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Table 1. Analysis of variance of weed density and biomass and weed control score in Khorramabad in 2009

Mean square

Sources of variation

DF Weed] Weed , Visual Grairzl
density biomass control score yield
Replication 2 476 "™ 1.86™ 476.25™ 0.311
Crop seed rate 2 1.99™ 2.24™ 7221 0.264
Error 4 5.76 1.96 298.02 0.231
Weed control 6 33.32 ** 28.59 ** 9826.68 ** 0.942
Crop seed ratexWeed control 12 0.97™ 0.82™ 172.76 ™ 0.125
Error 36 1.48 1.23 155.02 0.155
Coefficient of variation% 26.46 30.10 18.05 5.6

", and ™: significant at 0.05, 0.01 and non- significant respectively
"and % data were analyzed after square-root and logarithmic transformation respectively
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Table 2. Mean density and biomass of weeds and weed control visual assessment of various treatments in
Khorramabad in 2009

Weed management treatment

Weed density Weed biomass

Visual injury  Grain yield

(Plants.m™) (g.m?) % (kg.ha™)
Trifluralin 24.89 be 162.7b 66.11 c 1162 a
Paraquat 31.11b 119.5b 65.00 ¢ 1481 a
[Bentazon+acifluorfen]* 24.89 be 116.7 be 74.44 c 1320 a
Trifluralin+[Bentazon+acifluorfen] 2133 ¢ 68.52 ¢ 89.56 ab 1261 a
Paraquat+[Bentazon+ acifluorfen] 17.78 ¢ 72.04 be 87.78 b 1436 a
Weeding 0.00d 0.00d 100.0 a 1484 a
Weedy check 56.00 a 393.0a 0.00d 610b

*[Bentazon+acifluorfen] with commercial name of Storm
In each column, treatments with similar letters had not significant difference by LSD test at 5% level.
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Table 3. Analysis of variance of weed density and biomass and weed control score in Selseleh in 2010

Sources of variation

DF

Mean square

Weed density' Weed biomass®

Replication

Crop seed rate

Error

Weed control

Crop seed ratexWeed control
Error

Coefficient of variation%

[\

2
4
6
12
36

1.74™ 0.09™
0.81™ 0.54 *
0.28 0.07
13.68 ** 32,11 **
0.24™ 0.13™
0.62 0.31
34.16 13.27

", and ™: significant at 0.05, 0.01 and non- significant respectively
"and %: data were analyzed after square-root and logarithmic transformation respectively
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Table 4. Influence of crop seeding rate on weed species density in Selseleh in 2010

Weed densit Weed biomass

Crop seed rate (kg.ha™)

y (plants.m™) (g.m?)
100 7.67 a 151.0a
150 733 a 120.6 b
200 6.29 a 136.0 ab

In each column, treatments with similar letters had not significant difference by LSD test at 5% level.
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Table 5. Influence of various treatments on weed density and biomass in Selseleh in 2010

Treatment ‘Y;f:n?:?s.lzt)y Weezig‘l:::_)zr)n ass

Trifluralin 344 c 87.44 b
Paraquat 9.67 ab 201.1a
[Bentazon+tacifluorfen]* 10.00 ab 1853 a
Trifluralin+[Bentazon+acifluorfen] 3.89¢ 99.78 b
Paraquat+[Bentazon+ acifluorfen] 7.11b 168.7 ab
Weeding 0.00d 0.00 ¢

Weedy check 15.56 a 206.7 a

In each column, treatments with similar letters had not significant difference by LSD test at 5% level.
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Table 6. Influence of various treatments on weed species density in Selseleh in 2010

Weed density (plants/m?)

Treatment Physalis Convolvolus Hibiscus Setaria Sorghum
divaricata arvensis sp. viridis halpens
Trifluralin 0.05b 6.4a 0.5bc 0.7¢ Ob
Paraquat 0.4ab 7.5a 1.2ab 3.7b 0.2ab
Storm 1.3a 3.3ab 0.6bc Sb la
Trifluralin+Storm 0.4ab 5.7a 0.4c 0.4c 0.3ab
Paraquat+Storm 0.lab 6.3a 1.5a 2.6bc 0.6ab
Weeding 0b Ob Oc Oc 0b
Weedy 0.4ab 5.6a 1.2ab 8a 0.6ab

In each column, treatments with similar letters had not significant difference by LSD test at 5% level.
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Table 7. Influence of various treatments on weed species biomass in Selseleh in 2010

Weed biomass (g/m?)
Treatment Physalis Convolvolus Hibiscus Setaria Sorghum
divaricata arvensis sp. viridis halpens
Trifluralin 2.7b 22.1ab 25ab 18bc 20ab
Paraquat 18ab 45.6a 16.8abc 38.4ab 36a
Storm 14.7ab 58.2a 11.2bc 27.9bc 35a
Trifluralin+Storm 6ab 38.2ab 9.2bc 13bc 20.8ab
Paraquat+Storm 17ab 34.5ab 30.6a 24.7bc 4.8ab
Weeding 0b 0b Oc Oc 0b
Weedy 28.6a 18.6ab 6.6¢ 63a 21.5ab

In each column, treatments with similar letters had not significant difference by LSD test at 5% level.
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Table 8. Analysis of variance of number of seeds per plant, number of pods per plant, 1000 seeds weight and
grain yield of common bean in Selseleh in 2010

Mean square

Sources of variation DF No. No. 1000 seeds Grain
seeds.plant’  pods.plant’ weight yield

Replication 2 0.51"™ 020"™ 635™ 905.33 ™
Crop seed rate 2 525" 118" 6273.02"°  6537.00
Error 4 0.26 0.29 806.35 269.62
Weed control 6 6.82° 232° 4444.44™ 2045065
Crop seed ratexWeed control 12 0.86™ 0.32™ 3650.79™  1410.74™
Error 36 0.93 0.58 3080.42 1000.43
Coefficient of variation% 16.33 19.67 12.18 23.62

EE
s

, and ™: significant at 0.05, 0.01 and non- significant respectively
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Table 9. Influence of crop seeding rate on number of seeds per plant, number of pods per plant, 1000 seeds weight
and grain yield of common bean in Selseleh in 2010

Crop seed rate No. No. 1000 Seeds weight  Grain yield
(kg.ha™) pods.plant’  seeds.plant’ (2 (kg.ha™)
100 17.6a 41.6a 448.6 b 1163 ¢
150 15.9 ab 37.0a 4752 a 1338 b
200 13.8b 30.1b 4429b 1516 a

In each column, treatments with similar letters had not significant difference by LSD test at 5% level.

Oy walt Ly aSgr o ails slaws Hlai 5l 8 lasuhe g5k
el 3 ymsladile J S 5o bl onl (SBU ST LsS

e b 3 o8 skinh g5l g SlgSTHL Al o )18

lo,los o pocblad gyl mre Dl Swd (g
Sl 0,5 g SIS slgas 05,5« Lo

WAL 50 alidis oyl s 50 Lugd aild 8 ,Sloc g dild)eve 39 ML Sluwi ild dlaxi o jdgldcale Co pow Ok RSP PYeS
Table 10. Influence of various treatments on number of seeds per plant, number of pods per plant, 1000 seeds weight
and grain yield of common bean in Selseleh in 2010

Weed management treatment No. 1 No. 1 100.0 seeds Grain yi.?ld
pods.plant seeds.plant weight (g) (kg.ha™)
Trifluralin 21.6a 489 a 468.9 ab 1517 ab
Paraquat 11.9b 27.0c¢ 462.2 ab 849 ¢
[Bentazon+acifluorfen]* 11.6b 242 ¢ 435.6b 1168 b
Trifluralin+[Bentazon+acifluorfen] 19.2a 44.8 ab 460.0 ab 1831 ab
Paraquat+[Bentazon+ acifluorfen] 17.3 ab 36.1 be 435.6 b 1263 b
Weeding 16.8 ab 45.9 ab 4933 a 2010 a
Weedy check 11.8b 26.8 ¢ 4333b 736 ¢

In each column, treatments with similar letters had not significant difference by LSD test at 5% level.
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Abstract

Paraquat herbicide weed control efficacy in stale seedbed practices was evaluated by split plots
arrangement according to a randomized complete block design with three replications in Lorestan province
during 2009 and 2010. The common bean seed rate (in three levels: 100, 150 and 200 kg.ha™) and weed
management in seven levels (1. Trifluralin PPI; 2. Paraquat PRE; 3. Bentazon+acifluorfen POST; 4.
Trifluralin PPI+ Bentazon+acifluorfen POST; 5. Paraquat PRE +Bentazon+acifluorfen POST; 6. Hand
weeding; 7. Weedy check) were allocated to main plots and sub plots, respectively. In the first year, among
the herbicide treatments, the lowest weed density was belonged to the paraquat PRE+Bentazon+acifluorfen
POST, that reduced weed density by 68% in comparison to weedy check. Trifluralin PPI+
Bentazon+acifluorfen POST, Paraquat PRE +Bentazon+acifluorfen POST, and Bentazon+acifluorfen POST
alone were reduced weed biomass 83, 82 and 70%, respectively. Based on the second year experimental
results, all management treatments significantly reduced weed density compared to weedy check. Treatments
included Trifluralin PPI, by average were reduced weed density 77% compared to weedy check. Integrated
application of Paraquat PRE+Bentazon+acifluorfen POST, also reduced weed density by 55%, and had not
significant differences with superior treatment.
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