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Table 1- Herbicides treatments

slesd &l @b sogos o odlgils Spao gle SBpas ol
Treatments Commercial name Common name Family Rate of use Time of use
1 el EPTC bl g5 S > )5 CuiS ) i
Eradicane Thiocarbamate 5 lit ha-1 Pre-plant
- el EPTC bl g5 S > ) 6 CuiS ) i
Eradicane Thiocarbamate 6 lit ha-1 Pre-plant
T3 oMy ool loeldl g 53 s 5 1) 2 el 5l Gl
Treflan Trifluralin Diniroanilines 2 lit ha-1 Pre-plant
T4 eolil oo (gay LmQ,,Lgi 9w (£ NSy 3 iS5l
Stamp Pendimethalin Diniroanilines 3 lit ha-1 Pre-plant
T5 ol e oy Lol gy (6 S > 52l 3 B=TIB U
Stamp Pendimethalin Diniroanilines 3 lit ha-1 Pre-emergence
T6 Jrece O e sl Juse 328300 g, 5l e
Sencor Meteribouzin Triazine 300 g ha-1 Pre-emergence
T7 255 Q2R Sye il S 3 p 5 300 ol o
Sencor Meteribouzin Triazine 300 g ha-1 Post-emergence
T8 Jrece O e gl Jise 325400 g, 5l e
Sencor Meteribouzin Triazine 400 g ha-1 Pre-emergence
T9 255 2R Sye by S 3 p 5400 oo o
Sencor Meteribouzin Triazine 400 g ha-1 Post-emergence
T10 Coguyy PRI lopgidgilinndl S o 1) 07 Uy 3l ol
Pursuit Imazethapyr Imidazolinones 0.7 lit ha-1 Pre-emergence
1 Cogery 2015y lagsidgilinel a2 2 017 ol o
Pursuit Imazethapyr Imidazolinones 0.7 lit ha-1 Post-emergence
T2 Coguryy PRI bogidsilinl LS ) S Uy 3l ol
Pursuit Imazethapyr Imidazolinones 1 lit ha-1 Pre-emergence
T13 Cogen, 2015y bogdgiline] S 0 1) S oo o
Pursuit Imazethapyr Imidazolinones 1 lit ha-1 Post-emergence
T14 LJ)'MS Q9 - _ - -
Weedy
_— o S _ ] _ _
Weed free

Sy S5 5 lacade .assg (Anthemis altissima)
g Se—> (Cyperus  rotundus) sly—< ) oMbl
4 (Hordeum morinum) —:ses> {(Phalaris minor)
b . us cély aeyje 5 30 (Bromus japonicus) wgesy
S badile sl byles 3ol Ui (uib)ly 4555 Joie
(2 Jga2) 332 o sine 50 (slaile ggamo 5 Sy Sib oS g
dcyie 399 syd cladile comen jlao) 82 g0
(3 Jsiz) ety poliaisl Sy sy slacile 4 ool
LS Jlosd 3 o 4 Spie b s A (e85 (g i
3 e 25 400 e a4y j98is (ESile GBpme g 58 (9
oty 5 55K SagiSils (S by A3 saalie iug)
LaiSaile plo 3l i 1y S e 52 slacile (g, 5l J9)

by b 5l 5 0 s 5l g 53 90 2930 5 leg by,
S paiges A5 ol @ya st 93 Jolee (rlaw y3 OS5 pn Loy
0/5 b clyples 5l oslaml b cusby 51 8 59, 10 5,0 slacale I
MiniTab (g,ll l8le 5 jl ool 5JUT gl 8,5 bl 0/5 5
M gme AMB! JBlis (g il o puSilee dunlis 1y o VEI.16
idle s s edlawl Woyd iy Jlais] maw > (LSD)
)5 )5 oalatul 3y9e b S oy (sl EXCEl Ver.2003

Sy Jold deyie 0 oddodalin Sy iy sacile
o)— 5 4l (Convolvulus  arvensis) ol o

gl 9 (Malva spp.) <, (Chenopodium album)
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Table 2- Analysis of variance for the effect of treatments on the number and biomass of narrow and broad leaf weeds

Mean-square Ol po (pSSbe

e dlaxi Gl 83¢5 Sy . Gle 83¢5 Conn 3 8395 Canmns §
o i aobie ay srdile slasxy ] E9050 daxs i
Sl & s ORIl s s e e Sl L sladle ggeone
&) ’ ’ SpS;U B 2 laaile
S.0.V & & ) & J .
Df. > > Narrow leaf » Total weed s
Broad leaf Broad leaf weeds No. Narrow leaf No. Total weed
weeds No weeds biomass weeds biomass biomass
’_"S_ 2 33.3 19.8 0.6 0.13 10.7 28.7
Replications
o~ 14 1257 46" 0.45 0.018™ 1.4” 4.0"
Treatments
ks 28 24.8 11.4 2.3 0.15 25.6 11.2
Error
N 49.0 42,6 37.2 71.0 422 90.2
CV (%)(20)

W 3 ixe glis NS oy iy 9 Sy Jlain o )3 I3 ine i i 4 K o FF

** and *: Significant at 1% and 5% probability level, respectively. Ns: Not significant
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Figure 1- Effect of treatments on narrow and broad leaf weeds reduction compared with weedy plot (symptoms are shown in
the table 2)
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Table 3- Effect of treatments on the number and biomass of narrow and broad leaf and total weeds

Means L il
2395 Cunn ) Slawy o
R . " 8399 S § o)
e sl R 5 e Sle sl PP Eyoo
_ T re) 8 Eyoere
_ Sy S50 5 slhdle ]
0, Lo Lo SRO G ;) & P ps) i sladls
.. > d _
No. Treatments (@yoyio ) »er . (&05%0 £5) 52
Broad leaf (@205 (2055 ) ») :
Narrow leaf (@yosi0
weeds No. Broad leaf Narr((j)w'\lleaf weeds (&yor%e Weed
2 weeds No. .
(plant m™) . weeds (plant m?) blomazss (g  Weed N(_)z.) biomass
lor;gS)s (9 m?) (plant m (gm?)
1 28 3l ot S o) 123 2.0 1.0 0.04 133 2.1
EPTC 5 lit ha-1 pre-plant
s 3l g ) B 001
2 ’ “_‘“**f""J i 9.3 3.2 2.6 0.29 12.0 4.2
EPTC 6 lit ha-1 pre-plant
3 S S e AL b 11.0 6.3 2.0 0.09 13.0 5.9
Trifluralin 2lit ha-1 pre-plant
S 3l i il 3 o o
4 <5 3l i ) S olle s 5.0 0.37 16 0.28 6.6 0.57
Pendimethalin 3lit ha-1 pre-plant
5 ot il 3 e s 2.0 0.1 0.3 0.04 2.3 0.2
Pendimethalin 3lit ha-1 pre-emergence
6 oS ot 5 300 2.0 0.1 0.3 0.01 23 0.11
Meteribouzin 300 g ha-1 pre-emergence
7 o 8 300 550 1.0 0.05 2.0 0.02 2.0 0.07
Meteribouzin 300 g ha-1 post-emergence
8 ot il i 5 400 s 0.5 0.02 0.5 0.01 1.0 0.03
Meteribouzin 400 g ha-1 pre- emergente
9 ol s 400 55 13 0.05 13 0.03 33 0.07
Meteribouzin 400 g ha-1 post-emergence
fogy il Gt i 017 <y
10 o ) ot A R 113 1.0 4.0 0.2 15.6 15
Imazethapyr 0.7 lit ha-1 pre- emergence
Sag) 5l 07 e
11 o5 J o A S 12.0 2.1 4.1 0.11 14.6 2.2
Imazethapyr 0.7 lit ha-1 post- emergence
12 e ot 5 L gy 6.0 05 1.0 0.03 7.0 05
Imazethapyr 1 lit ha-1 pre- emergence
13 g o L cagen 6.6 0.5 0.3 0.01 7.0 0.5
Imazethapyr 1 lit ha-1 post- emergence
g . s
14 J)‘J\;v ::; - 196 6.7 43 0.22 24.0 7.0
y
LSD (0.05) 4.8 2.9 2.9 0.20 5.1 2.7

LSD: Least significant difference
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Figure 2- Effect of treatments on weed reduction compared with weedy treatment (symptoms are shown in the table 2)
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Table 4- Analysis of variance for the effect of treatments on peduncle, leaves No. per plant and yield of spinach

Olay o (ke
Olpedi @l (g3050 @y Mean-square
S.0.V Df. S o Job Qg gD Sy dlani 3 Slos
Peduncle length  Leaves No. per plant  Yield
Replications ,I,$s 2 4.0 1.2
Treatments ,ls 14 4.4* 8.9%* 4.5%*
Error s 28 4.4 2.0
NPV 34.0 27.8 42,0
CV (%)(x0,)

**: Significant in 1% probability level
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Table 5- Effect of treatments on peduncle, leaves No. per plant and yield of spinach

) Means 155 bo
8 yLowd Lo TN - . = g
No. Treatments (e g3bus) 5 o0 Jobo Sy Spdlasi (S0 53 ) 3,8es
Peduncle length (cm) Leaves No. per plant Yield (ton ha-1)
1 Sl ot A4 oS3 5.4 12.0 36
EPTC 5 lit ha™ pre-plant
2 <5 5l o 740 ol 42 11.0 33
EPTC 6 lit ha™ pre-plant
3 S J e 1) 2 5 10.7 142 9.7
Trifluralin 2lit ha™ pre-plant
4 S gy 23 el s 53 103 5.2
Pendimethalin 3lit ha™* pre-plant
Pendimethalin 3lit ha™ pre-emergence
Meteribouzin 300 g ha-1 pre-emergence
Meteribouzin 300 g ha-1 post-emergence
Meteribouzin 400 g ha-1 pre- emergente
Meteribouzin 400 g ha-1 post-emergence
Imazethapyr 0.7 lit ha™ pre- emergence
1 9 o AT gy 48 10.3 2.4
Imazethapyr 0.7 lit ha™ post- emergence
Imazethapyr 1 lit ha™ pre- emergence
Imazethapyr 1 lit ha™* post- emergence
14 7S g aald 9.8 13.0 75
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Figure 3- Spinach yield reduction in herbicides treatments compared with weed free control treatment
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