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Abstract : This study examined effects of aqueous extracts of rice bran on the inhibition of germination and early
growth of annual weeds, bamyardgrass and eclipta. Germination of bamyardgrass treated with 5%(w/v)-sterilized and
nonsterilized extracts of rice bran were inhibited by 27% and 63% at 7 days after treatment(DAT), respectively, compared
to control. However, plant height and fresh shoot weight of barnyardgrass treated with aqueous extract of rice bran was
reduced significantly at higher than 1% for both sterilized and nonsterilized extracts. Plant height and fresh shoot weight
of barnyardgrass treated with 5% extract of rice bran were inhibited by 66 to 68% and 75 to 78% at 7 DAT,
irrespective of sterilization. The germination of eclipta treated with sterilized and nonsterilized extracts of rice bran were
significantly inhibited at concentrations of more than 0.5% and completely at 4% and 5%. Plant height and fresh shoot
weight of eclipta affected by the rice bran extracts showed trends similar to the germination rate. The sterilization of rice
bran extract resulted in higher inhibition of germination and early growth of eclipta. Rice bran extract was more
inhibitory to the germination and growth of eclipta than bamnyardgrass. These results suggest that aqueous extracts of rice

bran may have inhibitory potential to germination and early growth of weeds.
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Table 1. Effect of sterilized and nonsterilized aqueous extracts
of rice bran on germination of Echinochloa crus-galli

Congen- Sterilized rice bran Nonsterilized rice bran
tration

(% 3DAT S5DAT 7 DAT 3 DAT 5 DAT 7 DAT
mmmmmmmmmmmm reduction (%)b B

0.25 51 0.0 0.0 9.0 15 15
0.5 23 0.0 0.0 43.7 85 85

1 37.6 35 35 384 50 5.0
394 15 15 458 6.5 65
609 10.0 100 474 15 15
60.9 25 5.0 57.9 85 85
797 435 265 9.2 678 627
ISD 005 162 144 9.7 128 143 143

(S, 3 LI S )

“Days after treatment

®Data are expressed as percentage reduction in germination
compared to the untreated control.

Table 2 Effect of sterilized and nonsterilized aqueous extracts
of rice bran on plant height and shoot fresh weight
of Echinochloa crus-galli

Nonsterilized rice

Ctg:tfgg_ Sterilized rice bran bran

o . Shoot Plant Shoot
%) Plant height fresh wt.” height  fresh wt.
ensmmnnnnnmme redUCHON (%)b PR

0.25 15.5 20 99 0.0

05 10.6 9.7 15.6 13.8

1 194 17.2 19.9 124

2 349 238 209 98

3 373 383 232 8.6

4 60.6 64.0 72.8 72.6

5 68.3 78.1 66.0 75.0

LSD 0.05 16.2 20.0 17.7 17.9

*Plant height and shoot fresh weight were measured at 7 days
after treatment.

*Data are expressed as percentage reduction in plant height
and shoot fresh weight compared to the untreated control.
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Table 3. Effect of sterilized and nonsterilized aqueous extracts
of rice bran on germination of Eclipta prostrata L.

Concentration Sterilized rice bran Nonsterilized rice bran
(%) 3 DAT 5DAT 7DAT 3 DAT 5 DAT 7 DAT
S %, 17, 1o Y ') W

025 1000 391 182 23 99 98
0.5 1000 455 394 818 156 265
1000 575 455 1000 364 297
1000 515 482 1000 364 322
1000 879 636 1000 394 292
1000 1000 1000 1000 545 322
1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
LSD 0.05 ns 172 218 158 185 149

N o W N

“Days after treatment.
®Data are expressed as percentage reduction in germination
compared to the untreated control.

Table 4. Effect of sterilized and nonsterilized aqueous extracts
of rice bran on plant height and shoot fresh weight

of Eclipta prostrata L.
. Sterilized rice bran Nonsterilized rice bran
Concentration
(%) Plant  Shoot fresh Plant  Shoot fresh
height wt height wi,
B SN a7 i —— -
0.25 8.0 10.0 109 6.8
05 13.7 199 19.6 12.8
1 2.7 379 249 200
2 497 65.8 62.0 470
3 76.2 824 79.8 622
4 100.0 100.0 89.3 9.3
5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
LSD 0.05 183 157 16.0 19.8

*Plant height and shoot fresh weight were measured at 7 days
after treatment.

®Data are expressed as percentage reduction in plant height
and shoot fresh weight compared to the untreated control.
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