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3. Solanum nigrum L.

4. Polygonum aviculare L.

5. Chrozophora tinctoria

6. Cyperus rotundus

7. Echinoclea crus gali (L.) P. Beauv.
8. Convolvulus arvensis L.

9. Malva neglecta Wallr.

10. Datura stramonium L.

11. Hibiscus trionum L.

12. Alopecurus myosuroides L.
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Table 1. List, releative density and releative weight of observed weed of the experiment location

s oSS oY)
ol et e ol o s Relative density Relative weight
Persian name Scientific name Family 20days 60 days 20 days 60 days
after after after after
treatment __treatment treatment __treatment
sl Acroptilon repens L. (D.C.) Asteraceae 0.29 0.37 0.87 1.50
oy o gl
i Amaranthus retroflexus Amaranthaceae 43.04 42.44 38.61 20.48
Bty
Ja 0Ly Borago officinalis L. Boraginaceae 0 0.15 0 0.28
o f 4w Chenopodium album L. Chenopodiaceae 54.03 53.76 39.97 60.35
sl S8 C’””ms"crovlf’”e @) Asteraceae 1.05 1.66 8.18 8.09
sl S Convolvulus arvensis L. Convolvulaceae 0.94 0.80 2.96 2.47
Ol et Glycyrrhiza glabra L. fabaceae 0.43 0.41 4.99 4.02
Ao, s 588 Lactuca seriola L. Asteraceae 0.04 0.05 0.21 0.22
S5 Rumex spp. Polygonacea 0.006 0.37 3.64 2.53
S Tragopogon dubius Asteraceae 0.18 0.05 0.65 0.06
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Table 3. Mean comparison of the effect of different doses of Ethalfluralin, Pendimethalin and Trifluralin on reduction
percentage of total weed biomass at 20 and 60 days after treatment

(ks @ o RS Ao )3) 5 aglacile IS o35 o)

Ol s 1)) 5o Total weed biomass (Percentage reduction compared to control)
Dose (Lit.ha™) o 3 g o T b 3 e 505 P
20 days after treatment 60 days after treatment
0.125 6.34" 4.14
0.25 12.34' 11.35
. 0.50 46.14" 41.76%
Ethalfluralin 1 72.08% 60.59%
2 80.00° 68.59%
4 96.71* 87.25%
0.25 8.98Y 1.74
0.50 30.10" 34.93"
. . 1 51.82° 52.52¢
Pendimethalin > 67.08° 59 76
4 80.40° 74.86>
6 95.75% 98.15%
0.125 4.38 3.01
0.25 13.03' 6.16
Trifluralin 0.50 39.64% 27.53'
1 60.14° 48.50™
2 74.78" 64.43
4 91.12° 82.34%
LSD (0=0.05) - 6.88 10.06

3 e o3 0 el a5 bl s s slis BB LSD §ga 3T el kS 2l G s Jili S ola0y 2
The columns with minimum common letter are not significantly different at 5% level of probability using LSD.
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1- Red Norland
2- Red Pontica
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Figure 1. The dose- response of reduction percentage of total weed biomass at different
dosages of Ethalfluralin at 20 and 60 days after treatment
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Figure 2. The dose- response of reduction percentage of total weed biomass at different dosages of
Pendimethalin at 20 and 60 days after treatment
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Figure 3. The dose- response of reduction percentage of total weed biomass at different dosages of T
rifluralin at 20 and 60 day after treatment
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Table 4. Estimated logistic and sigmoiid parameters for Pendimethalin, Ethalfluralin and Trifluralin at 20 and 60 days

after treatment
(o 5l g 535 YD 50 lacdls JS 005 s
Total weed biomass (20 days after treatment)

Herbicide a b EDs, R?
Pedimethalin 102.80 (11.22) -1.25 (0.26) 1.09(0.27) a 0.98
Ethalfluralin 91.56 (5.94) -2.06 (0.47) 0.49 (0.06) ¢ 0.98

Trifluralin 94.05 (6.02) -1.55(0.22) 0.68 (0.09) b 0.99

(iloons Sl g 535 Y0) 0 fdadn o558 s
Common lamsquarters biomass (20 days after treatment)
Pedimethalin 101.18 (6.00) -1.40 (0.19) 0.99(0.13) a 0.99
Ethalfluralin 81.81 (7.43) 0.34(0.11) 0.77(0.15) b 0.94
Trifluralin 84.49 (10.08) 0.75(0.20) 1.58(0.32) a 0.95
Red root pigweed biomass (20 days after treatment)

(o S oy 550 70D 308wl s 2 gl 0358 S
Pedimethalin 84.98 (7.22) 0.88(0.23) 2.02(0.34) a 0.97
Ethalfluralin 94.78 (5.78) -1.84 (0.37) 0.45(0.06) b 0.98
Trifluralin 89.78 (4.87) -2.64 (0.64) 0.45(0.04)b 0.98

(o 5l g 535 70D 50 slacds JS 0255 s

Total weed biomass (60 days after treatment)
Pedimethalin 94.57 (14.26) -1.50 (0.32) 2.02(0.55) a 0.98
Ethalfluralin 85.05 (7.24) -1.71 (0.40) 0.58(0.10) b 0.98
Trifluralin 88.75 (11.90) -1.34 (0.46) 0.44(0.14) b 0.96

(o 51 g 535 70) 0 Saakas 035 Sy
Common lamsquarters biomass (60 days after treatment)

Pedimethalin 71.56 (6.00) 0.64 (0.19) 1.67(0.26) a 0.95
Ethalfluralin 70.94 (5.59) 0.12(0.05) 0.44 (0.06) ¢ 0.94
Trifluralin 71.62 (5.96) 0.32(0.09) 0.83(0.13) b 0.95

(o S gy 550 70D 5038 4l s P gl 0358 S

Red root pigweed biomass (60 days after treatment)

Pedimethalin 88.93 (12.79) 1.31(0.32) 2.92(0.62)a 0.95
Ethalfluralin 82.97 (5.34) 0.25(0.05) 0.70 (0.08) b 0.97
Trifluralin 92.49 (5.53) -1.75 (0.26) 0.73(0.08) b 0.98
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Table 4. Mean comparison of the effect of different doses of Ethalfluralin, Pendimethalin and Trifluralin on reduction
percentage of common lambsquarters and redroot pigweed biomass at 20 and 60 days after treatment

o Sk 0385 G

(Aol & s 2l Ao ys)
Common lambsquarts biomass
(Percentage reduction compared to

Oka 5 1)) 3»

FA e gl e2s S
(Aol 4 s 2l U ys)
Redroot pigweed biomass (Percentage
reduction compared to control)

control)
Dose (Lit.ha™) | N | e
B ISE D] oo . .
L L e S 5o T Bl S 50 7
< < 20 days after 60 days after
20 days after 60 days after treatment treatment
treatment treatment

0.125 11.231 4.80° 11.66% 4.04%

0.25 8.71! 11.74° 17.36 9.85™

Ethalfluralin 030 35.1523“f 44.69; 56.69°d 31.39°d
1 52.16% 59.59 75.32° 61.00°

2 70.02°% 66.13° 83.68" 74.57%

4 90.59%° 85.65" 97.63" 91.79°

0.25 8.20" 1.09° 8.12" g.43M¢

0.50 32.10¢ 43.36° 12.11%" 10.41%
Pendimethalin 1 51.12;%1 62.1 1E 23.83" 21.17%
2 71.04% 67.20 46.14° 35.21°

4 90.33%® 80.40° 68.22¢ 56.88¢

6 93.53° 90.76° 90.09%° 83.14%

0.125 12.18 4.21° 1.37° 4.008

0.25 8.20" 5.95¢ 9.84¢ 11.85%

Trifturalin 0.50 18.57" 26.01¢ 55.64° 29.57¢
1 36.31% 44.09° 74.67% 62.57%

2 49.02' 61.25° 82.75% 73.44%

4 82.87% 79.42° 97.46° 90.78°

LSD (0=0.05) - 19.74 12.20 10.83 14.94

B e o3 0 el a5 bl s s oslis 86 LSD (g1 alal kS 2l G = s Jili S Slagy 2

The columns with minimum common letter are not significantly different at 5% level of probability using LSD.
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Figure 4.The dose- response of reduction percentage of common lambsquarters biomass at different
dosages of Pendimethalin at 20 and 60 days after treatment
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Figure 5. The dose- response of reduction percentage of common lambsquarters biomass at different
dosages of Ethalfluralin at 20 and 60 day after treatment
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Figure 6. The dose- response of reduction percentage of common lambsquarters biomass at different
dosages of Trifluralin at 20 and 60 day after treatment
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Figure 7. The dose- response of reduction percentage of redroot pigweed biomass at different dosages
of Ethalfluralin at 20 and 60 day after treatment
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Figure 8. The dose- response of reduction percentage of red root pigweed biomass at different dosages
of Trifluralin at 20 and 60 day after treatment

¥y



Ol 9 (31,5 (saene pl!

2
] <
: . O 100.
SO R
T M 2=
i) ) 80
bl EEs
. = =3B
& Y282
T 2 B8 o0 1
n o8O
2 Y BES
x‘} _ 'awc\c 40 A
AR
N
-
D3 = 20
o T 0
P ~
2 o
2 oa o 10O -
J g L
) 3 o so
a - s g
? - EEC I
’—"Uj S E% 60 -
"QSE
Ao g EE
5 2858 40
) 2 B&E o
o 208 o
=1 3 f}%% 20 -
— o
oy 27
N 3 3 o
- 22 o 1 2 3 4 s 6 7

Obs 2 1) e gy iloes (claso
Pendimethalin dosage (Lit.ha™")

Ahegky ASile Calisu palie 53 30 5 4l uﬂ‘gﬁcb’ 038 Coms) SalS Ao c':..«b‘—}:.h",)—‘\ Jss
el 3 a5\ 5 Y s s s

Figure 9. The dose- response of reduction percentage of redroot pigweed biomass at different dosages of
Pendimethalin at 20 and 60 days after treatment
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Table 5. Mean comparison of the effect of different doses of Ethalfluralin, Pendimethalin and Trifluralin on mean of
yield per plant, total tuber yield and percentage changes of these variable

Ol s 1) 5o (rjf)&ﬁgij:;\l»& ObSa s (5 sl IS 3 See
Dose (Lit.ha™) Yield per plant (g) Total tuber yield (ton.ha™)

0.125 274.84F 10.99

0.25 357.69 “; 14.30 f“

. 0.50 428.49 ¢ 16.78
Ethalfluralin 1 465.9] & 18.63 df
2 550.39 b« 22.01%

4 519.75 4 20.59%

0.25 273.22% 12.26™

0.50 353.52 Jh 14.14 gf“

gl cig

Pendimethalin é :92 86 2465 defe i;gg cde
4 609.79° 24.39°

6 595.20" 23.80°

0.125 304.70 ¢ 12.18™

0.25 364.65 M 14.58 ¢
Trifluralin 0.50 386.33 ‘; 15.4sdgf
1 461.26 18.45 9

2 557.19°% 22.28%

4 535.79 ° 21.78 %

Weed free 0 710.61° 27.92%

LSD (0=0.05) 72.11 2.66

il e Ao s O Jles| s bl s s Sl 56 LSD Gae3l ulul 3 odS 2ie G G 53 Pla= a5 e, Sl
1 P SLRCP LS s P01 el A s B > =

The columns with minimum common letter are not significantly different at 5% level of probability using LSD.
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