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Table 1. Means comparison of cono-weeder levelson density and dry weight of weeds.

Cono-weeder density (Plant.m?) TDM (g.m?
Application 20 days 40 days 75 days 20 days 40 days 75 days
Control 8.43a 6.5a 6.4a 57a 155a 229a
Onetime 7.53 ab 31b 41a 48a 7.3b 146D
Two times 5.86 b 28b 3.2b 41b 5.6b 7.8¢C

In each column, values followed by the same leteesnot significant different at 5% probability.

i dls SUid (459 6515y iske (g (4iS e U (palo Ayl Y Joua

Table 2. Means comparison of weed density and dry matter in presence of herbicide treatments.

Herbicide density(Plant.m-2) TDM (g.m-2)

treatments 20 days 40 days 75 days 20 days 40 days 75 days
Bentazon 6.45 ab 3b 255b 4.6 bc 9.82b 12.83b
Bensulfuron methyl 6.78 a 2.67b 3.12b 357c 8.35b 12.24b
Oxadiazone 9a 4.45 ab 3.78 ab 4.82 bc 11.29 ab 14.79b
Butachlor 6.56 ab 4 ab 3.67 ab 5.59 ab 11.29 ab 14.33b
Thiobencarb 9.23a 3.23ab 3.78 ab 5.69 ab 10.36 ab 13.29b
Hand weeding 34b 2.77b 212c 2.2d 2.06c 4.18 ¢

weed infested controal 9.44 a 4.89 a 4.32 a 6.73 a 13.5a 18.04 a

In each column, values followed by the same leteesnot significant different at 5% probability.
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Figure 1. Meanscomparison interactions between cono-weeder and herbicidesin weedstotal dry matter in 75 days after transplanting.
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Figure2. Trend of leaf areaindex during growth season in presence of cono-weeder at threelevels: () Without cono-weeder application

(A) one time application, (o) twice application and herbicide treatments at seven levels: (A) Bentazon, (B) Bensulfuron methyl, (C)
Oxadiazone, (D) Butachlor, (E) Thiobencarb, (F) Weed infested (No herbicide), (G) Hand weeding.
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Figure3. Trend of total dry matter during growth season in presence of cono-weeder in threelevels: (s) Without cono-weeder application

(A) one time application, (o) twice applications and herbicide treatment at seven levels: (A) Bentazon, (B) Bensulfuron methyl, (C)
Oxadiazone, (D) Butachlor, (E) Thiobencarb, (F) Weed infested (No herbicide), (G) Hand weeding.
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Figure4. Trend of relative growth rate during growth season in presence of cono-weeder in threelevels: () Without cono-weeder

application (A) onetime application, (o) twice applications and herbicide treatment at seven levels: (A) Bentazon, (B) Bensulfuron methyl,
(C) Oxadiazone, (D) Butachlor, (E) Thiobencarb, (F) Weed infested (No herbicide), (G) Hand weeding.
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Figure5. Trend of crop growth rate during growth season in presence of cono-weeder in threelevels: () Without cono-weeder application

(A) one time application, (o) twice applications and herbicide treatment at seven levels: (A) Bentazon, (B) Bensulfuron methyl, (C)
Oxadiazone, (D) Butachlor, (E) Thiobencarb, (F) Weed infested (No herbicide), (G) Hand weeding.
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Table 4- Means comparison inter actions between cono-weeder and different herbicidesin riceyield.

Cono-weeder Herbicide Seed yield Biologic yield HI
treatment Treatment (g.m? (g.m?) (%)

Bentazon 327.2 de 854.1 c 38.3 c

Bensulfuron methyl 347.5 cd 899.3 bc 38.7 c

Without Oxadiazone 332.2 cd 829.9 c 39.7 c
cono-weeder Butachlor 323.2 de 872.9 bc 37 c
P ; Thiobencarb 357.5 cd 864.6 c 41.3 bc
app“catlon Hand weeding 742.5 a 1245.3 a 59.3 a
Weed infested 268.1 e 736.3 [ 36.3 [

Bentazon 444.8 b 968.8 b 45.7 b

Bensulfuron methyl 492.1 b 1002.2 b 49 b

onetime Oxadiazone 422.9 bc 971.8 b 43.3 b
app”cation Butachlor 451.1 b 1010.3 b 44.3 b
Thiobencarb 443.6 b 1005.1 b 44 b

Hand weeding 734.3 a 1199.3 a 61 a

Weed infested 405.8 [ 867.8 [ 46 b

Bentazon 753.8 a 1216.2 a 61 a
Bensulfuron methyl 761.7 a 1261.5 a 60.7 a
twice Oxadiazone 725.3 a 1280.8 a 59.7 a
app”cations Butachlor 722.9 a 1248.1 a 58 a
Thiobencarb 719.8 a 1226.6 a 58.3 a
Hand weeding 774.8 a 1260.4 a 61.3 a
Weed infested 7637 a 12219 a 62.7 a

In each column, values followed by the same le@eesnot significant different at 5% probability.
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Effect of Cono-Weeder and Herbicide Application on Weeds Population,
Growth Indicesand Yield in Rice

Sobhan Mahzari, Mohammad Ali BaghestahiAmir Hossein Shirani R&dMorteza Nasifi Mohsen Omrafii

Yislamic Azad University Takestan BranéRrofessor, Iranian Research Institute of Plante@tion, Tehran, IraffAssociate Professor, Seed and Plant Research
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Abstract

In order toinvestigatingthe effects of herbicides and cono-weeder applicationveeds population, growth indices
and rice yield, an experiment was conducted ire Research Station at Amol, Mazandaran provine, kuring
2010 growing season. The experiment has been sesjitit-plot which arranged in a Randomized ComepBlock
Design (RCBD) with three replications. Main treatiteewere mechanical weed control at three levedhiding
without (control), one and two times applicationcoho-weeder. The second treatments were herbiajolgication
at seven levels including application of recommehdese of bentazon, bensulfuron-methyl, oxadiazbagchlor,
thiobencarb, hand weeding and weed infested coasded on weeds density and dry matter, the maricantrol
of weeds was observed in plots which treated bydha@eding control and two times of con-weeder aailbn.
The maximum of grain yield was harvested in threatiments including hand weeding control, two tiraesono-
weeder application without or with herbicides apation. Between three mentioned treatments hadgmifisant
different for economic yield. In general, basedtloa results of weed control and grain yield, twods application
of con-weeder was the best treatment.

Keyword: Yield, Butachlor, Mechanical Control, Barnyardgras



