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A STUDY ON WEED CONTROL BY HER-
BICIDES AND MANUAL MEANS ON
PLANTING STRIPS IN A YOUNG
RUBBER PLANTATION

M. Mathew, S.N. Potty and K.l. Punnoose

ABSTRACT

An experiment was conducted from 1981 to 1984 in « young rubber
plantation to find the comparative effect of the Itccbicides Paraquat.
Femoxone and Dalapon In combinations and; rianual weeding on
the control of weeds in contour terraces. The trr:.tments paraquat as
Oramoxone at 2.5 I/ha plus Femoxone at 1.2- kg/ha and Dalapon
at Skg/ha plus Paraquat at 2 1/hawere superior :0 manual weeding
for control of weeds. The girth of the < after three years of
experimentation was higher in plots where the a*>ve herbicides were
applied. On cost comparison with the treatment Paraquat plus Fer«
noxone was the cheapest followed by Dalapon piiis Paraquat. Manu-
al weeding was costlier to the herbicide treatmcits.

INTRODUCTION

The control of weeds on the planting lines;or terraces of imma-
ture rubber plantations is very important tc facilitate the quick
growth of rubber plants. Apart from competing with young rub-
ber plants for light» nutrients and water, weeds cause serious
inconvenience to various estate operations for plant protection
and manuring. The conventional method being adopted to achie-
ve this objective is scraping with a spade. Due to favourable
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moisture condition during most of the months it may require
several repeated manual operations using a spade in order to get
an all the year round control of weeds in the planting lines.
Research work done by the various Rubber Research Institutes
indicates the possibility of weed control by the application of
herbicides in rubber plantations (Abdul 1Cakm and Ihmnoose,
1975; Mathew et al., 1977). Where labour isavailable at low cost,
manual weed control may be cheaperthan herbicide applications.
Since in most parts of the country the labour rates show an
increasing trend, chemical methods are likely to become on par
with oreven cheaper than manual weeding. Chemical weed cont-
rol has other advantages— it does not disturb the soil surface
and expose the soil to erosion, and it is less time consuming.
Therefore, the present work is taken up to find the best schedule
of herbtcide application, and to compare its effectiveness and
economy with manual methods of weed control.

MATERIALS AND METH(H>S

The experiment was laid out in a plantation located at Enunely
in Pathanamthitta District of Kerala State. The iield was a seed-
at>stake planting budded with R.RJ.l. 105 in September, 1980.
The treatments are listed below:

T | —<jTamoxone at 2.5 1/ha plus Femoxone 1.25 kg/ha of
actually sprayed area.

T 2 —Manual weeding—scraping plant basins and slashing in
between the plant basins.

T 3 —Spraying plant bostns with Treatment T | and slashing
in between the plant basins.

T 4 —D&lapon at 5 kg/ha and followed by Oramoxone at 2
1/ha one to ten days after Dalapon spraying—of actu-
ally sprayed area.

The above treatments were imposed only on the planting strips
or terrace. The treatments were started in October, 1981 and
were repeated, so as to get a continuous control of weeds. Obser-
vations on the percentage regeneration of weeds were taken perio-
dically and the girth of trees recorded equally. The dates on
which the treatments were imposed and observations recorded
are given in Appendix 1. The data on rainfall during the period
of experiment are presented in Appendix 2.



RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results of the dtfferent parameters observed are discussed:
Nect on weed regeneration: The data on percentage regenera-
tion of weeds recorded on differentdates are presented in Table I.
1) Observation on 25.2.1982: The tr*tment Dalapon plus
Gramoxone and the treatment Oramoxone plus Femoxone in
plant basin and slashing in between were significantly superior
to the treatments Gramoxone plus F~noxone and «>mplete
manual weeding. Further the treatment Dalapon plus Gramox-
one was superior to Gramoxone plus Femoxone in plant bases
and slashing in between. Treatments Gninu>xone plus Femoxone
and comi”ete manual weeding were on par vnth each other.

2) Observation on 23.4.1982: The results ihow that the treat*
ment Dalapon plus Gramoxone was signifir ntly better than all
the other treatment. The effect of the o« <stthree treatments
were on par, with each other.

3) Observation on 19.7.1982: It is seei diat the treatments
Gramoxone plus Femoxone and Dalapon j is Gramoxone were
superior to the other treatments and the t ' itment of complete
manual weeding was inferior to all the ot rs.

4) Observation on 20.9.1983: The best ontrol was observed
for the treatments Gramoxone plus Fer. xone and Dalapon
plus Gramoxone. The treatment of manua. weeding was inferi-
or to all the otlKrs.

5) Observation on 29.11.1983: The treatment Oramoxone
plus Femoxone was on par with the treatment Dalapon plus
Gramoxone, but was significantly better than the other two
treatments.

6) Observation on 3.2.19M and 27.6.1984: The treatments
Dalapon plus Gramoxone and Gramoxone plus Femoxone gave
the best control of weeds. Manual weeding gave the lowest cont-
rol.

A general evaluation of the above results indicates that the
treatments Gramoxone plus Femoxone and Dalapon plus Gra*
moxone are superior for efficient weed control and manual weed-
ing is inferior. These results are in full conformity with the re-
sults obtained by different authors (Riepma, 1968; Darter, 1968;
Anonymous, 1967; Peng, 1970; Lee, 1975; Mathew ct al., 1977).

Effect on the girth of trees: The mean girrh of plants recorded
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anaually is furnished in Table 2. The pre-treatment girth data
(1981) did not show statistical difference among the treatments,
which reveal the uniformity of experimental area. The data recor-
ded is 1933 also did not show statistical difTerence, probably
because a period of one year may not be enough to getthe effect
of weed control reflected on the growth of rubber plants.

Table 2. Mean girth of trees {CMS) on different dates

Dates Treatiaent 10.10.1981 1S.1.19S3 9.2.1984
T1 10.08 15.62 22.73
T2 9.98 14.6; 21.07
T3 10.24 15.2(i 22.82
T4 10.36 23.20
S.E:0.34 S.B:0.°9 S.B: 0.47

i C.D: 1.48 (at 5%)

TTe*

The girth data”recorded two years after commencement of the
trial (1984) showed significant differenct among the treatments.
Manual weeding was inferior to all the h”bicide treated plots.
However, there was no significant difference between the three
herbicide treatments.

Cost comparison of different treatments' The treatment Gra-
moxone plus Fernoxone is the cheapest irieans of weed control
followed by the treatment Dalapon plus Gramoxone (Table 3).
Manual weeding is the costliest treatment.

Table 3. Cost of herbicide treatmentfmanual weeding per ha
of rubber plantation from 10,10.1981 to 13.3.1984 involved to
keep the planting lines (terraces) weedfree

Treatment Cost of herbicide Labour charge Total cost
Rs. Rs. Rs.
T1 324.00 160.71 484.71
T2 - - 1227.24 1227.24
T3 137.48 886.34 1023.82

T4 489.20 262.98 752.18



Considering the extent ofweed control and growth of rubber,
the treatments Gramoxone plus Femoxone and Dalapon plus
Gramoxone could be rated as the best herbicide combinations.
Treatment Gramoxone plus Femoxone is the cheapest combi-
nation of w”nicides followed by the treatment Dalapon plus
Gramoxone. Therefore from the point of view of benefit derived
and cost involved treatment Gramoxone plus Femoxone is the
most advantageous one followed by the treatment Dalapon plus
Gramoxone.
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DISCUSSION

Q : It is reported elsewhere that add- on of Urea (0.5%) will
reduce the quantity of weedtcicies lave you tried this?

Ans: A trial on this line is in progress.

Q : Asingle high dose of dalapon w;. aiSsct translocation of
we” M teides beyond tlw point of entry, Ttwfefore repeated
applications of lower doses mighi: I;e more useful?

Ans: Doses lower than this were not eff<r:tive even by repeated
spraying.

Q : The girth should be retarding from the third year because
herbicides affect soil miCToflora?

Ans: The girth increase observed could be attributed to less soil
disturbance. Moreover, applicati<m of herbicides is localis*
ed.

Q : Have you given a genera) wading before incorporation of
treatments?

Ans: Contour terraces were cut before commencement of experi-
ment.



Appendix 1. Dates of treatment imposition and
recording observations

Dates of treatment imposition Dates of recording  Dates of record*
— — weed regenera- ing girth of
Weedieide Manual tion trees
spraying weeding

10.10.1981 10.10.1981 25.2.1982 10.10.1981
11.12.1981 23. 4.1982 23.4.1982 IS. 1.1983
23. 41982 31. 8.1982 19.7.1982 9. 21984
29. 7.1982 16.10.1982 20.9.1983

9. 9.1982 10.12.1982 29.11.1983

16.10.1982 29.11.1983 3.2.1984

19. 7.1983 13. 3.1984
29.11.1983

13. 3.1984
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