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Table 1- List of weed speciesin the experiment

Scientific names

Family
Amar anthaceae Amaranthus blitoides S. Watson. T
Amaranthaceae Amaranthus. viridis *
Brassicaceae Brassica tourneforti Gouan *
Chenopodiaceae Chenopodiumalbum L. *
Chenopodiaceae Chenopodium murale L. *
Tiliaceae CorchorusolitoriusL. *
Poaceae Cynodon dactylon L. *
Cyperaceae Cyperus esculentus L.
Cyperaceae Cyperus rotundus L. *
Poaceae Dactyloctenium aegypticum (L.) P.Beauv ki
Amaranthaceae Digera muricata L. ki
Poaceae Digitaria sanguinalis (L.) Scop. *
Poaceae Echinochola colonum. *
Poaceae Eragrostis poaeoides P.Beauv *
Bor aginacea Heliotropium lasiocarpum Fish. *
Malvaceae Malva parviflor L. *
Solanaceae Physalis alkekengi L. *
Portulacaceae Portulaca oleracea L. *
Poaceae SetariaviridisL. *
*

Zygophyllaceae

TribulusterrestrisL.

* ** weed availalb and dominant
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Table 6- Means comparison of treatment effects on reduction per centage of weed density and dry matter of

D.aegyptica
Density (%) Dry matter (%)
Treatments 2006 2007 means 2006 2007 means
T”ﬂ“ra“?{'l';'a'oxyf"p 58.98 d 57.92¢ 58.45 d 65.67 cd 60.42 d 63.05d
Alachlor (T2) 44.75 e 46.92 cd 4583 e 59.68 d 53.50 e 56.59 de
Oxyfluorfen (T3) 30.41 f 32.01e 31.21f 30e 29.17 f 29.58 f
Pendimethalin (T4) 40.18 ef 44.45 de 4231e 54.45 d 51.21e 52.83 e
T1 +Weeding (T5) 86.69 ab 89.84 ab 88.26 ab 87.59 ab 90.19 ab 88.89 ab
T2+ Weeding (T6) 80.93 ab 85.54 ab 83.24 b 83.22 ab 88.67 abc 85.94 abc
T3+ Weeding (T7) 68.16 cd 77.78b 72.96 ¢ 79.65 ab 82.19 ¢ 80.92
T4+ Weeding (T8) 78.98 bc 83.12 ab 81.05 be 81.32 ab 85.09 bc 83.21 bc
Twice Weeding (T9) 79.39 b 86.60 ab 82.99 b 77.07 be 87.45 abc 82.25 be
Weed free (T10) 90.42 a 95.16 a 92.79a 90.77 a 92.92 a 91.83a
LSD o = 5% 10.93 12.96 8.18 12.34 6.75 6.79

Means with similar letters in each column are ngni§icantly different
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Table 7- Single degree of freedom comparisons of D.aegyptica density and dry matter reduction compared to weed free

control
Mean Square
Treatments E?gegggg Reduction of weed density (%) Reduction of weed dry matter (%)
Contrast 2006 2007 mean 2006 2007 mean
T1+T2+T3+T4 Vs T5+T6+T7+T8 1 7396 9007 16364~ 5577 8647 14057
T1+T2+T3+T4vsT10 1 5266" 5960" 11216 3521" 4718 8196"
T5+T6+T7+T8+vsT10 1 330" 295 625" 146™ 97 241"
T1+T24T3+T4+vsT9 1 3077 4089 7130" 1454" 3626 4837
T5+ T6+T7+T8VvsTY9 1 330" 295 625" 146™ 97 241"

*, * Siginficant at the 5,1% probability level am: non- Significant
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Table 9- M eans comparison of treatment effects on reduction per centage of weed density and dry matter of D.

muricata
Density (%) Dry matter (%)
Treatments 2006 2007 mean 2006 2007 mean
Trifluralin+ Haloxyfop (T1) _ 71.11 bc 84.84 ab 77.97b 86.15 cd 93.41D 89.78 cd
Alachlor (T2) 75.47 bc 84.13 ab 79.80 b 89.48 abcd 100 a 94.74b
Oxyfluorfen (T3) 58.66 d 76.76 b 67.71b 82.11d 92.06 b 87.08d
Pendimethalin (T4) 64.56 bc 81.43 ab 72.99b 87.19 bed 96.14 ab 91.67 bc
T1 + Weeding (T5) 98.76 a 98.48 a 98.62 a 95.12 ab 100 a 97.56 a
T2+ Weeding (T6) 94.45 a 100 a 97.22a 95.17 ab 100 a 97.59a
T3+ Weeding (T7) 97.62 a 100 a 98.8la 92.67 abc 100 a 96.33 ab
T4+ Weeding (T8) 97.92 a 98.42 a 98.16 a 95.02 ab 99.38 a 97.59a
Twice Weeding (T9) 86.90 ab 100 a 93.45a 92 abc 100 a 96 ab
Weed free (T10) 100 a 100 a 100 a 96.34 a 100 a 98.17 a
LSD o = 5% 14.85 19.41 11.79 8.17 5.36 4.71

Means with similar letters in each column are nignigicantly different
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Table 10- Single degree of freedom comparisons of D. muricata density and dry matter reduction compared to
weed free control

Mean Square

Contrasts E?geggg Density (%) Dry matter (%)
2006 2007 mean 2006 2007 mean
T1+T2+T3+T4vsT5+T6+T7+T8 1 5304 1823 6674 409 118" 484"
T1+T2+T3+T4vsT10 1 2542 795 3091 245" 50.7 259"
T5+T6+T7+T8+vsT10 1 18-™ 1.5™ 15™ 8™ 0.06™ 4™
T1+T2+T3+T4+vsT9 1 908" 795 1702 80™ 50.71 129"
T5+T6+T7+ T8vsST9 1 18™ 1.5™ 15™ 8™ 0.06™ 4™
* ** Siginficant at the 5,1% probability level ants: non- Significant
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Table 6- M eans comparison treatment effects on reduction per centage of weed density and dry matter of of
narrow leaf weeds

Density (%) Dry matter (%)
Treatments 2006 2007 mean 2006 2007 mean
Trifluralin+ Haloxyfop (T1) 53.95¢ 44.15¢ 29.05d 6354 ¢ 57.58 cde 60.56 ef
Alachlor (T2) 47.71 cd 32.59 cd 40.15 e 53.47 f 50.52 def 52.0 f
Oxyfluorfen (T3) 32.15e 20.47 d 26.32 f 33.10 g 29.73 f 31.42¢
Pendimethalin (T4) 42554 28d 35.28 e 49.57 f 48.67 ef 49.13 f
T1 + Weeding (T5) 85.27 ab 86.54 a 85.91 ab 86.91 ab 86.83 ab 86.87 ab
T2+ Weeding (T6) 80.41b 83.25 ab 81.83 abc 83.62 ab 81.31 ab 82.47 abc
T3+ Weeding (T7) 75.83 b 78.65 ab 77.24¢ 73.51 cd 72.09 bed 72.81 cde
T4+ Weeding (T8) 79.35b 80.43 ab 79.89 abc 80.29 bc 78.78 abc 79.53 bed
Twice Weeding (T9) 83.72 ab 73.49b 78.60 bc 71.36 d 66.70 bede 69.0 de
Weed free (T10) 91.87a 83.41 ab 87.65a 90.83 a 95.34 a 93.09a
LSD a = 5% 10.26 12.46 7.79 7.77 23 11.74

Means with similar letters in each column are nignigicantly different
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Table 7- Single degree of freedom comparisons of narrow leaf weeds density and dry matter reduction compared to weed
free control

Mean Square

Treatment ?:?geggﬁg Density (%) Dry matter (%)
Contrast 2006 2007 mean 2006 2007 mean
T1+T2+T3+T4 VS T5+T6+T7+T8 1 7829" 15557 22726 5825 658" 1239
T1+T2+T3+T4vsT10 1 5480" 6516" 11974 4016" 5694" 9638"
T5+T6+T7+T8+ vsT10 1 326" 3.42" 198 228" 583" 770"
T1+T2+T3+T4+vsT9 1 3770 7270" 8033 1102 967 2068"
T5+ T6+T7+ T8VsSTY9 1 326" 3.42™ 198 228" 583™ 770"

* k% xx Siginficant at the 5,1% probability level ands: non- Significant
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Table 8- Means comparison of treatment effects on reduction per centage of weed density and dry matter of

broad- |eaf weeds

Reduction of weed density (%)

Reduction of weed dry matter (%)

Treatment

2006 2007 mean 2006 2007 Mean
T””“ra“?{'l')*a'oxyf"p 51.39 d 52.59 d 51.99 b 66.73 b 89a 77.86 d
Alachlor (T2) 60.47 cd 63.14 bed 61.81b 77.97 ab 92.02 a 84.99 abcd
Oxyfluorfen (T3) 49.56 d 56.28 cd 52.92b 66.37 b 8452 a 75.45d
Pendimethalin (T4) 51.13d 51.85d 51.46 b 68.36 b 92.31a 80.34 bed
T1 +Weeding (T5) 82.58 ab 87.88 ab 85.23 a 80.52 ab 93.65a 87.09 abcd
T2+ Weeding (T6) 83.80 ab 85.84 abc 84.82 a 90.28 a 96.97 a 93.63 ab
T3+ Weeding (T7) 74.61 bc 85.18 abc 79.89 a 80.39 ab 94.67 a 87.53 abcd
T4+ Weeding (T8) 82.17 ab 80.16 abcd 81.16 a 86.72 a 93.84 a 90.28 abc
Twice Weeding (T9) 83.52 ab 75.39 abcd 79.54 a 83.52 ab 8441 a 83.93 abcd
Weed free (T10) 96.46 a 95.56 a 9 a 91.46 a 98.95 a 95.21a
LSD o= 5% 17.73 30.35 16.96 17.84 19.76 12.85

Means with similar letters in each column are ngti§icantly different
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Table 9- Single degree of freedom comparisons of broad leaf weeds density and dry matter reduction compared to weed free

control
Mean Square
Treatment E?gegggg Reduction of weed density (%) Reduction of weed dry matter (%)

Contrast 2006 2007 mean 2006 2007 mean
T1+T2+T3+T4 Vs T5+T6+T7+T8 1 4589 4976 9561 1287 170™ 1193
T1+T2+T3+T4vsT10 1 45072" 3761° 8247 1117 216™ 1160
T5+T6+T7+T8+vsT10 1 588 279™ 839 117™ 41" 149™
T1+T2+T3+T4+vsT9 1 2239" 906" 2997 447" 61" 88"

T5+ T6+ T7+T8VSTY 1 588 279™ 839 117™ 41 149™

*x x *x Siginficant at the 5,1% probability level amts: non- Significan
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Table 10- M eans comparison of treatment effects on variation of yield and visul ratings (%) of sesame.

Treatments

Variation of yield (%)

Visul Rating (%)

2006 2007 mean 2006 2007 mean
Trifluralin+ Haloxyfop(T1) 67.52 ¢ 44.22 de 55.87d 18.33 a 18.34a 18.33a
Alachlor (T2) 81.66 abc 69.93 bc 75.79 bc lc 1bc 1d
Oxyfluorfen (T3) 4234 d 31.01e 36.67 e 5b 5b 5 bc
Pendimethalin (T4) 80.05 abc 50.64 d 65.34 cd 1.67 bc 2d 1 bed
T1 + Weeding (T5) 87.73 ab 80.48 ab 84.11 ab 18.33a 18.67 a 185a
T2+ Weeding (T6) 98.31la 91.01a 94.66 a 0.67 bc 2.34 cd 1.50 cd
T3+ Weeding (T7) 73.57 bc 56.30 cd 64.93 cd 5b 6.67b 5.83b
T4 + Weeding (T8) 97.26 a 90.53 a 93.89 a 2 bc 2d 2cd
Twice Weeding (T9) 83.77 abc 85.09 ab 84.43 ab Oc od od
Weed free (T10) 94.53 a 90.218 a 92.40 a Oc od od
LSD a =5% 19.19 16.56 12.53 3.52 2.90 2.20

Means withSimilar letters in each column are not significqmtifferent
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Evaluation of Various Herbicide Efficiency in Weed Control of Sesame
(Sesamum indica) in Jiroft and Kohnuj

Ebrahim mamnofe Parviz Shim? and Mohammad Ali Baghestahi

Agriculture Research Center of Jiroft and Kahnuj Aeed Reserch Department, Iranian Research Instifiéant Protection, Tehran.

Abstract

In order to investigate weed control in sesame $armtwo-year experiment with Randomized Compldteig
Design, 10 treatments and 3 replications was ahroet in Jiroft and Kahnuj during 2006-2008. Treairs
included trifluralin 48% EC at 2.5 L/ha (pre plantorporated) + haloxyfop ethoxy ethyl 12.5% EQadt/ha. post
emergence of grassy weeds, alachlor 48% EC at'ta lpre-emergence, oxyfluorfen 24% EC at 2 lit/lastp
emergence, pendimethalin 33% EC at 4 lit/ha prergemee, above treatments + one hand weeding, twd ha
weedings and weed free cheBlesults indicated that all treatments reduced wieedity and dry weight. Trifluralin

and alachlor reducddactyl octenium aegyptica dry weight by 63 and 56% respectively. Alachlod grendimethalin

reducedDigera muricata dry weight by 94 and 91% respectively. The latteatments also increased sesame vyield
by 75 and 65% respectively.

Key word: Sesame, trifloralin, alachlor, pendimethalin, thxgrfen



