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Efficacy of Weed Control with Khaki Campbell Ducks
in Transplanted Rice
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Komsan Nakornsri” Prasan Vongsaroj”’

ABSTRACT

The study of weed control with khaki campbell ducks in transplanted rice was conducted at Botany
and Weed Science Division. The ducks were allowed to have free access to the field at 20 days after transplanting
between 8.30 am to 4.30 pm which were continued until 50 days after transplanting. Three ducks were used
for a plot of 32 sq.m which was fenced with nets to prevent the ducks from transferring to other plots. The
treatment were used to allow the ducks to these plots for 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 times repectively, and pretilachior,
hand weeding and untreated check. Weed control performance was very good when the ducks were allowed in
rice field 5 times when compared with other treatments. Likewise, weed biomass was lower than when they
were aliowed 5 times. The ducks treatments, pretilachor, hand weeding and untreated check had no significant
effect on height, tiller and yield of rice. Grain yield of pretitachlor treatment was highest. However, the more

times the ducks were allowed to have free access to the field, the less the rice grain yield were obtained.
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Table 1. Effect of weed control on dry-weight of weeds, height and number of tilier at 56 days
after transplanting and yield of rice.

Weed control Dry wt. Height of Tillers Yield of
Treatments {scale)™ of weed rice of rice rice

(g/0.5 mH)® (em)® (No/planty®  (kg/rai)®
Ducks were allowed | time 540 19.9 83.3 217 2155
Ducks were allowed 2 times 6.2 17.4 83.5 28.7 T21.3
Pucks were allowed 3 times 8.2 15.6 §82.8 309 790.8
Pucks were allowed 4 times 8.2 14.4 84.7 29.6 705.5
Pucks were allowed 5 times 9.5 9.4 83.6 29.4 655.8

Pretilachlor 8.9 10.3 g4.6 28.8 801.2¢e
Hand weeding 8.0 16.4 836 30.1 729.2
Untreated check - 22.5 84.1 26.0 634.8
CV (%} 283 432 52 13.9 184

(1) Visual Scale 0 = No control
10 = complete control
{2) In a column, means of treatment are not significantly different.

Table 2. Kinds of weed in rice at 58 days after fransplanting.

Type of weeds Kind of weeds

Grass Brachiaria mutica (Forsk.) Stapf
Panicum repens Linn.
Aeschynomene indica Linn.

Ammania baccifera Linn.

Broadleaf

Ipomeea aquatica Forsk.

Jussiaea linifolia Vahl,

Sphenoclea zeylanica Gaertn.
Sedge Cyperus difformis Linn.
Cyperus rotundus Linn,

Fimbristylis miliacea (L.) Vahl

b

nsTuainisauquisiay natn13dnaliann FIuRANRaT84T17 WuINTTATNIRILaY

1 L |

wannaunnitnssudiludrdadefe wanla  Sofe wesldddatrRalvnsndathabivanens

) o £ A iy R’J 1 G A = 2 o
uan@anun19aha (Table 1) lunssdfidsen 1w LLﬂ:ﬂ‘W‘iﬂ'ﬂUQll‘]’ﬁﬁ‘ﬁﬂﬂﬂ‘i‘nn%l%waﬂaﬂ

Waaaggansuannayastrivnauiuannduna
& ' g S ar B o v o e o n o

andedrotrsatrfoviv v iasondin
aamaaigidulanaifies uanllagaowsiudnld
flourina (Medina 1985, s 2531) 33ilua
TWn1suannaasstruindu uazlunmsnaassdl
Tinudrdra ldsuanuiswisainmidsamileaas
A} 9t A k% et

Ee9lunT ) GeRaanR a9 UMTINLTUTES Manda
(1992) uaz Panel (1976)

130

FraunninnTTds Wifdadoie (Table 1) ud
3 L3 L | v n:Y 43
atialshany ﬂ’]‘iﬂ‘lUﬂﬁ’J'ﬁW“ﬁﬂ?Uﬂ’]‘SLaUGLﬂﬂl‘u

L% L F-Y L " A 4 1
witnlinandadlavwdodsuniimisaiugy
JrRodrunIldanT pretilachlor WaznInaua18il

[ 1 U o i 3 J A r-1
aravduiniizin mstdvuladafun »wie
o e d . & g o & @
Fruruntanvdamdeaaiuedas Wunaldns
5 W A o f o &  d
frvatefTileddamilaasioslalinata uean
a1l dunauran ldsasaineszauia

a ot w o -
smeiTmanues U 14 adud 2 WHBNIRNAN-FINIAN 2539



IWadgyeaaaaaszozmsnanasld vilddodey
P @ & & o ¥ o Gs  Go Ou
mﬂﬂq@aﬂaawummuammnau‘lﬂamanu
PPN a . ' ol = -4 -l
faduaintoigluladelldan WanSoumiey
ey A’ [ k2 B r-y-| [ ar
arsudtnnasadaluurdranunssydthinda
L | i a 2 on ik J [ L
Ry wudn mandat i lunisyatiaoatde luwdin
& ¢ P | ' 6 Be ar gl
fualidugendr svaflesnandadiamdadoio
o [ [P o
winwdn uazldilodud1y (Anon 1993) uaziils
=t = r =, f .A’ [
Wisuisunmalusznitsninadsmaisadaluw
T LT - L7 T 1 [ AJ [']
Truaanduwilindr nsdsemdanaifosdiuon
Lavw  a y ¥,
YINATIFHANRARARY TI1IUAITNARBIANDIN
1 = J o Q‘: L7 .y R
madesdasadusdiuan 3 a3 Iiuandathogs
o
7139 (Table 1)
9

#g5U

milfidamuguizAzludriwd s
mmw"i‘ﬁﬁﬂﬁ'miﬁﬂizﬁﬂ%mwﬁazm':i'am‘s'lfﬁ'
a1t R daunandatiilunssndinnsly
P a2t -l H ' [
damuquizArlagiadoszdainiinneuisiy
I o W o G A 8 o ol
modalazmslFaTidatrNoaudey iesan

A’ [ o A’ Qs o1

mmanssiidudayaiasdn arslinmassalu

=l .n' &’ 1 o o 1 é’ r-*v‘ =t
MoaslduaAndn lrunm T Euwiledenun via
o E 4 ' | Py s s P
fruruasendsagilaafustiawmiiyuinsadn
wanzaaldiluuwimalunisaruguisialudng

o 4 f 2 VY v R’

w187 Tavztitaan Tigaisinilldanniedaly
A w
yitaaae

tanNs1sa19de

fiwu. 2531, mudsaaluwndwitslunsuauna
7zuiaaﬂ§ﬂﬁ‘nt§m€w§. inuayiuil 88(8) : 43-
44,

Ampong-Nyarko, K. and 5.K. De Datta. 199 1. Weed control
in rice, International Rice Research Institute. Manila,
Philippines. 133 p.

Anon. 1993. Low - input farming in Japan. Food and Fertilizer
Technology Center Newsletter. 102 : 8.

ibrahim, T.5.T. 19889. Integrated weed control in rice. In rice

farming systems. new direction. Los  Bonos, Laguna

(Philippines ). IRRL p. 161-1686.

Manda, M. 1992. Paddy rice cultivation using crossbred ducks.
Farming Japan. 26 (4) : 35-42.

Medina, S.M. 1985. Weed suppression and rice yield as
influenced by duck grazing in transplanted rice at
different planting patterns. Thesis (M.S. in Agronomy )
Philippines Univ., Los Bonos, Laguna. 54 p.

Panel, A.H. 1976. Making Aquatic weeds useful. Some
perspective for developing countries. National Academy

of Science Washington, BC. 175 p.

Thai Agricultural Research Journal Vol. 14 No.2, May-August 1996

131



