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Aspect of Weed Occurrence by Methods
of Weed Control in Rice Field

Yoon Ha Kim', Sang Mo Kang, Abdul Latif Khan, Joon Hee Lee and In Jung Lee*

ABSTRACT In present study we focused on the weed occurrence and diversity in rice field
according to methods of weed control. Experiments comprised of no herbicide treatment (NHT),
herbicide treatment (HT) and golden apple snail treatment (GAST) within the three months (July
to September) of growing rice. According to results, five to seven different weed species were found
in NHT, while two to four different weed species were found in HT and GAST. Monochoria
vaginalis was dominant species during growing period in NHT and HT while Lemna paucicostata
was the dominant in July but Persicaria hydropiper was dominant for August and September.
Simpson’s dominance index was highest in GAST(0.96) compared with other treatments (NHT : 0.27
and HT : 0.51). The similarity coefficient was 50.31%, 4.65% and 0.38% for NHT versus HT, NHT
versus GAST and HT versus GAST, respectively. In conclusion, the weed species diversity,

dominance and similarity coefficient were varied in different weed control methods of rice growing.

Key words : bio-deversity; dominant index; golden apple snail; similarity coeffecient.
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Table 1. Occurrence, diversity and species richness indices of weeds determined 8th July 2010 in the different weeding
system of Gunwi, Gyengbuk province, rice field.

NHT" HT” GAST?
Weed species PN DW” PN DW PN DW
(m’) (g m? (m”) (g m? (m”) (g m?)
Persicaria hydropiper 16 25.6 - - 12 56.5
Ludwigia prostrata 56 31.6 - - 8 12.6
Lemna paucicostata - - - - 980 1.62
Monochoria vaginalis 132 144.1 16 29.0 - -
Cyperus difformis 24 33.6 - - - -
Lindernia procumbens 88 8.9 - - - -
Echinochloa oryzicola 8 414 20 20.4 - -
Eclipta prostrata 4 3.0 - - - -
SN” 7 2 3
TSN” 328 36 1000
SWDI” 1.50 0.69 0.11
MSRI” 6.83 1.72 2.86

l)NHT, No herbicide treatment; 2)HT, Herbicide treatment; 3)GAST, Golden apple snail treatment; 4)PN, Plant number;
DW, Dry weight; 93N, Species number; TSN, Total species number; 8)SWDI, Shannon-Weaver diversity index;
“MSRI, Margalef species richness index.
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Table 2. Occurrence, diversity and species richness indices of weeds determined 8th August 2010 in the different
weeding system of Gunwi, Gyengbuk province, rice field.

NHT" HT” GAST”
Weed species PN DWW PN DW PN DW
(m’) (g m?) (m’) (g m?) (m’) (g m”)
Persicaria hydropiper 3 6.8 - - 39 477.9
Ludwigia prostrata 20 52.9 - - 4 55.5
Monochoria vaginalis 60 47.8 12 26.1 - -
Cyperus difformis 7 24.7 - - 1 29.5
Echinochloa crus-galli - - 1 87.0 - -
Echinochloa oryzicola 4 93.0 - - - -
Eclipta prostrata - - - - 1 9.52
SN® 5 2 4
TSN” 94 13 45
SwDI¥ 0.57 0.27 0.51
MSRI” 4.78 1.61 3.74

1)NHT, No herbicide treatment; 2)HT, Herbicide treatment; 3)GAST, Golden apple snail treatment; 4)PN, Plant number;
DW, Dry weight; 93N, Species number; TSN, Total species number; 8)SWDI, Shannon-Weaver diversity index;
“MSRI, Margalef species richness index.
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Table 3. Occurrence, diversity and species richness indices of weeds determined 8th September 2010 in the different
weeding system of Gunwi, Gyengbuk province, rice field.

NHT" HT” GAST”
Weed species PNY DW” PN DW PN DW
(m’) (g m? (m’) (g m? (m?) (g m?)
Persicaria hydropiper 3 17.6 - - 4 57.5
Ludwigia prostrata 4 54.0 - - - -
Monochoria vaginalis 40 113.9 8 24.7 - -
Echinochloa crus-galli 3 137.2 - - - -
Echinochloa oryzicola 4 519 1 13.3 3 99.6
Eclipta prostrata 4 175.6 1 29.5 - -
Bidens frondosa 3 302.9 - - - -
SN” 7 3 2
TSN” 68 10 7
SWDI” 0.78 0.64 0.68
MSRI” 6.76 2.57 1.49

l)NHT, No herbicide treatment; 2)HT, Herbicide treatment; 3)GAST, Golden apple snail treatment; 4)PN, Plant number;
5)DW, Dry weight; 6)SN, Species number; 7)TSN, Total species number; 8)SWDI, Shannon-Weaver diversity index;
“MSRI, Margalef species richness index.
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A7 ZA YD, HFL g7 Sl UdThE Table 4. Simpson’s dominance index in different weeding
3). FUIE A5 A ZA Pl A 0782 A ZA methods.
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FTHE AP E FAZA TN 6765 AZ2A A index
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AF7F 2opge 2 20wl g2 gu)ekdd b Herbicide treatment 0.51
Golden apple snail treatment 0.96
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Table 5. Similarity coefficient in different weeding methods.

Weeding Similarity coefficient (%)
methods NHT HT GAST
NHTV - 50.31 4.65
HT? 50.31 - 0.38

GAST? 4.65 0.38 -

1)NHT, No herbicide treatment;
PHT, Herbicide treatment;
YGAST, Golden apple snail treatment.
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