-10-15kg/10a% 28
ez Mmstder AT AEzhE KERsld 4
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Table 2. Type, dosage and treatment time of
applied herbicides in taro field.

Dosage per Treatment
10a{m!) time(DAS*)

No. Treatment

1 Untreated 0 -

2 Hand weeding 0 30+45+60

3 Ethalfluralin(35 EC) 300 2

4 Clomazone(47.1 EC) 150 2 .

5 Paraquat(24.5Lq)fb** 300 fb 300 30 fb 2
Ethalfluralin

6 Paraquat fb Clomazone 300 fb 150 30 fb 2

*DAS : Days after sowing.
**fb . followed by.
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a:. Total dry weight of all species in no
weeding plot.

b Total dry weight of all species in each
treatment.
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Table 3. Scientific and family names of the weeds in the field.

Korean name Scientific name

Family name Abbreviation

=9 Echinochloa crus-galli(L.)Beauv.

ufej o] Digitaria sanguinalis (1..)Scop.

7ol & Setaria Viridis Beauv.

HZE Acalypha australis 1.

of 7| Persicaria hydropiper Spach

sl & Portulaca oleracea 1..

A=E Amaranthus lividus L.

opF Chenopodium album L.

Erdolg Chenopodium album var.
centrubrum Makino

A5 Siegesbeckia glabrescens Makino

Fko) Bothriospermum tenellum Fisch.

ENE Trifolium repens L.

A Rorippa indica L.

o]t Oualis corniculata L.

A-F Abel Cyperus iria L.

Poaceae E.c
Poaceae D.s
Poaceae S.v
Euphorbiaceae A.a
Polygonaceae P.h
Portulacaceae P.o
Amaranthaceae Al
Chenopodiaceae C.a
Chenopodiaceae Ch.a
Asteraceae S.g
Boraginaceae B.t
Fabaceae T.r
Brassicaceae R.i
Oxalidaceae O.c

Cyperaceae Cy.i




166 SIHA YA ALY AN2ZE (1992)

of, ASH, E7F, Holdy, ¥ulxl Fo] T4
sl o, RAER 3, KEHE 11, JE
7l 1o 2 8 128 1580, olet 7L
BEREE g 2B Aoy gy &%
o] #EFRe vixdlde. &, T Al EHE
A #8 18% 48%Ec] WAt Hmdlgow
B FEBAAN =, vwpaie], lolx|E, 3]
. A7, AE, GopF, Hulg, FHolF,
olv}, wulch, &k, %, #Au|F, wWE4lel,
ZAAE 5 M 138 17THCld Tty §E5E v 9o
o, e Migsl FU BEHS RElA & 13
Rl 23f80) HWEING oty HEsasd 2 AlH

Ao wA FA v, ol AL WA 3
29 WAL B Fo| A TohE Wi G
€ BolFE oW, ook Hime & RKE
$Be] WhKEe] BIHE vimsld vel AEA,
folut, ¥uxl, EAE Fo| 44 wasdoy
Ak oz vl Hipe HESAY Mo
o, v@H BEEE Mo MY molde
o o] AL male] MiEo s MEe o] Hy—
b 51907] =i Eolat Exisie},

# 49 5+ BTk 6580 7 EHEEA a3
¥ EfS WEAES EWES RERS pE
B, RERED EIdd HEES £REEL

Table 4. Number of weeds at 65 days after sowing as affected by herbicide treatments.

Weed number(No./m?)

No.  Treatment Total
Poaceae Cyperaceae  Broadleaf weeds

1 Untreated 81 20° 524 625*

2 Hand weeding o° 0° 0¢ 0°

3 Ethalfluralin 16° 4° 211% 231

4 Clomazone (I 13 92ve 105¢

5 Paraquat fb 1® 36° 233® 271"
Ethalfluralin

6 Paraquat fb o° 341 1430 4849°
Clomazone

% [ Means within the column of weed number followed by the same letters are not significantly
different at the 5% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.

Table 5. Dry weight of weeds at 65 days after sowing as affected by herbicide treatment.

Weed dry weight (g/m?)

No.  Treatment Total qontrol
Poaceae Cyperaceae Broadleaf weeds rate(9%)
1 Untreated 159.6°* 4.3° 361.2 525.0° ' 0
2 Hand weeding : o° 0® [ 04 100
3 Ethalfluralin 7.4° 0.8 155.2° 163.4* 68.9
4 Clomazone 0" 2.52 66.1° 68.6° 86.9
5 Paraquat fb or 0.3 23,7¢ 24.0°¢ 95,4
Ethalfluralin
6 Paraquat fb (11 3.4 3.3 6.7¢ 98.7
Clomazone

* | Means within the column of weed dry weight followed by the same letters are not significantly
different at the 5% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Table 6. Seasonal variation of numbers and dry weight of several weeds at each sampling date in the

untreated plot.

DATA (nonth/day)
Weed
6/1 6/16 7/1 7/16 8/1 8/16 9/1 9/22
No./m? g/m?)

E.c - - 76 30.6 188 463.2 224 1272.0 192 4220.4 128 4043.2 316 10336.0 204 6268.0
D.s 48 0.7 12 1.5 5 15.6 4 16.0 8 12.0 44 56.0 8 4.0 4 1.6
S.v 640 14,8 128 7.6 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Aa 4 0.2 24 135 220 52.7 816 656.2 912 1844.0 452 1228.0 436 616.0 32 1428.0
P.o 2308 72.7 744 1945 932 819.5 536 842.7 400 496.0 132 100.0 28 3.0 - -
P.h 872 5 112 15.7 360 93.4 360 176.1 220 184.0 68 160.0 28 52.0 4 4.8
Al 292 8.6 52 121 4 17.4 28 21.2 - - 200 30.4 4 4.0 - -
C.a 8 0.5 68 100.4 84 209.6 8 80.2 12 524.0 - - - - - -
Cy.i - - 4 0.1 60 13.0 4 0.2 - - - - - - - -
others - - 40 1.6 8 0.2 88 192.2 8 16.0 16 232.0 8 772.0 - -
Total 4172 102.0 1480 377.0 1892 1671.6 2068 3256.7 1752 7296.4 860 5914.6 828 11818.0 244 6289.2




168 A Fnz A1l A A2E (1992)

Table 7. Seasonal variation of importance
untreated plot.

values of several weecjs at each sampling date in the

i

DATA (month/day) -

Weed
6/1 6/16 7/1 7/16 8/1 8/16 9/1 9/22
No./m? g/m?)

E.c - - 54 81 9.9 27.7 10.8 39.1 11.0 57.8 14.9 68.4 38.2 87.5 83.6 99.7
D.s 1.2 0.7 08 04 30 09 0.2 05 05 0.2 51 1.0 1.0 0.1 1.6 0.1
S.v 15.3 14.6 8.7 2.0 - - - - - - - - - - - -
A.a 0.1 0.2 16.5 3.6 11.6 3.2 39.5 20.2 52.1 25.3 52.6 20.8 52.7 5.2 13.1 2.4
P.o 55.3 70.8 50.3 51.5 49.3 49.0 25.9 25.9 22.8 6.8 15.4 1.7 3.4 0.3 - -
P.h 209 4.9 76 4.2 190 56 54 54 126 25 7.9 2.7 3.4 04 16 0.1
Al 7 8.5 3.5 3.2 23 1.0 0.7 0.7 - - 2.3 05 0.5 0.1 ~ -
C.a 0.2 0.5 4.6 26.6 4.4 12.6 2.5 2.5 0.7 7.2 - - - - - -
Cy.i - - 0.3 0.1 32 0.8 0.1 0.1 - - - - - -
others - - 2.7 04 04 01 59 59 0.2 0.2 1.9 39 1.0 6.5 - -
Table 8. Yield and petiole fresh weight of tosutoran as affected by herbicide treatment.

Petiole Yield Yield
No.  Treatment fresh wt. index

(kg/10a) No.of tuber/m? Fresh wt.(kg/10a) (%)

of tuber
1 Untraeted 599.5* 9.3 89.1¢ 8.2
2 Hand weeding 2252.7° 67.8° 1086.4* 100
3 Ethalfluralin 983.2°¢ 24.5% 356.8% 32.8
4 Clomazone 1276.5% 31.5° 459.6> 42.3
5 Paraquat fb 1937.8%° 52.1% 732.1%¢ 67.4
Ethalfluralin
6 Paraquat fb 1624 . 420 53.2° 860. 8% 79.2
Clomazone

* . Means within the column of petiole and yield fresh weight followed by the same letters are not

significantly different at the 5% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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