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Evaluation of Imazetapyr herbicide efficiency for weed control in common bean (Phaseolus
vulgaris L.) in Chaharmahal and Bakhtiari Province
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Table 2. Mean comparisons of EWRC rating scale used to score effects of herbicides on weed
population 15 and 30 days after post-emergence herbicide application
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Trifluralin PPI 2 43a 4.5 cdefg 3.75 abcd 4.25 defg
Ethalfluralin PPI 3 3.3 abcd 2.8 efg 3.00 defg 3.00 fgh
Bentazon POST 3 3.0 abcd 5.8 abcd 4.00 bed 7.00 abc
Trifluralin PP1+ Bentazon POST 2+3 43a 5.8 abcd 3.25 bedef 5.75 bed
Ethalfluralin PPI+ Bentazon POST 3+3 3.0 abcd 2.8 efg 3.50 bcde 3.75 defgh
Imazethapyr PPI 0.7 2.0d 209 2259 1.75h
1 2.3cd 2.3fg 2.75 efg 1.75h
Imazethapyr PRE 0.7 2.8 abcd 4.8 cdefg 3.50 cdef 4.50 defg
1 3.5 abcd 5.8 abcd 2.50 efg 3.25 efgh
Imazethapyr POST 0.5 3.3 abcd 83a 4.25 abc 825a
0.7 3.8ab 7.8 ab 425ab 8.25a
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Ethalfluralin PPI+ 3+0.5 2.8 abcd 3.8 defg 2.50 efg 5.25 cdef
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Imazethapyr+Surfactant POST
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Means within each column with a letter in common are not significantly different at a= 0.05.
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Table 3. Mean comparisons density of weeds at 15 and 30 days intervals after post-emergence
herbicide application
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Weed density (Plants/mz)

M 15 days (2 gy B 3 o S 25 300aYS (s m sl ) g S35 s
S e s Herbicige | SPSeile JS o jaals s aslacile s o jdalus
Herbicide treatment ‘
rate Uh Weeds Lamb's Weeds Lamb's squarters
(L/ha) squarters
Trifluralin PPI 2 12.8 abed 2.0 cdefg 8.3 abc 2.0 cdefy
Ethalfluralin PPI 3 9.3 abcd 1.0fg 4.3 abcd 1.0 fgh
Bentazon POST 3 8.0 abcd 3.5 abcde 8.8ab 4.5 abc
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Trifluralin PP1+ Bentazon POST 2+3 17.3a
Ethalfluralin PP+ Bentazon POST 3+3 8.0 bedef
Imazethapyr PPI 0.7 20f
1 3.5 ef
Imazethapyr PRE 0.7 6.8 def
1 11.3 abcd
Imazethapyr POST 0.5 20.0 abc
0.7 235a
1 24.8 abc
Imazethapyr+Surfactant POST 0.5 18.0ab
0.7 10.5 abed
Imazethapyr PRE+
0.5+0.5 8.0 abcde

Imazethapyr+Surfactant POST
Ethalfluralin PP1+

3+0.5 7.5 abcde
Imazethapyr+Surfactant POST
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15.0a 120a 5.8 ab

10.3ab 10.8a 6.5a

12.3 abc 14.5ab 6.8 ab

9.3 abc 8.5 abc 4.3 abcdc

6.5 abcd 7.3 abc 5.0 abc

3.0 bedef 4.3 abced 3.3 abcde

2.0 defg 3.8 abcde 2.8 abcdef

4.0 bedef 9.0 abc 4.5 abcde
1.5efg 4.3 abcd 0.5gh
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Means within each column with a letter in common are not significantly different at a= 0.05.
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Table 6. Mean comparisons of weed biomass reduction%

bl oS0y BBl do o
Weed biomass reduction%

O il e
o e less Herbicide R GHe S o dss el (Rsoom Bl S om0 o
Herbicide treatment ZE}aa) 15 days 30 days
Trifluralin PPI 2 77.72abc 75.8a
Ethalfluralin PPI1 3 83.90abc 83.8a
Bentazon POST 3 76.57abc 83.90a
Trifluralin PP1+ Bentazon POST 243 66.65bcd 75.20a
Ethalfluralin PP1+ Bentazon POST 3+3 75.85abc 66.15ab
Imazethapyr PPI 0.7 67.38bcd 57.05ab
1 73.72abcd 63.10a
Imazethapyr PRE 0.7 45.22d f 67.42a
1 99.30a 94.50a
Imazethapyr POST 0.5 97.80a 79.83a
0.7 65.50cd 37.63b
1 81.78abc 56.80 ab
Imazethapyr+Surfactant POST 0.5 98.57a 85.47a
0.7 95.93ab 95.43a
Imazethapyr PRE+ 0.5+0.5 95.68ab 64.75 ab
Imazethapyr+Surfactant POST
Ethalfluralin PPI1+ 3+0.5 75.78abc 57.80ab
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Imazethapyr+Surfactant POST

Trifluralin PPI+ 2+0.5
Imazethapyr+Surfactant POST

Imazethapyr PRE+ Bentazon POST  1+3

74.03abcd 77.95a

85.47abc 78.60a

5l S b sl e 01 0= 0,05 o 3 kils &S ke G & fil Dt 2 53 S gl SOl
Means within each column with a letter in common are not significantly different at a= 0.05.

VO Ol & Luljlal Cil8 iy 5,58 oS Cul
VB et Ol o S 5 0 fsmesle 0 8
039 S (doys A wg D) el o s
s Shes 2l 5 doys WA glgn @lapll S
Olii=s .(Sikkema et al., 2006) . ws s VY
S Cale Hldas il L aST Ws ged Ol e sdisl
Wb GIE L 4 0T Sl e bl
3,08 &Sl el ui)ljf J§i> LY
05 YVIB Ol & mlislesl lal o 53 (w55 m
2 Jeie ol ol s S 3 0 oske
100 L VO Ol 4 0T 580 b (gl o &S5 5,08
Aoy 3FF B 10 T o S 3 0 gaesle p S
o> .(Soltani et al., 2008) . LJ «
Pl doys YY 2l o 5 3 L Gl
=l sl Sit iy oy YF 2alS 5 6y
Oljs s OT lal o 53 5,58 bl & Jy A&
i S Ll e S 3 05 gaesle p 5100

LLasl 4l >J§L¢.a,j¢wj

Logd 5 Klos
S 3 08 ShSYAT) 5 S lie ST
by gelast aglacale swspas ks
IO Oz 4 mlslesl (Rasoim 3,008 Sl L
Oljen & mlislesl (i gom 3,0 ¢ K 53 2
5o 35 Olse Ok 5 LS 5 IV
St 3 a5 ) Ol 4 Sl
5 085k husyim 0 edea ol s
S 53 230 Olpe 4 el (o sy e 30
e s oles b als 5 Shes 351 0L s ol jas
SIS b 0 Jsde) amils (gl gae sl
53 Oe sluws hals” Abbassi et al, (2010)
oodhsh s o ks s o Wy
Cale JolST JaST 4 S DSkt Ol g S
J2 & b Hled Dsline 28Ty el aBl a5
2 e eSS 5 da S ke i o
2 Sder 5y p b ESaale 365 Gl a
Jos e b a5 Al il bl
3 P ("”““‘“ otiylail ol shay 5 sl acils Oglize

ks iyl F sl Y (e 53 0 ipl35l O g5k

Lot 415 & hos Sl Dluylio -0 Jous
Table 5. Mean comparisons yield of common bean

o il sled o Jile Hlade O 3 ¢SS L 4l 3 Shes

Herbicide treatment Herbicide Common bean grain yield
Zla_}ia) (kg/ha)

Trifluralin PPI 2 1975cde

Ethalfluralin PPI 3 2453abc

Bentazon POST 3 2097abcde

Trifluralin PP1+ Bentazon POST 243 1802bcde

Ethalfluralin PPI+ Bentazon POST 3+3 1912abcde




100-AF Olbwao 1A ) osled 1) w3 A Sladile (i8g3 dow

Imazethapyr PPI 0.7 2359abcd
1 2468ab
Imazethapyr PRE 0.7 1934abcde
1 2446abc
Imazethapyr POST 0.5 1502¢
0.7 1669cde
1 1804cde
Imazethapyr+Surfactant POST 0.5 1911bcde
0.7 1652de
Imazethapyr PRE+ 0.5+0.5 2112abcde
Imazethapyr+Surfactant POST
Ethalfluralin PPI+ 3+0.5 1904abcde
Imazethapyr+Surfactant POST
Trifluralin PP1+ 2+0.5 1972abcde
Imazethapyr+Surfactant POST
Imazethapyr PRE+ Bentazon POST 143 1995abcde
Weeding 2930a
Weedy 1445cd

Al S b (sl e 31 0= 0.05 o 3 lils &S pte B & filde Dt 2 3 S gl SOL
Means within each column with a letter in common are not significantly different at a= 0.05.

4 o b5l S 0350 esle 4 a5 b nl L W CE L
03 N Ol 4 (63,8 gl iS e sl 3 s I e WS g )8 e ol o
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Evaluation of Imazetapyr herbicide efficiency for weed control in common bean

(Phaseolus vulgaris L.) in Chaharmahal and Bakhtiari Province

D. Behrouzit, F. Salehi?

Abstract

The effect of pre-planting application, pre-emergence and post-emergence of
Imazethapyr herbicide in different rates was studied in comparison with Trifluralin,
Ethalfluralin and Bentazon. Experiment was arranged in a complete randomized block
design in 19 treatments and 4 replications, at Chahartakhteh staton, Agricultural and
Natural Resources Research and Education Center, Chaharmahal and Bakhtiari
Province during 2016-2017. The lowest level of weeds density was observed at 15 days
(2 plants/m?) and 30 days (1 plant/m?) after application of herbicides in pre-planting
treatment of Imazethapyr (0.7 I/ha). Moreover, the highest level of weeds biomass
reduction was observed at 15 and 30 days after herbicides application in pre-planting
treatments of Imazethapyr at 0.7 and 1 I/h. The percentage of biomass reduction of
weeds population was calculated more than 95% for mentioned treatments. Therefore,
the pre-planting application of Imazethapyr (at the rate of 0.7 I/ha) is recommended for
weeds management of bean fields, because of the lower active ingredient of
Imazethapyr compare to the other treatments.
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