89

NN ",f A HRE 2 ",f G

MAFD BAF D fory
TEE 6 Sa RRERAFES L (T
PEA ¢ PFE L Ly

- EREEE A L

F £

AFHR P NRIER ,Tlr*‘?'lr?&# et AFIRRE 2 sk e @“55?4 5

RVF s SR B BEFREF P AFERL v By 25 onpk, &
DA 3oz 5o I35%NEMT F R (ks ;E_;Ji 2
405 % 675 = 5. ) o %ﬁ?i 600 2= > rG DI T ARFETFL A
ATEAREAXPE O OHFAFZ ALY FHHL AT E 5 AT -

mEESCRIREIAATEERL > EPERIOCk FEPE Y S8 2§
Z Rk RS RAER SRS AZRELET > P ARV AL 09 Fie

F25a00p B it I350FHMRE BRI A 2R By o
B4R FME 3 AR TS o

Efficacy of Glufosinate for Weed Control
In Cucumber Field
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Abstract

The experiment was conducted a three locations(Taoyuan, Tainan,
Kaohsiung) to evaluate the weed control efficacy of herbicide glufosinate in
cucumber field. Glufosinate was applied to 2-5 cm stage of grass a rate of 405
and 675g ai ha’(3L and 5L ha™ of 13.5% glufosinate) and diluted to 600L ha™
with water respectively. The herbicide was found significantly and effectively for
goosegrass(Eleusine indica (L.) Gaertn), common purslane(Portulaca oleracea
L.), annual sedge(Cyperus compressus L.), crabgrass(Digitaria adscendens
(H.K.B.)Herr.), sessile joyweed (Alternanthera  sessilis (L.)R.Br.),
bermudagrass(Cynodon dactylon(L.)Pers.)and rice flat sedge(Cyperus iria
L.)control. There was no herbicide injury found in cucumber. Cucumber yield was
not affected by glufosinate application. According to the results and based on cost
consideration, it is suggested that 13.5% glufosinate at 3.0L ha’(405g ai ha™)and
diluted to 600L ha*with water can be used for weed control in cucumber field.

Key Words: glufosinate, cucumber, weed control.
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Tablel. Weed control of various herbicides on cucumber field at 15 days after
herbicides treatments in Tainan, Taoyuan and Kaohsiung.
A Bl (BRImP)
gax) Rate 5 & 285 AR
(gaiha') 8 H % s PE BF s BB 3
13.5%F 133 i 405 0 0.0° 106 0 72° 25° 0 87° 0
13.5% ) 133 i 675 0 02 88 0 47° 258 0 45 0
41% EREE AR 2460 0 00° 69° O 57° 41° 0 132 0
LI%E - 7 0.0° 1312 4° 72° 31° 0 257 0
AE (HEF) -- g 1.2* 197 13* 282* 103 0 3165 O
‘ SEX AR5 phdi ($h/P)
K,értj:ew Rate BB A | ™y
(gaha) &ss $F F2 Ss 1F 32 S8 H F2
13.5% ) 133 i 405 0 22° 0 0 02° 0 O 00° 0
13.5%F 133 i 675 0 22 0 0 02> 0 0 02> 0
4% EREE AR 2460 0 40° 0 0 92> 0 0 02> 0
1KY - 0 1.0° 0 0 17 0 0 07° o0
AE (HEF) - 0 155* 0 0 250° 0 O 87 0
‘ A2 il (D)
K,értj:ew Rate B % Bk iy %
(gaiha') :a +H F% ;4 F B2 5% PR 3
13.5%F - 133 i 405 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13.5%F 133 i 675 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A% EREE R 2460 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O
e - 0 0 133 0 0 0 0 o ¢
PR (HEF) -- 0 0 25° 0 0 0 0 0 31°
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Table 2. Weed control of various herbicides on cucumber field at 35 days after
herbicides treatments in Tainan, Taoyuan and Kaohsiung.

SR BT R bR ($R/M7)

oo Rate B ey LR S
(gaiha') s W B% 58 P F® e PR Fa
13.5%F 133 i 405 5° 07 138" 0 310° 66° 0O 65.0° 0
13.5% 7 #5734 7 675 3 10* 103> 0 295 53 0 46.0° 0
41% EREE AR 2460 6° 05 50° 0 230° 66 O 61.2° 0
1KY - 8° 00° 94 5° 102° 78 0 21.7° 0
PY (HERR) -- 20° 15* 285 16 61.7%° 126° 0 332.7* 0
‘ S AR i (P
“,ﬁ’é’fﬂ Rate 5B E wmE R Ll
(gaiha') s #F F2 58 PF 3% 58 BH g
13.5% 7 ¥ 534 7 405 0 147° 0 0 107 0 0 122 0
13.5%F 133 i 675 0 87 0 0 42° 0 0 07* 9
A% EREE B R 2460 0 245 0 0 167° 0 0 100 3
1KY - 0 35 0 0 40° 0 0 00° 0
Y (HER) - 0 4522 0 0 3.7 0 0 7.0 0
‘ e AR il (R
i Rate 071 A M Rk %
(gaiha') s W B 528 PH F® e PR Fa
13.5% ) #1734 i 405 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o 88
13.5% ) #1734 i 675 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o 25
A% EREE SR 2460 0 0 0 0 0 288 0 0o 72
1KY - 0 0 16° 0 0 3P 0 0 19°
PY (HERR) - 0 0 3% 0 0 38 0 0 143
*fp — fF#® > F#4pkF £ 7 & Duncan’s Multiple Range Test 5% » £ £ 7 &

-
¥ -
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Table 3. Effect of various herbicides on the fresh weight of weeds at 35 days after
herbicides treatment for cucumber field in Tainan, Taoyuan and Kaohsiung.

¥ EE (gm)

s Rate 5% ey R
(gaihal) ss 1B A2 58 BB F% o5 1vH 2
13.5%F 133 i 405 0519 1.3 470° 0 75° 854 0 121" 0
13.5% 7 #5734 7 675 039 2.0* 84 0 82° 616° 0 94° 0
41% EREE AR 2460 0.83 59 85° 0 105" 498 0 130° o0
1KY - 742° 0.0° 118 11.8 32 128 0 64° 0
PY (HERR) -- 899* 7.5% 553% 345° 1222* 3362* 0 1936° O
¥ #EE (gm?)
“fﬁ’?ﬂ Rate 5 )‘%} i EAE N wH
(gaiha') 54 #F  F2 S8 PH 3% 58 1F Fa
13.5% 7 ¥ 534 7 405 0 77 0 0 383 0 0 1.8 0
13.5%F 133 i 675 0 95° 0 0 88° 0 0 2.4 36
41% EREE AR 2460 0 177 0 0 504 0 0 25 1°
1KY - 0 15° 0 0 14 0 0 00° 0
Y (HER) - 0 1056 0 0 286 0 0 429° 0
‘ ey EE (gmd)
. ﬁ‘fjﬁ?ﬂ Rate 7 i+ B sy
' (gaiha') ss F 3% 28 1 H F® 58 P Fa
13.5% ) #1734 i 405 0 0 0 0 0 0 o0 0 16
13.5% ) #1734 i 675 0 0 0 0 0 0 o0 0 10
A% EREE SR 2460 0 0 0 0 0 28 0 0 26
1 - 0 0 144 0 0 2 0 0  40°
- 0 0 26 0 0 1200 0 0 2317
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REMAER ?*ﬁkmﬁ#°wuﬂﬂ4@Fav»%ﬁﬁﬁﬂ£
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Table 4. Effect of various herbicides on cucumber yield in Tainan, Taoyuan,
and Kaohsiung.

FA Rae  ———_aE iR
(gaiha”) oE % PR FEw

13.5% F) #5737 405 24416%  21271% 21225

13.5% F) #5737 675 253442 18713 22925%

A1% ERER B R 2460 24852 18734% 18352*

e - 20188% 18665° 20514%

2y (HEF) -- 18228° 16606° 19471%
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