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Table 1-Analysis of variance for different sunflower traits in planting date and weed control methods
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C.V (%)
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ns,* and ** and non significant , Significantly difference at & =0.05 and & =0.01 respectively
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Table 3-Comparison of mean of interacion planting date and weed control methods on weed dry matter
(g%%zj in different sampling stages.

S35 i gad Jl e
Sampling stages

25 s S A oSS 1 s 3 B el elojles
80 days after sampling 60 days after sampling Experimental
T s 5 s Treatments
el ol ess gl T T Al e = il
Sy il e e e
a3 N0
April 3
LR || a3
0.001 13.51 0.7125 5.887 3.76 0.001 16.7 0.255 2.635 1.217 etk
Fucus+Triflor.
| oGt opdl 5 ol 5
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