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

and spring sown lentil (Lens culinaris)

¢ . v . LY 3 B
LQML;L“H\:«W) Wu}b,uﬁbc a:‘kl&w&o-cdi.?uﬁ;&ﬁo-

e S (14490 S6) sls G o slacale

Dl 0351 0 g0 0slg Do g 4 5L 3 510150 s ol 058 5o Gl BYs 4 s (e > Shes
S 3L Cusby 5wl gla Sub s 4 oS gw\f,\“{o‘;@\,ubdﬁ\w S ol

Ygore b i g 5 G505 1 Slles ol S Loy 4 5 omo ojile 5 cnlee SO 00
VWAV o 6 WAY/V ¢ il 53
O o8l Ly skl Y O 5 o8t ) (g gl )


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1383.6.1.6.1
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-362-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-11-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1383.6.1.6.1 ]

WAY Sl ) o)lad (ot dlor 01l (515 p e alons”

Ol o8ils - sode Sla sie £

o g Sl 53 g5 Jgame ol 3 5 a Glalale
0313 OLiss Lo any 5 LOVYVAY (0,05 L 3) Sl ok
BRI T = P PR RC VI PRy gty
bl ol e 4y 095 At Al o  paee o
El-Raouf et al., 1993; Singh et al., 1994;) 4__iL
J,=S oS il 58l 6l .(Mohamed et al., 1997
sla iSils 1 adl 5,8 S 4 5, slacals
L b s =il Ly 5 S b pler s
OHSKen 5 L T ol (655 00 SO sla 2,

SIS sla 5 Sle 5L (Ahuja et al., 1995)
oAby (GLSa 53055 03l p 85 LS +/V0)
SO p3 05 eslap S o LS +/NO5))
OLSCa 55035 03le p S ST+ V05)) 05555 253
54338 (s g 2555 5 s DY pama S5 5 1y
SLasles 53 3550 5 e 5l 3 Shee o8 Lsls 0L
Sl (gls me b as e sl gla zSile 5 S
NS 5l 2 Sile 48T (55 b an el 03,5y
s slacde oSis 05y e 53 Hles 5 55
(Mohamed et al., 1997) 01 LK 5 dazes .Consl 05
bylone U5 pbie a oS 20 le3T 55 Ols g 3
s 5 slacile J,mST s Calbes gl 2Sile
ULl sl fSGle bl 487 W5 S pMlel . dzils
23 G 330 5n 03l £ 4 LS /00)
e n 3 QLS 53055 sl p 8 4 LS 6S0)
oles sy L LS s 0 55 sl p S5 S7 oS0)
slacale il (LS 530 f 3a 03le p 8 LS V/Y)
RPN e 3 Sles 5 S5 6550 500 415,
J S Cadiien Sl sy o 3 S5 o 53 ms
A 5oy Pros ¥ 5o s ey el e Cale
2 oS X0 IA 5,81 F 1 Sile 5 LS (o3l
4(,L:§A,>van> IV cpSem e 58 5 (LS
335 cade JES o e (ges s L g3 ke

sj)\SQTJ\@,@lm\;b;J_{ud;ﬁp@@

14

O o8t Lyl skl ¥

O Cdgudyl sl b t;lyﬁ))w”ws
33 3 gladle 53 (WA (G 5SCi ) ol o 3o g8
Lo 8l 0l 5o s 5 e SIS (LG cam
plosl (azis) okl CiS Olse 4 Oliee s ol
ST L Ol ke 5 Sy opl 52 355
o iSOl Jilsl L 5 5L Sl 3 e (gles
Sl S 5 550355 Al Oy gee 4 Ol 53 5
ST Loyl s Od Aol 5 ay Olian) 15l 53 5 0bile
Ol 5, Shee S o SLET 1y 355 iy olsn
oL Colin Sl izl |5 @ atist Oy gon 40 0dd S
Lo S sla 25 5113 5 s SV 55 5l g balinal
Al e i Ol 5 le Sl s s (i
5ol iy ddy iy i S 55 0T epdle
4S5 ph o o RN ) 5 @Bl 1B OT elese
5 by cmale Lyl b 55 S LS 20l 05U
1 5 odd s omwlie goui an dlodd slowl oles
oo ol s (Singhet al, 1997) Wb 2530 5 Shes
Gl ja glaca o sy o Lol s
s .(Hawtin and Sing, 1984; Mishra et al., 1996)
S el e ol g s sl 2158
Spsloc e o dbe Sl pde
Curan et al., 1987; Esser et al., 1999;) JJJ_?L;A
Odé w4 S pla 4> g L (Hernando et al., 1987
59l j s glacade | juST s s
;,it,.u.c@\rf_;:w)m,&b\pju)uﬁ
St o sl o) Sl Ak e p30LE
S el U 0T 5568 5 aib 0 5,0 lacale
(YA OL) Ll gy i ) STl o BlS™ 2il8”
@),Lgi\}_a&uwc_ﬂu,‘wfal,;
¢MQ)H)>4S Sed galel o slacale
JS S ade ol olS 5 ol 4 0T oJ 28
S50 GuB3 Hab an pde 35 e galale sl
IS lm Ol 53 & o sb 4 a8 S5 13 o


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1383.6.1.6.1
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-362-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-11-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1383.6.1.6.1 ]

T g3 g ol e 4 n_2Sile ST

30 fimesle p 8IS VNY) ey iy 2 Sl
o f i osle p S A 03,4l ST iSlile + (1S
o3le p S S VY) ety 2 Sile (LS s
ASile ( AnSS e 5L S+ (LS 5505 5
ASle (LS 5305 50 00a 0 8 LSV 5L
u;_iu;‘(,&,z,“;;ﬁuurfvmy,,uwf\
555 QLSS 305 5mola p 55 S V/Y) oy
J.Lé(.u,;,',aéuq_bpym“;)uaﬁu
D)

cla il mls ey bl SHoble
o e sy g ol 5 iSle 935,87 LS
Lles g s §n slaciade 28 4 506 s
o—! Jlasl 311 (Singh et al., 1994 5 \¥A+ Ob)
2 S e U s 8 o0 )l
SIS 355 s 53 Sl b :Sile 4k 3 50
S s s 35 503 S eslinad LT (63l 1 Hles
}dg.__.u&:_?}t}_ijl.x_&a:u:_wld&ibde_i\J:
S S oS i Sa T s in 2 oS
a2 Sl (o pas 1 s 5 ,a glacae 4 olesT
elol (s ,5a8” S5 (65,5 b s ol (s e
Ne

D S8 5 s b ps ST Jous e
Sams (et s Hdo s (g5l o3l Slles
3 s 355 LS 53 p 5 ST 81 by 5 e
S 3 S5 03LT Sl oy 25 p 55 50T Dlid s
Ciea S a3 ds S el ity 5 G 4 4
el YO Loy e ahoolb (26 0/0 Jgb 4 s,
T ) Sy 3 S ol el an e
Lﬁ.j¢UQaMgB£J\wJ&P).VUMMSNL~
ails I3 035 578N 4l 555 L codd ZMol 550l
PS8 e L S 1 S 550 5 0 8 YV
Oy g 4 L2l Slles Ld Sateds STl
WAS Lo ole age 023 Gyl 53 1 ploil s
S8 5 Ao ploil () jp Doy g0 4 (55l LS

Cal asls 1y 3, Shae o 2iw TA 5,818 :Sle
4 la w )y p C’L’ 1. (Saleeb and Al-Assily, 2001)
S s Jlael 457387 (6,8 s Ol o codaT Joe
L;J:f,&wwmwtf@,\:gua\ﬁ e
s 430 53 5 glacile J xS il gla gy,
ils 3, Shes Jral5il 5 5 glacale SuB) el
S iy il T ol 5 Codn .S o oSS
5 Wlce; CiS s e &5 1 g e slacale
Lol o) Sl (2l Sleslinnl b e o)l

.@\abﬁﬁbdffj\{jé}ﬁ&

ot S ST dble 8 e 43 iale3T
Slal S m b S Tl e slacade
Sber b (dolas Jol8 slaes 5l LB s odi s 5
S 4oy 50 33 \WA-AY ol dle s )1, S5
LT o sa)s wls 0,6 oty (655 slaS o uSKiils
dsb s s ¥ &F GLsl i 5o L S
o Sl W gyl Ly (3,5 000V oL ar
Pl ks TP UL e Sl 5 Lo
Sl il wliseSE gla leiT ulul 23 8
(LS £ 55 53353 V/0 ol g PH L oo gd () 4050
2556 7 she Ol g 4 (o)lg) Jgoms 5 (ais) (L]
s i Sile)j e slacade Jm8 00 VY 5 Lo
RITA s F PSS B sk e 4 (s s
iz 8\ F s 2550
p3e i eslet E 48 e 5 2 S ale
o fsnoslep SIS V) Sy 25 Cale ¥ (1S
o f i 03ke o, 8 450) nly ki 5 2SGle (S s
n\_ﬁp_ff/\~)y),_uw5\u:._§u;+(,u§a,;
ol 8 470) byl 5 Sle (OESs 53 0 50
A (S s S SOt (LS 5305 5
+ Ol 30 5n o3l p S o LS VYY) ety
GLSa 30 fgm03le p 8 S VY) Sy o 2Sile


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1383.6.1.6.1
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-362-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-11-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1383.6.1.6.1 ]

WAY Sl ) o)lad (ot dlor 01l (515 p e alons”

siale3T Glasleg Oladily s 5 ghate 4 b5 S
s eslaal 5 Jge 2 )
R =100 — A/Bx 100

o 03 oSS L S 05 A adaly pl 5o S
L oS 055B g os ol 5 alejT 35 50 ankd
JMS,\_.;J;R}(QMGJQM)ML:MVQ;
EL (op Bl Sl ey 2 e

adle O3 Ol L ails 3 Shes sl S
Heslel L) O, o 5l e 2 Y/VO Cm b
3 53 S cals (10 53 1/0 Sl sl S
sliel dus 8 e ails 3 Slee 21875 o™ (5Ll
Minitab 5 SAS asb » 5l eslizel b oeT C,.w.s:\.g(alé)l}
235 mon S A 8 15 LT TS 4
dile Cadizes (sLal sa3T 51 GaslaT (slaesls Jle
SLaaal 5l oslizal L) g O 55 peaml 235 S 5ol 87
A3 8 oslisl (Minitab 1 ;—Slp 5 55 55> s
AT Gl ool glaosts 513 8 aw sl o>
Rl e S o 9338 eslimal bl
ST e 5 455 S geo s Laesls JI S 65
Sty b sylse Al 55 s 8 plonil il sl
Slaals dz 0505T L S0l ol ) Ol 0 740
AL duslie STl

o oyl el Sy 3450 5 ,a slalale
Sasy ol e a 58 5 > S S
o = d—ades ((Amaranthus lividus L.) s > =5

& 39— ¢ (Chenopodium album L.)

¢« (Xanthium brasilicum Vellozo)
(Convolvulus arvensis LyeS oy
&5 2 >l
355 J g . > 5 ; {Solanum nigrum L.)

e (Melilotus officinalis  L.)

s s CaJe 4 (Veronica persica Poir.)

A

STy Lol WWAY oln 355,33 o lgs
P a._:ﬁ/v)@f,uj_»); 45 g 385 Sldal s
U 53 pl8n g o 0 & (b K5 Sldas (0 20
i s b 4 LT s plol ey 08 (S 4w
ST Jol s T sl 51 ey 238 D) 50
oL 5 ol 55503 b da o ol L Gollae
pls J__J.w\.:.c,éli aslsl J guamee Cls 5 5l iy ands
Sl A oslatal ST o) SbT &yl
s oY ey (655550 Shlras 1 iSUe 5 )87
G T s N U e b s i b ST
Sl Y0 HLS 5 e g Bl B e LAY Sl
o s g0 Oln byl 5 2Sile 5 8 eslizal
Sl sy 36 5l 8o,
g an hlew I e g oslaul (Pre-planting)
Gla Sl w3 8 bl S b 2Sile (2S5
S8 5 Bl i S, S8 p bl 5 e sy
Ll 03 5,8 4 (Pre-emergence) J gueses Qi o
o Sl o 58 (ST 5 Sk g sl 1Sl
U ,lgz ad> oy (Post-emergence) J swaswe 35
5 (G petln Ctoa U gz gl ote (S 2
b es )8 w5 glacile (S5 sler B g A
@SS 55 el s sk gla iSle 5 )8 L Ol s
255 plowil mws s g p5Y s oS
slacide g5, b Sile Jisu 31 L5 S
438 S 4 pn i 53) 5 slacile slias ¢,
O a0 oy sl dlesl Sl S 0L 5o
(e 2 p8) &8s 055 5 (e 53) 43 3l
slasles dlasl 51 uy a2 95 0l 53 50 slacale
e &S5 g Sy i a5 sy ey
Glacale ol 3L slas S 4 ges 3. Ldd (5,8 6100
Sleg e /05010 o y3lS g3 Sleslaal U 5 e
03T J51s 03 68 o ok p s b ST mlas
VY Sode a5 31 Ksilu aomys Vo (las S la 55

235 05T 3 s 3 e oDl 5 S el


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1383.6.1.6.1
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-362-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-11-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1383.6.1.6.1 ]

T g3 g ol e 4 n_2Sile ST

Jad ol IS dals b 2SUle 53 o 8 Sl 03
Y Jgdm) e & )1 5655 ¢ s oyl Ll
S35 2 1o (8D (gidey 3 0 28T 0 Sl S
plod 0 ALl 4 o oy 5 2 ol Sals
&ngnussﬂ)lqu,:ﬁb.wbj,adl&‘_}«aé
Gosb 4Ll Ol 3 5 Sl j acde J 287 55 (g 5
oAl oy SASEe 4 L gy e J S Ol o pley oS
e (N 3y s log 5 aSale O Sl 5 (JAY)
Al ol pan £ TYE idn S o Sl S les
1 815 ool 05,8 oSG 55 Jad s Jolas
s sbcale il JRST 5 o ible o8 JHAY Jau)
ol s il iSle kil CiST s 4 s
(Drew, 1981) 59,35 gy p 5l Joolb= ames U oy s
A Lo 5 s 2l s Cale IS
L s oo ,daedw J 28 )l Gl o1 5les 5
05U a b SIS ol el o 5 iSile 1 eslizul

sl 0 41— (Hernando et al., 1987)

(

33535 1 g 5 n Slalale sluad g e 2alS
Oledsly aS™ Jlo )3 555 lo mime S8 50,515
Slacade ¢ sazs sl J 25750 (leT lasles

claale u:iuﬂ o) 5> (Polygonum aviculare L.)
Sy e a8 o5 ke s s 5 b
g =5 5 80T lesT slasles )
3348 S 0T 5ds sy p K e o slaiale
Gl fSle Gl sl sles 53 ol o (o1 4 gl
G B 8 Sy o SISl b O e ST
35 003,85 Jlasl (255 oy Sl S gt8
3550 Jsl Co g ol s s 5 Lajles ol i 1)
,sguu\)lé\ﬁﬁﬁ.grfﬁ,\gg:@
lacile oSz 055 3l p s 5 p 33 SIS 24 gl
035 035 50 s a0 dol ()15 s 503 53 5 5

Wl 0 4 S 0 WOT (oS5 51 ST

(
S35 S inn 1S b S ol 0l
AU Hs Sl a3l o 5 ke 5 s 5 2 (S5
Glacile oyl slans [2alS s J 287 Calties slajles
Syl 5Kl aslie (V) 551 513 ns 5,
e 4S5 Olis s 5 2 J S 55 G lesT
Olier o I sbis 5 2SAe 4 by e J ST OLentl
(A deads 2Sile o bg o 0T Sldn 5 /A

a8 (S5 pals J:?;‘i‘i}) D Gl fSUle 5 38T G b S ity 4 s -V s
S 2 oy o Slacile g aee g0 5 dad (g 22U
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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(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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