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The aim of integrated weed management (IWM) waside the combination of different
practices to maintain weed densities at managdabéds. A field experiment was conducted
at Agricultural College, Tehran of University, inakaj city 2005-2006 by planting wheat, to
investigate the response of planting methods ankl taixed herbicides. The experiment was
laid out using a split plot arrangement, in randmedi complete block design with three
replications. Methods of planting were assignethtomain plots; while tank mixed herbicides
were kept in the sub-plots. The sub-plot size meakd.5 X 4.5 rh Row to row distance was
kept at 30 cm. Data were recorded on weed densftyptant height (cm), spike length (cm),
Number of spikes iy Number of grains spike 1000 grain weight (g), biological yield (kg ha
1), and grain yield (kg h8. The weeds infesting the experiment wArena fatua, Anagallis
arvensis, Euphorbia helioscopia, Phalaris minor, Poa annua, Convolvulus arvensis, Coronopus
didymus, Fumaria polymor pha, Melilotus parviflora, Chenopodium album and Rumex crispus.
The data for individual traits were subjected to@WA technique and significant means were
separated by the LSD test. The analysis of the dhtaved that methods of sowing were
statistically significant for plant height, No. gfains spik&, 1000-grain weight and biological
yield. The herbicides were statistically significéor all the parameters investigated except No.
of grains spik&, while the interaction of methods of planting witarbicides could not reach
the level of significance in any of the traits exaed. Among the methods of planting, line
sowing was the best followed by line + broadcastisg. The herbicide mixtures controlled
mixed stands of broadleaf and grassy weeds tatiedf 65 to 74% with a consequent increase
in grain yield from 58-107%. Buctril-M + Topik 15 W 2,4-D + Puma Super 75 EW and Topik
15 WP were segregated as the sapring applications by increasing yield to thesextof 107,
104 and 101 %, respectively over the weedy check
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Introduction

Wheat {riticum aestivium L.) belongs to the family Poaceae and is an
annual self-pollinated, photoperiodically long dgsass. Like other grasses
wheat produces tillers depending upon soil feytidind micro- and macro-
environment. Wheat is the most important staplel fowp for the whole world.
Its cultivation is simple and adaptable to a vased and climatic conditions. It
is also known as the king of cereals. Besides ofidfowheat is used for
livestock and poultry feeds. A large populatiortlo#é world consumes wheat in
a number of ways. Wheat culture both in Iran, ak &gein the whole country is
the backbone of the whole agricultural systemram, wheat was grown on an
area of 4.76 million hectares with a grain produttof 14.07 million tons,
during 2004-2005. The mean country and provinciapctions are limited to
3150 kg and 1564 kg Harespectively (Anonymous, 2007; Montazetial.,
2005; Zandet al., 2001). During the recent years wheat productias
exceeded the requirement of the nation and substygule nation has entered
into the international wheat export trade. Thedestresponsible for luxuriant
growth and production probably have been the tinaghilability of fertilizers,
higher support prices of wheat and acceleratedofiseerbicides like Puma
super and Topic by the growers. The tempo howaweeds to be sustained
rather further accelerated, there still existingp deetween the actual and
potential yield of the crop at the farmers' fieldfiere are several reasons for
this gap but the worst one is weed competition whthwheat crop in the field.
The weeds use the solil fertility, available moistusolar radiation and space
with crop plants and result in yield reduction. Mover, the wheat grains
contaminated with weed seeds fetch lower pricestifsnation has entered the
international export market, the production of olerawheat grains is essential
for competition in the international trade. Ashretfial. (2009) have reported
nearly 21.44 % losses caused to the wheat cropeleglsv The losses on annual
basis amount to more than Rs. 28 billion at theonat level and Rs. 2.00
billion in Iran (Ashrafiet al., 2009; Hassan and Marwat, 2001; Montaeesl .,
2005; Rahnavaret al., 2009). The weeds competitive with wheat crojram
include Avena fatua, Phalaris minor, Anagallis avensis, Poa annua, Cirsium
arvense, Convolvulus arvensis, Ammi visnaga, Chenopodium album, Fumaria
polymorpha, Carthamus oxycantha, Euphorbia helioscopia, Medicago
denticulata, Mdlilotus indica, Slybum marianum, Galium aparine and Rumex
crispus. Wheat can be sown by different methods viz., idgllin lines, cross
sowing or broadcasting. Each method of plantingehaarying impact on weed
competition. For wheat cultivation the best metiemtne and line + broadcast
sowing (Ashrafiet al., 2009; Gogoi and Kalita, 1995; Code and Donaldson,
1996; Montazeriet al., 2005) because of equidistant spacing of whea&, th
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wheat is better competitive with weeds. Weed cortas been practiced since
the time immemorial by manual labour (weeding) mimel drawn implements,
but these practices were laborious, tiresome amperesive due to increasing
cost of labour. The growing mechanization of farpemtions and ever
increasing labour wages have stimulated interesheénuse of chemical weed
control. Chemical weed control is the easiest amdtrsuccessful alternative
method. Although different reports are available tba efficacy of different
herbicides in wheat (Ashrafi, 2006; Ashrafial., 2009; Mohibullah and Ali,
1974; Gill and Walia, 1979; Praczy&, al., 1995; Balyaret al., 1983; Porwal
and Gupta (1987); Azaet al., 1997; Kharet al., 1999; Kharet al., 2001; Khan
et al., 2002; Hashinet al., 2002; Qureshet al., 2002; Zanckt al., 2001), the
herbicide use in Iran is not widely practiced aghe agriculturally advanced
nations. The interest around the testing of gracides (Waliaet al., 1998;
Ormeno and Diaz, 1998; Braral., 1999a; Braet al., 1999b; Montazerét al .,
2005) indicates the problems posed by grasses. fraxikg of herbicides is
practiced for attaining synergism but, antagonisral$o not uncommon in such
a mixing (Ashrafi, 2006, Williams, 1984; Deschampsal., 1990; Augero-
Alverdo and Appleby, 1991; Augero-Alverde, al., 1991; Pandey and Singh,
1994; Braret al., 1999b). Whereas, the studies of Panstat. (1996); Kharet
al. (2002) and Montazereet al. (2005) showed synergistic response on
combined use of herbicides.

The instant studies were undertaken to evaluatesffieacy of different
herbicides alone and in mixture on dynamics of we@dwheat planted with
different methods with these objectives a) to foud the most economical tank
mixture of herbicides for the control of weeds iheat crop b) to figure out the
most suitable planting method for wheat cultivatiand c) to evaluate the
response of wheat to different planting methodstantl mixture of herbicides.

M aterials and methods

A field experiment was conducted at College of Agnmy, Agricultural
Paradise, Tehran of University, in Karaj City (ZF N, 55° 57°E) 2005-2006
to investigate the efficacy of some herbicide migtuon grassy and broadleaf
weeds and their consequent effect on wheat crop.ekperiment was laid out
in a split plot design with three replications.dnwell-prepared soil, the basal
dose of NPK was applied. All the phosphorous anagiowere applied at the
time of planting while, nitrogen was applied in twplit doses. First half with
the first irrigation and the remaining half at tharly boot leaf stage. Methods
of sowing (broadcast, line sowing and line + Braesd were assigned to the
main plots, while ten herbicides detailed below[€al) were kept in the
subplots. Each sub-plot size measured 4.5 x £.5Row to row distance was
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kept at 30 cm. Wheat variety Zarrin was sown on1i® November, 2005 at
the rate of 100 kg Rawith broad cost and seed drill and broadcast I dtie
herbicides were applied with a knapsack sprayandumid-January 2006, after
first irrigation, when the soil was in an adequateisture status. Spray the
herbicides successfully all the precautionary messwere adopted so as to
avoid any danger of physical exposure to the hihbic In this experiment the
data were recorded on Weed Density’§mPlant height (cm), Spike Length
(cm), No. of Spikes i No. of Grains spik& 1000 grain weight (g),
Biological yield (kg h&) and Grain vyield (kg h§. Standard procedures were
adopted for recording the data on all above traits.

The data recorded for each trait were individualybjected to the
ANOVA technique by using MSTATC Computer softwanedameans were
separated by using Fisher's protected LSD tesel(&tel Torrie, 1980).

Table 1. Detail of the tank mixed herbicides assigned &shb-plots.

S Herbicides Mixtures (Trade name) Common Name Dqse(l_(lg
No. a.i.ha”)
1 2,4-D+ Puma Super 75 EW 2,4-D fecnoxaprop-p-ethyl 0.90 + 0.94
2 2,4-D + Topik 15 WP 2,4 —D+ clodinafop 0.90 +0.0
3 2,4-D + Isoproturan 50 WP 2,4-D + isoproturon 00t90.63
4 Buctril-M40 EC+Puma Super 75 EW (bromoxynil + MGR fenoxaprop-p-ethyl 0.70 + 0.94
5 Buctril-M 40 EC + Topik 15 WP (bromoxynil + MCPA)isoproturon 0.70 + 0.04
6 Buctril-M 40 EC +Isoproturon 50 WP (bromoxynil+NP@)+ isoproturon 0.70 +0.63
7 Logran Extra 64 WG + Puma Super 75 EW  (triasaiftirterbutryn)+ fenoxaprop-p-ethyl 0.16 + 0.94
8 Logran Extra 64 WG + Topik 15 WP (triasulfuromrkutryn)+ clodinafop 0.16 + 0.04
9 Logran Extra 64 WG + Isoproturon 50 WP (triastdfu+ terbutryn)+ isoproturon 0.16 + 0.63
10  Weedy check (no weeding) - -

Results and dicussion

An experiment comprised the method of sowing antibieles on wheat
was carried out at Agricultural Research, Univgrsit Tehran, Karaj city. Data
were recorded on weed dynamics and some morphalagicl agronomic traits
of wheat. The data are presented below:

Weed density m™

The analysis of variance showed that method oftiplgrand interactions
of planting method with herbicides were no statedty significant while, the
herbicidal applications were evaluated as stasibyicsignificant. The evident
shown from the data in Table 2 that almost simileed density M was
recorded in all methods of planting. However, thghbst weed density was
recorded in the broadcast sowing (37.2) as comptrdohe (31.5) or line +
broadcast sowing (31.7). All herbicidal combinatomlthough were no
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significant among themselves, had a lower denditye®ds rif as compared to
the weedy check (88.889). Among the herbicides, arigally lowest weeds
(23.4) were recorded in Buctri-M + Isoproturon. Thieractions in the method
of planting with herbicides were no statisticallffetence. However, the lowest
weed density (20.1) was observed in line sowingté@ with Buctril-M +
Topik. The treatments involved line sowing in geerhad the lowest
infestation as compared to the interactions in hndédroadcast or broadcast
sowing. The highest weed density (102.69) was daxbin the weedy check
under broadcast sowing (Table 2). These resulte wenfirmed by Panwaat
al. (1996); Pandey and Singh (1994); Khetral. (1999); Khanet al. (2002);
Khan et al. (2003) who reported that application of the tanked herbicides
reduced broad and narrow leaf weeds to a varyingrege sometimes
approaching 100%. Base on the results contfidh¢ontork reported by Ashrafi,
(2006); Williams (1984); Deschampa al. (1990); Augero-Alverdo and
Appleby (1991); Augero-Alverdet al. (1991). The variability in findings could
be attributed to the different herbicidal combioat tested by those
researchers.

Table 2. Effect of method of planting and herbiside weed density (f) in
Wheat.

Herbicidal combination Line sowing Line + Broadcast Broadcast
2,4-D + Puma Super 224 25.7 31.6
2,4-D + Topic 26.2 24.6 323
2,4-D + Isoproturon 27.0 28.3 34.6
Buctril-M + Puma Super 28.7 32.3 343
Buctril-M + Topik 20.1 24.8 29.0
Buctril-M+ Isoproturon 25.6 22.3 24.0
Logran Extra+ Puma Super 23.2 27.7 33.6
Logran Extra + Topik 24.6 25.667 23.0
Logran Extra + Isoproturon 23.0 28.1 24.7
Weedy check 80.9 76.4 104.6
Mean 304 33.2 35.1

LSD ¢ 5 for herbicides = 11.26,* The means sharing arl@teommon do not differ significantly by LSD
test at 5% probability level

Plant height (cm)

The analysis of variance showed that method oftplgrand herbicidal
applications were statistically significant, whilee interaction between method
of planting and herbicides was evaluated as nasstally significant. The
perusal of data in Table 3 exhibits that the Lin®roadcast and Broadcast
Sowing were statistically at par with each othest, furpassed the Line Sowing.
More plant height (102 cm each) was recorded ineLin Broadcast and
Broadcast Sowings. All herbicides although no digant among themselves
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had a more plant height as compared to the weeegkc{y8 cm). Almost all
the herbicides gave the equal plant height (103 mmjerically except Logran
Extra + Topik and Logran Extra + Isoprturon (102)cnvhich had slightly
lower plant height. Earlier workers like Ashrafial. (2009); Rahnavaret al.
(2009) have also found that herbicides has no tefiecplant height and
concluded that trait under reference is strictlidem genetic control. The
difference in findings can be attributed to thefedént genetic material used
and a variance in environmental conditions. Theratttion method of planting
with herbicides although it was none statisticatkhibits that the plant height
of the treatments involving Broadcast Sowing wasegally taller (105 cm)
than the other planting methods. The minimum plaeight (75 cm) was
observed in the weedy check under the Line sowiia@plé 3). These results are
collaborated with the conclusions of Gogoi and 6a(1.995).

Table 3. Effect of method of planting and herbicides onnplheight (cm) in
wheat.

Herbicidal Combination Line sowing Line+ Broadcast Broadcast
2,4-D + Puma Super 100 103 105
2,4-D + Topic 101 103 105
2,4-D + Isoproturon 100 104 104
Buctril-M + Puma Super 100 104 105
Buctril-M + Topic 100 104 104
Buctril-M+ Isoproturon 101 104 104
Logran Extra + Puma Super 100 104 104
Logran Extra + Topic 99 103 103
Logran Extra + Isoproturon 98 104 104
Weedy check 75 81 79
Mean 98 B 102 A 102 A

LSD 05 for sowing methods = 3.348, LS[3s for herbicides = 2.671
* The means sharing a letter in common in theipeetive category do not differ significantly by LSBst at 5%
probability level.

Spike length (cm)

The analysis of variance showed that methods ofrgpand interaction of
method of planting with herbicides were statisijcalo significant, while the
herbicidal applications were detected as significkns evident from the data in
Table 4 that almost similar spike length was reedrith all methods of planting.
However, the longest spikes (10 cm) were recordddne and Line + Broadcast
sowing. All tank mixed herbicides although non gigant among themselves
had a more spike length (10 cm) as compared tovédesly check (9 cm). The
interaction of method of planting with herbicideasano statistically significant
the highest spike length (11 cm) was observed irve L+ Broadcast Sowing
treated with 2, 4-D + Puma Super, 2, 4-D + Topitgtan Extra + Puma Super,
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Logran Extra + Topik and in Broadcast 2, 4-D + Pusoger (Table 4). These
results are in agreement with the work of Ashra€iQ6); Ashrafiet al. (2009);
Rahnavardet al. (2009) who reported that spike length is sigalffity affected
by herbicidal applications.

Table 4. Effect of method of planting and herbicides orkepiength (cm) in
wheat.

Herbicidal Combination Line sowing Line+ Broadcast Broadcast Mean
2,4-D + Puma Super 10 11 11 10 A*
2,4-D + Topic 10 11 9 10A
2,4-D + Isoproturon 10 10 10 10A
Buctril-M + Puma Super 10 10 9 10A
Buctril-M + Topic 10 10 10 10A
Buctril-M+ Isoproturon 10 10 10 10A
Logran Extra + Puma Super 10 11 9 10A
Logran Extra + Topic 9 11 9 10A
Logran Extra + Isoproturon 9 10 9 10A
Weedy Check 9 9 9 9 B
Mean 10 10 9

LSDy 05 for herbicides = 0.9822 *The means sharing afdéttcommon do not differ significantly by LSD tesg 5%
probability level.

Number of spikes m™

The No. of spikes per unit area is the most immbriiait contributing to
the grain yield in wheat. The data on No. of spikes nf are presented in
(Table 5). The statistical analysis of the datadatkd that methods of sowing
and interaction of method of sowing with herbicideas statistically non
significant while, the differences among the hddes were detected as
significant. The data in Table 5 show that almastilar spikes rif were
recorded in all methods of sowing. However, thehbig spikes i (276.47)
were observed in line sowing as compared to LinBreadcast (269.53) or
Broadcast (246.73) sowing. Among the herbicideshibest No. of spikes ™
were recorded in 2, 4-D + Topik (276.67) which hwerewere statistically at
par with all other herbicidal applications but stally higher than the weedy
check (199.78) (Table 5). The interaction of thethud of planting with the
herbicides although no statistically significanhiited that the spikes fnof
the treatments involving Line sowing were generdllgher than the other
planting methods. Line sowing treated with BucivikTopik (293.00) gave the
maximum No. of spikes f(Table 5).

Number of grains spike

Number of grains spike is another important component of vyield.
Change in number of grains spikerastically influences the final yield. The

397



analysis of data showed that the variable methogowfing was evaluated as
significant, while the herbicides and interactionneethods of planting with
herbicides were statistically non significant. Tdega in Table 6 exhibits those
higher grains spiké (53.213) was recorded in line sowing. Howevenvits
statistically at par with line + broadcast sowirg0.097) but higher than
broadcast sowing (44.2). The herbicidal treatmentge statistically non
significant, but numerically the highest No. ofigsa(52.41) were observed in
2,4-D + Topik. Minimum grains (45.00) were recordedveedy check (Table
6). The interaction of method of planting with hertles although no
statistically significant, exhibited higher graispike® (59.569) in the line
sowing treated with 2, 4-D+Topik. The lowest graspikeé® (42.333) were
recorded in the 2,4-D+Isoproturon under the brosipkanted treatment. These
results are corroborated with the results of Balgaal. (1983); Khanet al.
(2001); Khanet al. (2002); Khanet al. (2003) who concluded that herbicidal
applications produce more grains spikkan the untreated control.

Table 5. Effect of methods of planting and herbicides on bboSpikes nf in
wheat

Herbicidal Combination Line sowing Line+ Broadcast Broadcast Mean

2,4-D + Puma Super 275.00 277.00 233.33 261.78 A*
2,4-D + Topic 288.67 281.67 259.67 276.67 A
2,4-D + Isoproturon 278.33 279.33 266.67 274.78 A
Buctril-M+ Puma Super 286.00 263.00 263.00 270.67 A
Buctril-M + Topic 293.00 270.67 262.67 275.44 A
Buctril-M+ Isoproturon 280.00 276.33 272.67 276483
Logran Extra + Puma Super 289.67 283.33 237.33 1278
Logran Extra + Topic 288.00 280.67 230.33 266.33 A
Logran Extra + Isoproturon 280.33 275.67 255.67 200\
Weedy Check 205.67 207.67 186.00 199.78 B
Mean 276.47 269.53 246.73

LSD, o5 for herbicides = 39.46,* The means sharing anétteommon do not differ significantly by LSD
test at 5% probability level.

1000-grain weight (g)

The analysis of data indicated that the methodslanfting and herbicides
were statistically significant, while the interaxcti of method of planting with
herbicides was statistically non significant. Thaximum1000 grain weight (39
g) was recorded in line + broadcast sowing, bwai statistically higher than the
line and broadcast sowing (37 g) (Table 7). Amdrgtterbicides, the maximum
1000 grain weight was recorded in Buctri-M+TopikdaLogran Extra+ Puma
Super (39 g) each. However, were statistically at with all other herbicidal
applications, but statistically higher than the @yeeheck (30 g). The interaction
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of method of planting with herbicides, although gtatistically significant
showed that the treatments involving line and finbroadcast sowing generally
had bolder grain than broadcast sowing. Line sowiegted with Buctril—
M+Puma Super (40 g each) had the highest 1000sgvegight (Table 7), while
broadcast and line sowings under the weedy chefkg(2ach) possessed the
smallest kernel size. Similar results were alsoonted by Tanveeret al.
(1999);Balyan and Malik (19965amunderet al. (1994) concluded that the
herbicides were very effective for weed control alsh gave best crop yield.

Table 6. Effect of method of planting and herbicides on bibgrains Spike in
wheat.

Herbicidal Combinations L ine sowing Line+ Broadcast Broadcast Mean
2,4-D + Puma Super 52.100 52.00 42.667 48.92
2,4-D + Topic 59.569 50.667 47.000 52.41
2,4-D + Isoproturon 50.767 50.633 42.333 47.81
Buctril-M + Puma Super 54.800 49.667 48.333 50.93
Buctril-M + Topic 51.433 54.133 44.333 49.97
Buctril-M+ Isoproturon 54.867 50.000 43.333 49.29
Logran Extra + Puma super 56.467 48.033 45.333 449.9
Logran Extra + Topic 57.133 51.800 43.000 50.64
Logran Extra+ Isoproturon 48.667 49.333 43.333 7.1
Weedy Check 46.333 46.000 42.667 45.00
Mean 53.213 A* 50.197 A 44.200 B

LSDo 05 for sowing methods = 4.618, *The means sharifegtar in common do not differ significantly by LSBst at
5% probability level

Table 7. Effect of method of planting and herbicides o®Q@rain weight (g)
in wheat.

Herbicidal Combinations Line sowing Line+ Broadcast Broadcast Mean
2,4-D + Puma Super 38 39 38 38 A*
2,4-D + Topic 15 WP 39 39 37 38A
2,4-D + Isoproturon 38 39 36 38A
Buctril-M + Puma Super 40 39 37 38A
Buctril-M + Topic 38 40 38 39A
Buctril-M+ Isoproturon 39 39 37 38A
Logran Extra+ Puma Super 38 39 39 39A
Logran Extra+Topik 15 WP 38 40 37 38A
Logran Extra+ Isoproturon 37 40 37 38 A
Weedy Check 28 33 28 30B
Mean 37B 39A 37B

LSDo 05 for sowing method = 1.62, LSk for herbicides = 2.628
*The means sharing a letter in common in their eetipe category do not differ significantly by LSBst at 5%
probability level.

399



Biological yield (kg ha™)

The analysis of variance showed that method oftpigrand herbicidal
applications were statistically significant, whilee interaction of method of
planting with herbicides was recorded as statiyicaon significant. The
highest biological yield (17763 kg Mawas recorded in Line sowing, while
Line +Broadcast (16739) and Broadcast sowing (1p%&0e statistically at par
with each other (Table 8). Among the herbicides, tighest biological yield
(18793 kg ha) was recorded in 2, 4-D + Puma Super. Howevenyvds
statistically at par with all other herbicidal ajgptions except Logran Extra +
Topik (15638 kg hd). The lowest biological yield (10908 kg Hawas
observed in the weedy check. The interaction ofhoktof planting with
herbicides although no statistically significanth#axts that the biological yield
of the treatments involving Line sowing was gerlgrhigher than the other
planting methods. Line sowing treated with 2, 4-DPuma super gave
maximum biological yield (23241 kg fthan rest of the interactions. The
minimum biological yield (10601 kg Hx was recorded in weedy check under
the Line + broadcast sowing. The herbicide 2, 4-Puma super gave the
excellent control of weeds hence consequentlycteiased the biological yield
(Table 8 ). These results are in a greater agresmath the work of Porwal
and Gupta (1987) and Brat al. (1999b). They also reported that different
herbicides reduced weed and increased grain aad $teld of wheat over the
control plots.

Table 8. Effect of method of planting and herbicides onldmical yield kg had
in wheat.

Her bicidal Combinations Linesowing Line+ Broadcast Broadcast Mean

2,4-D + Puma Super 22222 16872 17284 18793 A*
2,4-D + Topic 15 WP 18922 18930 16173 18008 AB
2,4-D + Isoproturon 19341 17284 18930 18518 AB
Buctril-M + Puma Super 18383 17697 15638 17239 AB
Buctril-M + Topic 15 WP 18107 16872 15226 16735 AB
Buctril-M+ Isoproturon 18930 15638 18107 17558 AB
Logran Extra+ Puma Super 16461 16872 17284 16&2 A
Logran Extra + Topic 15 WP 15638 17284 13992 19838
Logran Extra + Isoproturon 18107 19342 16461 17880
Weedy Check 11523 10601 10601 10908 C
Mean 17763 A 16739 B 15970 B

LSDy 05 for sowing methods = 851, LSk for herbicides = 2893,* The means sharing a léttetommon in their
respective category do not differ significantlylt§D test at 5% probability level.
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Grain yield (kg ha™)

The data showed that method of sowing and theaictien of method of
sowing with herbicides were statistically non-sigaint while, the differences
among the herbicides were detected as signifiddr@. perusal of data (Table 9)
exhibited that almost similar grain yield was retzat in all methods of planting.
However, the line + broadcast had a slightly higyietd (4142.78 kg h§ as
compared to line (4078.39) or broadcast sowing&4&H. All the herbicides out
yielded the weedy check. Among the herbicides tpledst yield was recorded in
Buctril-M + Topik (4771.06 kg hd. However, it was statistically at par with all
other herbicidal applications except Buctril-M -opsutron (3631.82 kg 3, 2,
4-D + Isoprturon (3775.64 kg Mg and Buctril-M + Puma Super (4138.53 kg ha
1. The herbicide Buctril-M + Isoprotran was in tigtatistically comparable with
Buctril-M + Puma Super (4138.53 kgHalogran Extra + Topik (4378.86 kg
ha'), Logran Extra + Isoprutron (4389.79 kg™haand Logran+Puma Super
(4314.13 kg hd) (Table 9). The herbicides Buctril-M+Topik gave excellent
control of weeds hence consequently increasedrtiie geld. The interaction of
the method of planting with the herbicides althoungh statistically significant
exhibited that the yield of treatments involvingeibroadcast sowing was
generally higher than the planting with the otheetmds. Line+Broadcast
treated with 2, 4-D+Puma Super out yielded (511%gHa') the rest of the
interactions. The lowest grain yield (2239.68 ki)haas recorded in the weedy
cheek, under line sowing. These findings are itoaecconformity with Pandey
and Singh (1994); Azadt al. (1997); Samundegt al. (1994) who reported a
differential response of various herbicides ongi@n yield of wheat.

Table 9. Effect of method of planting and herbicides onimgsaeld (kg ha) in
wheat.

Method of Sowing

Herbicide Combination Line sowing Line+ Broadcast Broadcast Mean

2,4-D + Puma Super 4395.06 5115.23 4568.07 4692.78A
2,4-D + Topic 15 WP 4802.47 4691.36 4407.59 4638.81
2,4-D + Isoproturon 3744.86 4084.13 3497.94 3776H4
Buctril-M + Puma Super 3781.89 3884.74 4748.97 /838C
Buctril-M + Topic 4494.24 4979.42 4839.51 4771.06A
Buctril-M+ Isoproturon 3827.16 3223.46 3844.86 362D
Logran Extra + Puma Super 4979.42 3859.67 4103.29 4314.13AB
Logran Extra + Topic 15 WP 4320.98 4456.57 4359.02 4378.86AB
Logran Extra + Isoproturon 4198.19 4855.97 4115.22 4389.79AB
Weedy Check 2239.68 2277.36 2400.82 2305.96 E
Mean 4078.39 4142.78 4088.53

LSDq g5 for treatment = 494.7
* The means sharing a letter in common do not diffgnificantly by LSD test at 5% probability level
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