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Heliotropium europaeum
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Table 1. Analysis of variance for reducing the frequency percent and dry weight of weeds
in the two-stage sampling (15 and 30 days after post emergence application of herbicide)

s cys S ogi sk el e
cv Error Treatment Block S.0.V
i) 20 10 2 @l a0
Degrees of freedom
13.94 89.28 369.00%* 751.40 A-Amaranthus Ay >zl
7.13 31.00 125.47** 568.00 B-Amaranthus B 5,5l g‘ =
18.34 105.56 763.00%* 470.00 A-Heliotropium Accs il Y E =
10.45 59.00 326.77** 520.30 B-Heliotropium B e ol fl) g %
11.14 50.41 483.00%** 412.10 A-Other A pls "Q é %
10.00 57.00 171.00** 127.80 B-Other B nls a % 5
12.91 65.26 195.20%* 62.57 A-Total A ggomme ?; = 3 2
13.46 91.00 361.30%* 8.30 B-Total B ggome \.. : E-;
15.83 90.67 304.00%* 315.00 A-Amaranthus A s gl o, ;‘ §
11.14 54.00 295.59%%* 871.00 B-Amaranthus B s>zl 3 = =
13.92 63.95 1122.75%* 74.33 A-Heliotropium A o polisl yii) E _:E:n
11.00 63.44 1073.00%* 103.40 B-Heliotropium B o polisl 13‘ % qi
14.80 71.03 565.00%* 38.82 A-Other A ple \3 ,"_:" E
12.40 50.68 734.00%* 12.38 B-Other B ple % % gg
7.16 17.16  410.40%* 4.44 A-Total A goazme Fi &~
5.34 10.42 509.28%** 105.51 B-Total B gg0mxe -

**: Significant at o= 0.01

0= 0.01 xlaw ;o (5,5 goe F*

9300 e 3l o 53, ¥r 9 10 Al e i 4 B A

A and B: 15 and 30 days after post emergence application of herbicide, respectively
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Table 2. Comparison of average efficiency of different treatments to control weeds based on percent of density
reduction in sampling stages (15 and 30 days after post emergence application of herbicide, respectively)

jpcile 4ig8
Weed species - ;
baigS ggome  oaigS plw pwwifi w95 el A o e
¢ pplication method Treatment
Total species Other species  Heliotropium Amaranthus
B A B A B A B A

87" 81" 84*° 81° 87" 79*° 91° 86" Prer-plant il i 960 gha! Trifluralin Oodlelds
80 62" 75" 80 77™ 757 80" 74™  Post-emergence  oiugym 1200 gha Bentazon O3k
559 55% 43¢ 529 550 44t g5t 49° Post-emergence  siugyms 50 gha Imazethapyr b jle!
73 58t ggc  5ged  g3abe gzybede g3 55%  Post-emergence g, 75 gha! Imazethapyr U ;le
79% 66> 79%  yr®  79®  g5ae  gobed 77°%® Post-emergence  oiug,m 100 gha’  Imazethapyr  wbjle!
60 53°  65™  49¢ 3% 28f 714 57°%  Post-emergence  siugym 426 gha' Fomesafen Odlaegd
68 540 g 560 gge  ggede  gsbed o ggbede  pogtemergence  odvgyw 639 gha Fomesafen Odlunogd
80® 62" 81"  67™ 87" 70 84 78 Post-emergence sy 852 gha Fomesafen Odluegd

549 61 66™ 47 58% 40 691 61°%  Post-emergence  (oiugym 426 gha Storm gl
684 61 73w 57cd gpbed ggede g3l gabede pogtemergence gy 639 gha Storm oyl
710 69™ 86 76™  78% 2™ g3 71 postemergence  wgym: 1065 gha Storm gl

S5 55035 b (5 fosine BT 0 0.05 s 45 55 S e By oSy B et o 53 45 oSl sy Bl o i3y T 510 Al i 4 B 5 A

A and B: 15 and 30 days after post emergence application of herbicide, respectively; Means within each column with a letter in common are not
significantly different at o= 0.05.
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Table 3. Comparison of average efficiency of different treatments to control weeds based on dry weight reduction of
weeds in sampling stages (15 and 30 days after post emergence application of herbicide, respectively)

Jypcile digf SLis (39 Wl wo o

Percent dry weight reduction of weeds

aigs LA gl oyl 2 225 55 st
Tot:— sf)z:: Otheli;:cies Helioﬁ(;pium A::::a’nﬁlus Application method Treatment
B A B A B A B A

77" 73" 78" 73" 83" 79* 78" 72° Prer-plant S te 960 gha Trifluralin =~ ol )slés 5
69" 50 67" 6™ 77" 77* 69® 57" Post-emergence  ugm 1200 gha' Bentazon o5t
45°¢ 40" 34° 344 38° 36° 534 44°¢ Post-emergence  oiug,me 50 gha Imazethapyr — ,wlijles!
48% 45 37°¢ 36¢ 38°¢ 38 70* 70* Post-emergence  oivg,m 75 gha'! Imazethapyr Lo
70 64" 68 63 53° 46" 79 71° Post-emergence  sivg,m 100 gha  Imazethapyr  ,mUjlel
65™ 639 68 57" 71° 71° 63" 55%  Post-emergence  siug e 426 gha Fomesafen Cdlnosd

64° 60%* 65" 42 77° 43% 687%™ 62 Post-emergence  odvgym 639 gha’ Fomesafen Odlanogd
73 71 69" 67 80° 78° 727 65" Post-emergence oiog,m 852 gha' Fomesafen Cdlunagd
54¢ 52 59° 56 52° 52° 49°¢ 48" Post-emergence  sivg,m 426 gha’! Storm Pgyvon
534 46¢ 580 57% 47te 31° 554 48" Post-emergence  odvgym 639 gha Storm gl

76*  70™  76*  71™  83*  77°  70™  65™  Post-emergence  ugym 1065 gha' Storm S

Wl K0S b s ls gime B 0= 0.05 o )0 wijls St By SO Blas (ygin o 10 a5 e Kb ¢ piugy e Sbhp Sl w59, ¥ 9 V0 A i s 4B g A

A and B: 15 and 30 days after post emergence application of herbicide, respectively; Means within each column with a letter in common are not
significantly different at a= 0.05
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Table 4. Analysis of variance for grain yield

o137 a5 I
Slag o ST i 2ilo
: Degrees of S.0V
Mean freedom o
Square
64775.20 2 Blook Ssb
709415.60** 12 Treatment sless
63716.70 24 Error Uas
Ol yads gy
12.63 CV (%) ’“:J/) e

0= 0.01 xlaw ;o (5,5 sme F*
**: Significant at o= 0.01
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Table 5. Comparison of the mean effect of different treatments of weed control on grain yield
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Yield (kg ha™) Application method Treatment
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Means within each column with a letter in common are not significantly different at a= 0.05
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Abstract

In order to investigate the effect of chemical herbicides on control of broad leaf weeds of common bean,
an experiment was conducted in 2007 at Yasouj with 12 treatments in a randomized complete block design
with 3 replications. Treatments consisted of preplant application of Trifluralin herbicide at 960 g ai ha™;
postemergence application of Bentazon at 1200 g ai ha™'; Imaztapir at 50, 75 and 100 g ai ha™'; Fomesafen
herbicide at 426, 639 and 852 g ai ha'; Storm herbicide at 426, 639 and 1065 g ai ha™'; control weed free
treatment by hand weeding and non-treated control were maintained weed free during the growing season.
Results showed that the most effective treatment for increasing yield was Trifluralin which was similar to
control and then followed by Bentazon and Fomesafen herbicides in all 3 doses. Maximum and minimum
reduction of shoot dry weight of weeds was observed with Trifluralin and Bentazon application. Generally,
concerning the problems of Trifluralin application that may affect next crop, post emergence application of
Fomesafen is recommended. This herbicide, in addition to low impact on crop, has high potential for weed
control.
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