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Effect of herbicides and handweeding in control of weed in winter seeding

and spring sown lentil (Lens culinaris)
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Tablel. Analysis of variance of the effects of sowing dates and pre- emergence herbicides on density
reduction of Common lamb’squarters and Amaranth and total broadleaved weeds

MS Sl Sl

S.0.V. Sl e @oliTarss sl o5 aaku E w5 sl § geme
df Amaranth Common lamb’ squarters Total broadleaved weeds

Replication LY 3 0.01 0.02 0.08

Sowing date IS b 1 0.001™ 0.06™ 0.005™

Errors (A) () (gl 3 0.09 0.03 0.05

Weed control (B) (<) j,» glacale J 5 4 1.69** 0.71** 1.36**

(A xB) (&5 call) Jolaze 4 0.005™ 0.11™ 0.01™

Error (B) (o) gl 24 0.058 0.07 0.04

(CV%) O i b 44.2 25.06 39.01

Jle=17Y 50 Sls Cxecyls tme b LSS ¥* L * NS
5 233G Iy S e S 4 P

ns, * and ** : Non significant, significant at the 5 and 1% levels of probability, respectively.
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Table2. Mean comparison of the efficacy of pre- emergence herbicides on control of Common lamb’squarters
and Amaranth and total broadleaved weeds (based on reduction percentage of weed density)

Spslelee J5S g sh Rl o F ok E oty 5 Sl § gane

Levels of weeds control Amaranth Common lamb’ squarters ~ Total broadleaved weeds
(%) (%) (%)
Trifluralin s s 5 81° 702 70°
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Cyanazin bl 9t 24° 21°
(WF) S ke Sl s,le dals 100 100 100
(W1) o e 03T aals 0° 0° 0°
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Means followed by the same letters in each column are not significantly different (Duncan multiple rang test 5%)
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Table3. Analysis of variance of the effects of sowing dates and weed control treatments on dry matter reduction
of dominant (Common lamb’squarters and Amaranth) and total broadleaved weeds

MS Do o 5ol

oAl o7 4ake iy 5 ke ¢ pane
Amaranth Common lamb’ squaters ~ Total broadleaved weeds
S 3as0 Sy (K 3 om 33000 Sy o Ken 3 om 33000 Sy
a3 slaslag Jles! S35 sbales Jlos! S35 bl Jlos! RGP PPN
S.0. V. Sl e 15T sy J g - I puamn - Jpamn
df 15 days after Phys. maturity 15 days after Phys. 15 days after Phys.
application application maturity application Maturity
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ns, * and ** : Non significant, significant at the 5 and 1% levels of probability, respectively.
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Table 4. Mean comparison of the efficacy of different weed control methods against dominant and

broadleaved weeds fifteen days after post- emergence application and at harvest maturity
(based on reduction percentage of weed dry matter)

(1) s 26 (1) o aaks (1) & 1 5p Saile g same
Amaranth (%) Common lamb’ squarters Total broadleaved weeds
(%) (%)
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Means followed by the same letters in each column are not significantly different (Duncan multiple rang test 5%).

.(Hernando, 1987; Singh, 1986; Podlesny, 1995)
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Fig. 1. The effects of different weed control methods on lentil seed yield
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Effects of herbicides and handweeding in control of weed in winter
and spring sown lentil (Lens culinaris)

H. Karim Mojeni', H. M. Alizadeh?, N. Majnoon Hoseini’
and S. A. Payghambari*

ABSTRACT

Improper sowing date and competition of weeds are the most important constraints in lentil production in
Iran. In order to study the effect of sowing date and single and integrated application of herbicides, an
experiment was conducted using complete randomized block design in a split plot arrangement with four
replications at field station of Tehran University, Karaj (Iran) during 2001-2002 cropping season. Treatments
comprised of two date of sowing winter and spring sowing as main plots and eleven weed control methods as
sub plots. Weed control treatments were included a pre-emergence application of Cyanazin, post-emergence
application of Pyridate and Oxyflourfen, different combination of a pre-plant application of Trifluralin;
Pendimethalin each with post-emergence application of Pyridate and Oxyflourfen plus one handweeding ; and
finally a weed free and infested plot as controls. Amaranthus lividus L. and Chenopodium album L. were the
predominant weeds. Xanthium brasilicum Vellozo , Convolvulus arvensis L., Solanum nigrum L., Melilotus
officinalis L., Veronica persica Poir and Polygonum aviculare L. were of less importance. Combination of pre-
plant application of herbicides with hand weeding or post- emergrnce application effectively controlled weeds.
The combined treatments of Pendimethalin + one handweeding, Trifluralin + one hand weeding and
Pendimethalin + Pyridate showed the best results. These treatments effectively controled total broadleaf weeds
by 93, 88 and 85 percent, respectively. It was concluded that these treatments are the best for weeds control in
lentil crop under coditions similar to those of this experiment.

Key words: Lentil, Integrated herbicide application, Hand weeding, weeds, Pre-emergence,
Post- emergence.
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