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Abstract
To assess the integrated effect of planting pattern and low dose herbicide mixtures on weeds and growth, yield 

attributes and yields of cowpea, and to determine the economic feasibility of different weed management practices 
in cowpea, a field experiment was conducted at Sirinka Agricultural Research Center experimental sites at Jari 
and Sirinka in Northern Ethiopia during the 2014 main cropping season. There were 16 treatments comprising the 
combinations of two planting patterns (60 cm × 10 cm, 45 cm × 15 cm) and eight weed management practices 
(s-metolachlor 2.0 kg ha-1, s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 35 weeks after crop emergence 
(WAE), pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE, s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 
1.0 kg ha-1, s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 0.75 kg ha-1, s-metolachlor at 0.75 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 
1.0 kg ha-1, hand weeding and hoeing 3 WAE and weedy check. The treatments were laid out in factorial combination 
in a randomized complete block design with three replications. The highest number of pods per plant, number of 
seeds per pod, and hundred seed weight were obtained from the combination of s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand 
weeding 5 WAE along with 60 cm × 10 cm at Sirinka. Higher (3092 kg ha-1) grain yield was recorded at Sirinka than at 
Jari (2714 kg ha-1). The highest (53460 ETB ha-1) gross benefit was obtained from s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand 
weeding and hoeing 5 WAE, followed by pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE (46737 ETB 
ha-1). Therefore, managing the weeds with the application of 1.0 kg ha-1 of s- metolachlor+hand weeding and hoeing 
5 WAE along with 60 cm × 10 cm proved to be the most feasible practice. Alternate herbicides for the control of X. 
strumarium infested fields in the study area needs to be explored.
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Introduction
Cowpea (Vigna unguiculata (L.) Walp.) is one of the most 

important food grain legumes in the tropics, including Africa, which 
accounts for 64% of the world production [1]. West Africa represents 
the largest production zone with modest amounts emanating from the 
east African countries of Mozambique, Tanzania, Uganda and to some 
extent Ethiopia [1,2]. In addition to its importance in human food, 
cowpea is also useful for soil fertilization through symbiotic nitrogen 
fixation and can be a major animal feed due to the quality of its leaves [3].

It is cultivated around the world primarily for seed, but also as a 
vegetable (for leafy greens, green pods, fresh shelled green peas, and 
shelled dried peas), as cover crop and for fodder [4]. In most African 
countries, cowpea is either grown alone or intercropped with various 
cereal crops, such as leafy vegetables, maize, millet, sorghum, beans, 
pigeon peas, bananas and others [5,6]. Since, it is shade tolerant 
and compatible as an intercrop with cereal crops, it helps to prevent 
buildup of disease incidence, insect pests and weeds. Its variability 
of uses, nutritive content and storage qualities have made cowpea an 
integral part of the farming system in Africa [7].

Cowpea yield loss due to weed interference was described to reach 
up to 96%, which indicates the importance of weed management in 
this crop [8]. Chikoye [9] stated that the reduction in yield of cowpea 
depends on the weed species, weed density and weed dry biomass. Also, 
Blackshaw [10] stated that cowpea is sensitive to weed competition; for 
instance, 2 to 100 plants m-2 density of Solanum nigrum plant, decreased 
cowpea yield that ranged between 13 and 77%. Fennimore [11] also 

reported up to 40% yield loss in cowpea due to the competition with S. 
nigrum. Similarly, Wilson [12] found that for every 100 kg dry weight 
of weeds, cowpea yield was reduced by about 208 kg ha-1. In Ethiopia, 
one timely, early weeding at 25 days after emergence resulted in 70% 
yield increase of common bean and up to 300% increase in cowpea 
compared to the no-weeding [13].

Different management practices should be employed to reduce yield 
loss due to weeds. Among those practices, integrated weed management 
(IWM) involves a combination of cultural, physical, chemical and 
biological methods for effective and efficient or economical weed 
control [14]. The principle of IWM should provide the foundation 
for developing optimum weed control systems and efficient use of 
improved varieties. Integrating herbicides with cultural methods is an 
option for better weed management. IWM does not preclude herbicide 
use, it includes their judicious use along with other agronomic methods 
that help crops compete with weeds and reduce weed seed production. 
IWM also involves using an agronomical approach to minimize the 



Citation: Mekonnen G, Sharma JJ, Negatu LW, Tana T (2016) Growth and Yield Response of Cowpea (Vigna unguiculata L. Walp.) to Integrated 
Use of Planting Pattern and Herbicide Mixtures in Wollo, Northern Ethiopia. Adv Crop Sci Tech 4: 245. doi: 10.4172/2329-8863.1000245

Page 2 of 10

Volume 4 • Issue 6 • 1000245
Adv Crop Sci Tech, an open access journal
ISSN: 2329-8863

overall impact of weeds and, indeed, maximize the benefits. The use of 
a single herbicide may result in shift of the weed flora in favour of the 
species that are not controlled, thus may increase the problem in the 
future.

Moreover, to manage mixed population of weeds and also to 
avoid herbicide resistance development by continuous use of a single 
herbicide, compatible mixtures can be employed to widen the spectrum 
of weed suppression. Herbicide combinations can give spectacularly 
good control at doses considerably below those normally applied in 
a single application. It may be additive or synergistic or prevent rapid 
detoxification of herbicides and are safer to crops than application of a 
single herbicide alone. The use of herbicide combinations is not new, 
but it has not received the attention and input that is necessary to fully 
understand and implement the practice. Therefore, there is a need for 
evaluation of a range of herbicides alone and as a tank mixture to have 
broad spectrum weed management [15]. 

The present study, therefore, is intended 1) To assess the integrated 
effect of planting pattern and low dose herbicide mixtures on weeds, 
nodulation, growth, yield attributes and yields of cowpea, and 2) to 
determine the economic feasibility of different weed management 
practices in cowpea. 

Materials and Methods
Description of the study area

The experiment was conducted at Jari experimental sites (11°21’N 
latitude and 39°38’E longitude; 1680 masl. altitude) at Sirinka 
Agricultural Research Center and Sirinka (11°45’00” N latitude; 
39°36’36”E longitude; 1850 masl altitude) in northern Ethiopia during 
the 2014 main cropping season. The soil of the experimental fields was 
clay loam and clay, while the pH was 6.98 and 6.94 at Sirinka and Jari, 
respectively. At Sirinka, the organic carbon was 1.35%, total N was 
0.07%, available P 13.7 mg kg-1 soil and CEC 56.47 cmolC kg-1, while 
the respective values at Jari were 1.37%, 0.05%, 11.17 mg kg-1 soil and 
47.44 cmolC kg-1. The total rainfall received during the crop season 
was 795.4 and 649.1 mm at Sirinka and Jari with mean maximum and 
minimum temperatures of 27.0 and 14.2°C, and 30.1°C and 16.0°C, 
respectively (Figure 1). Soil sample analysis was done at the Sirinka 
Agricultural Research Center.

Experimental materials

The cowpea variety Asrat (ITS 92KD-279-3), released by Sirinka 
Agricultural Research Center/Amhara Region Agricultural Research 
Institute (SRARC/ARARI) in 2001, was used in these experiments. The 
variety is well adapted to moisture stress areas in the northeast Wollo 
and similar lowland areas. This variety is suitable for an altitudinal range 
of 1450-1850 masl and annual rainfall of 660-1025 mm. It is bushy and 
trailing type I. It attains physiological maturity in 95-100 days [16]. 
Description of herbicides (s-metolachlor and pendimethalin) used in 
the experiment has been presented in tabular form hereunder Table 1.

Treatments and experimental design

There were 16 treatment combinations comprising of two 
planting patterns (60 cm × 10 cm and 45 cm × 15 cm) and eight weed 
management practices (s-metolachlor at 2.0 kg ha-1, s-metolachlor at 
1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 weeks after crop emergence 
(WAE), pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE, 
s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1, s-metolachlor 
at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 0.75 kg ha-1, s-metolachlor at 0.75 kg ha-

1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1, hand weeding and hoeing 3 WAE, and 
weedy check). The treatments were laid out in factorial combination in 
a randomized complete block design with three replications.

Experimental procedure and management 

The experimental field was ploughed to get a fine seedbed using 
tractor and the plots were leveled manually. The gross plot size was 
3.6 m × 2.4 m (8.64 m2). The pathway between replications and plots 
were 1 and 0.5 m, respectively. The cowpea variety Asrat was planted 
on 21 and 22 July 2014 at Jari and Sirinka, respectively. Fertilizer (100 
kg DAP; 18 kg N+46 kg P2O5 ha-1) was applied to each plot uniformly 
at the sowing time. There were 6 and 8 rows per plot under 60 cm and 
45 cm row spacing, respectively. 

The herbicides were applied as per the treatment in the assigned 
plots as pre-emergence within one day after planting. Herbicide spray 
volume with water as carrier was 450 l ha-1. Spraying was done with 
manually-operated knapsack sprayer (15 l capacity) using flat-fan 
nozzle. The outermost one row from one side and two rows from 
another side of in the plots having 60 cm inter row spacing, while two 
rows from each side of the plots having 45 cm inter row spacing were 
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Figure 1: Monthly mean maximum and minimum temperatures (°C) and total rainfall (mm) at Jari and Sirinka in 2014 cropping season.
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considered as borders. From the end-point of each row, three plants in 
plots having 10 cm intra row spacing and two plants in 15 cm intra row 
spacing were considered as borders. Thus the net plot size was 1.8 m × 
1.8 m (3.24 m2). All the recommended practices, except the treatments, 
were followed to raise the crop. The crop was harvested on 29 October 
and 6 November 2014 at Sirinka and Jari, respectively. The harvested 
produce was sun-dried for 7-10 days and threshing and winnowing was 
done subsequently. 

Data collection and analyses

Weeds data: Weed aboveground dry biomass (g): For 
aboveground weed dry biomass, the weeds falling within the quadrate 
were cut near the soil surface immediately after recording data on 
weed count and placed into paper bags separately treatment-wise. The 
samples were sun-dried for 3-4 days and thereafter were placed into 
an oven at 65°C temperatures till a constant weight and, subsequently, 
their dry weight was measured. The dry weight was expressed in g m-2.

Weed Control Efficiency (WCE): It was calculated using the 
following formula: 

(WDC WDT)WCE 100
WDC
−

= ×

Where,

WDC=Weed dry weight in weedy check, WDT=Weed dry weight 
in a particular treatment.

Crop data: 

Plant height (cm): It was taken with a ruler from 10 randomly 
taken and pre tagged plants in each net plot area from the base to the 
apex of the main stem at physiological maturity.

Number of pods per plant: It was taken from the total pods of the 
above tagged plants at harvest. 

Number of per pod: The total number of seeds from the above pods 
was taken and counted to average the number of seeds pod-1.

Hundred seed weight (g): Out of seeds from the above pods, 100 
seeds were counted and their weight was recorded at 10.5% moisture 
content for hundred seed weight.

Aboveground biomass (g): This parameter was determined by 
harvesting ten plants in each plot at physiological maturity and 
their dried aboveground biomass was recorded. Treatment-wise per 
plant dry weight of straw was multiplied by the number of plants in 
respective treatments. This was considered as the aboveground dry 
biomass weight.

Grain yield (kg ha-1): The grain yield was measured after threshing 
the sun-dried plants harvested from each net plot and the yield was 
adjusted at 10.5% seed moisture content. The grain weight obtained in 
ten plants was added to the final yield.

Harvest index (%): This parameter was calculated by dividing the 
grain yield by the aboveground biomass yield and multiplied by 100. 

Data analyses: Data on weed density, weed dry biomass, growth, 
yield attributes and yield were subjected to analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) using GenStat 15.0 computer software [17]. Fisher’s 
protected least significant difference (LSD) test at p≤0.05 was used to 
separate differences among treatment means [18]. As the F-test of the 
error variances for most parameters of the two sites was homogeneous, 
combined analysis of data was used.

Partial budget analysis 

The concepts used in the partial budget analysis were the mean 
grain yield of each treatment in both locations, the field price of 
cowpea (sale price (ETB 15 kg-1) minus the costs of harvesting, 
threshing and winnowing (ETB 165/100 kg) bagging (ETB 4.0 per 
100 kg) and transportation (ETB 5 per 100 kg), the gross field benefit 
(GFB) per hectare (the product of field price and the mean yield 
for each treatment), the field price of s-metolachlor ETB 417 kg-1, 
cost of pendimethalin ETB 620 kg-1 (the herbicide cost plus the cost 
of transportation from the point of sale to the farm), the total costs 
that varied (TCV) included the sum of field cost of herbicide and its 
application (spraying ETB 99 ha-1). The net benefit (NB) was calculated 
as the difference between the GFB and the TCV. All costs and benefits 
were calculated on hectare basis in Ethiopian Birr (ETB). Actual yield 
was adjusted downward by 10% to reflect the difference between the 
experimental yield and the yield farmers could expect from the same 
treatment. It was assumed that there was optimum plant population 
density, timely labor availability and better management (e.g., weed 
control, better security) under experimental conditions [19,20].

Results and Discussion
Weed parameters

Weed dry biomass: The minimum (30.4 g m-2) weed dry weight 
recorded at Sirinka from s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding 
and hoeing 5 WAE was statistically at par with the application of 
s-metolachlor at 2.0 kg ha-1, pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding 
and hoeing 5 WAE, s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 
1.0 kg ha-1 and hand weeding and hoeing at 3 WAE at Sirinka and 
s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE at Jari. 
Hand weeding and herbicide significantly encouraged vigorous cowpea 
growth.

In line with the current research result, Ahmad [21] reported 
that pre-emergence application of pendimethalin at 1.25 and 1.50 
kg ha-1+hand weeding were equally and even much more effective 
in reducing dry weight of weeds than other treatments. The better 
weed suppression due to herbicide mixtures may be due to effective 
suppression of both types of weeds. Also, the low weed density observed 
in herbicides treated plots could be attributed to effective weed control 
of the herbicides and their ability to manage weeds beyond the critical 
period of cowpea growth. Also, the adequate weed cover by cowpea 
vine led to smothering effect of the weeds judging from the low weed 
population and low weed dry weight, which invariably led to increase 
in weed smothering efficiency [22]. They also found lower weed dry 
matter and higher weed control efficiency with herbicides+hand 
weeding than other treatments included in their experiment.

Sharma [23] also concluded that dry weight of weeds was 
significantly reduced in herbicide-treated plots of common bean. In 

Common name Trade name Chemical name
S-metolachlor Dual Gold 960EC [2-chloro-6-ethyl-N-(2-methoxy-1-methylethyl)acet-o-toluidide]
Pendimethalin Stomp Extra 38.7% CS [N-(1-ethylpropyl)-2,6-dinitro-3,4-xylidine] 

Table 1: Description of herbicides used in the integrated weed management in cowpea experiment at Jari and Sirinka in 2014.
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pigeon pea, effective weed control has been reported with integrated 
use of pendimethalin and hand weeding [24]. However, lower 
performance of intra-group herbicides might be due to lower doses 
than their recommended doses, which needs to be investigated at 
recommended doses of individual herbicides in mixture [25]. 

The location and weed management practices interaction further 
showed that the maximum (472.4 g m-2) weed dry weight obtained 
in weedy check at Jari was significantly higher than all the other 
interactions (Table 3). These results are consistent with the findings 
of Arif and Marwat [26,27] who reported more weed dry biomass 
in weedy check than pre-emergence herbicides (s-metolachlor and 
pendimethalin) application in canola (Brassica napus L.) for weed 
management.

It was also recognized that there was no significant difference in 
weed dry weight obtained in weedy check at Sirinka with s-metolachlor 
at 2.0 kg ha-1, s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 
kg ha-1, s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 0.75 kg ha-1 
and hand weeding at 3 WAE at Jari, and s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-

1+pendimethalin at 0.75 kg ha-1 and s-metolachlor at 0.75 kg ha-

1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 at Sirinka. The moderate increase in 
weed dry weight could be attributed to frequent reoccurrence and 
persistent characteristics of weeds. Furthermore, like weed density, 
the weed dry biomass was also lower at Sirinka than at Jari. Herbicide 
molecules tend to bind with soil clay and organic matter particles, and 
thus become unavailable for weed killing purposes.

The lower weed dry matter accumulation may be attributed to 
lower weed density at Sirinka than at Jari (Table 2). The lowest (29.8 
g m-2) weed dry weight was recorded with 60 cm × 10 cm planting 
pattern when treated with s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding 
and hoeing 5 WAE, which was statistically at parity with pendimethalin 
at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding at 5 WAE, s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-

1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 under both the planting patterns. Jafari 
[28] stated that pre-emergence herbicides reduced the weed density 
and dry weight significantly as compared to weedy check in common 
bean. Similarly, Masoumeh [29] found application of pendimethalin 
0.5 kg ha-1+hand weeding 30 days after sowing though was comparable 
with other treatments, but gave lower weed dry weight after weed-free 
check in soybean.

The highest (327.5 g m-2) weed dry weight was found in weedy 
check under 45 cm × 15 cm planting pattern, followed by 60 cm × 
10 cm planting pattern and both these interactions resulted in higher 

increase in weed dry weight than all the other planting pattern and 
weed management practices interactions (Table 2). A high weed density 
recorded in the weedy plots invariably resulted in high weed dry weight 
that could be attributed to low ground cover of cowpea vines. 

This could be attributed to faster and better canopy cover of the 
crop under narrow spacing resulting in better suppression of weeds 
than in wide spacing. Reduction in weed dry biomass due to narrow 
rows has been reported by Adigun and Joseph [30,31]. This current 
result is consistent with the findings of other others in lentil [21,32,33].

Weed control efficiency: The data on weed control efficiency 
indicated that all the treatments in general gave more than 53% weed 
control efficiency over the weedy check. The maximum (91.6%) weed 
control efficiency was observed in s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand 
weeding and hoeing at 5 WAE under 60 cm × 10 cm planting pattern, 
which was statistically at par with the interaction of same weed 
management practice and 45 cm × 15 cm planting pattern as well as the 
interaction of combined application of metolachlor and pendimethalin 
each at 1.0 kg ha-1 under 60 cm × 10 cm planting pattern (Table 3). 

The current finding is in agreement with the investigation of 
Shinde [34] who reported that integration of pendimethalin with 
hand weeding 40 days after sowing is known to provide high weed 
control efficiency in pigeon pea. Priya [35] also found the lowest weed 
dry matter and higher weed control efficiency with herbicides+hand 
weeding in soybean. A similar trend was also reported by Jafari [28] 
in common bean, where pre-emergence herbicides application gave 
high weed control efficiency by reducing the weed density and dry 
weight significantly as compared to the weedy check. Sylvestre [36] also 
reported that unweeded check showed lower weed control efficiency 
than the rest of pre-emergence herbicide treatments in soybean, while 
the lowest weed control efficiency was obtained in s-metolachlor at 1.0 
kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 0.75 kg ha-1 and s-metolachlor at 0.75 kg ha-

1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 in planting pattern of 60 cm × 10 cm, 
respectively (Table 3).

A similar trend was also reported by Jafari [28] in common bean, 
where pre-emergence herbicides gave high weed control efficiency by 
reducing the weed density and dry weight significantly as compared to 
weedy check. 

Initially, the weed flora may be suppressed because the toxic effect 
of herbicide normally appears immediately after application when 
their concentration in soil is highest. Later on, microorganisms take 
part in degradation process and herbicide concentration and its toxic 

 Location (L) Planting Pattern (P)
Jari Sirinka S1 S2

Weed management practices (W)
S-metolachlor at 2.0 kg ha-1 100.6d-g 72.1e-h 88.0def 84.7def

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE 50.4gh 30.4h 29.8g 50.9fg

Pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE 100.7d-g 53.8fgh 81.8d-g 72.7efg

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 115.2cde 77.2e-h 62.0fg 130.4bcd

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 0.75 kg ha-1 162.9bc 107.8def 152.6bc 118.0cde

S-metolachlor at 0.75 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 202.0b 110.0cde 183.9b 128.1cd

Hand weeding and hoeing 3 WAE 109.3cde 73.6e-h 91.8def 91.0def

Weedy check 472.4a 136.9cd 281.8a 327.5a

LSD (5%) L x W/ P x W 54.31
CV (%) 38.1

Means followed by the same letters are not significantly different at 5% level of significance, LSD=least significant difference, CV=Coefficient of variation, DAE=days after 
crop emergence, S1=60 cm × 10 cm; S2=45 cm × 15 cm
Table 2: Interaction effect of location with weed management practices and planting pattern with weed management practices on total weed dry biomass (g m-2) at harvest 
in 2014 cropping season.
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effect decreases [37]. This could be one of the reasons for lower weed 
control efficiency with the application of s-metolachlor at 2.0 kg ha-1 
than s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE. 
S-metolachlor dissipation may be due to photo-degradation losses 
occurring since its application [38]. Chauhan [39] found decrease in 
bioavailability of s-metolachlor with the increase in days after sowing 
and it was 45% of the original amount applied 33 days after sowing. 
However, the lower dose of s-metolachlor initially suppressed the weed 
competition, which was further enhanced by integrating hand weeding 
at 5 WAE that kept the crop weed free during critical periods of 5 
WAE, which offered prolonged and efficient weed control. Mondal and 
Warade [40,41] also observed similar results in onion.

Crop parameters

Growth parameters

Plant height: Application of herbicides alone or in combination 
as well as hand weeding resulted in significantly taller (86.0 cm to 
98.0 cm) plant height than in the weedy check (Table 4). The current 
results are also in agreement with findings of Jafari [28] who stated 
that pre-emergence herbicides increased plant height in common bean 
significantly as compared to the weedy check. Similarly, plant height 
was also remarkably increased in wheat by all weed management 
methods compared to the weedy check [42].

Yield components, yield and harvest index:

Number of pods per plant: The highest (31.8 plant-1) number of 
pods was recorded from s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding 
and hoeing 5 WAE at Sirinka, which was significantly higher than 
that was obtained with different management practices at Jari and 
s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 0.75 kg ha-1 and hand 
weeding at 3 WAE at Sirinka (Table 5). The current result is in agreement 
with this findings of Priya and Abouziena [35,43] who reported the 
highest number of pods per plant with single herbicide and two hand 
weeding was at par with herbicide supplemented with hand weeding 
in peanut (Arachis hypogaea L.) and soybean, respectively. This can be 
ascribed to the fact that the effective management of weeds led to the 
favourable environment for growth and photosynthetic activity of the 
crop resulting in improvement in the number of per pods. Ayaz [44] 
stated that the number of pods produced per plant or maintained to 
final harvest depends on a number of environmental and management 
practices. Mirshekari [45] also showed that the presence of weeds is 
a prominent factor in reducing the number of pods in cowpea plant. 

Further, Dadari [46] reported that competition between weeds and 
crop starts right from germination of the crop up to harvest affecting 
both growth and yield parameters adversely.

The weedy check plots had the lowest number of pods per plant 
at both locations. At Sirinka, all the weed management practices had 
significantly higher number of pods per plant than the weedy check. 
However, it did not differ significantly with the combined application 
of s-metolachlor and pendimethalin and hand weeding and hoeing 
5 WAE at Jari. In line with this result, Paudel [47] revealed that the 
average number of pods per plant was affected by different treatments of 
pre-emergence herbicides against weeds in cowpea and the treatments 
showed a significant difference from the uncontrolled plots. This result 
is in agreement with that of Jafari [28] who stated that pre-emergence 
herbicides increased the number of pods per plant significantly as 
compared to the weedy check in common bean. It was also found that, 
under all weed management practices at Sirinka, the number of pods 
per plant was significantly higher than at Jari. 

The results obtained in this experiment also agree with the 
findings of Mousavi [48] who reported that the effect of s-metolachlor 
on cowpea pods per plant was significant. Also, Sylvestre [36] has 
documented earlier the role of yield contributing factors that enhanced 
yield on account of herbicidal control of weeds.

Number of seeds per pod: Application of s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg 
ha-1 supplemented with hand weeding and hoeing at 5 WAE resulted 
in significantly higher (14.3 pod-1) number of seeds than the other 
weed management practices except the application of pendimethalin 
at 1.0 kg ha-1 supplemented with hand weeding and hoeing at 5 WAE 
(Table 6). Further, the latter treatment had no significant difference 
from the combined application of s-metolachlor and pendimethalin 
each at 1.0 kg ha-1. The results also revealed that the weedy check 
plots produced significantly lower number of seeds per pod than the 
other treatments. The lower weed density and dry weight might have 
contributed to the significant increase in number of seeds per pod over 
the weedy check as suggested by Prakash [49] that number of seeds per 
pods in fieldpea increased with decrease in weeds density. This result 
agrees with the findings of Tenaw and Sharma [50,51] who reported 
that the number of seeds per pod was significantly reduced with the 
increased weed infestation and significantly increased with the weed-
free period in common bean. In agreement with this observation, Jafari 
[28] also stated that pre-emergence herbicides increased the number of 
seeds per pod significantly as compared to the weedy check. Similarly, 
Muhammad [52] recorded a maximum number of seed per pod in 

Planting Pattern (P)
S1 S2

Weed management practices (W)
S-metolachlor at 2.0 kg ha-1 75.9cd 80.7bc

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE 91.6a 87.1ab

Pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE 74.9cd 81.3bc

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 82.2abc 70.0d

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 0.75 kg ha-1 53.3e 74.3cd

S-metolachlor at 0.75 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 54.2e 73.1cd

Hand weeding and hoeing at 3 WAE 74.5cd 78.6bcd

Weedy check 0.0f 0.0f

LSD (5%) ( P x W) 9.6
CV (%) 12.7

Means followed by the same letters are not significantly different from each other at 5% level of significance, LSD=least significant difference, CV=Coefficient of variation, 
DAE=days after crop emergence, S1=60 cm × 10 cm; S2=45 cm × 15 cm.

Table 3: Interaction effect of planting pattern with weed management practices on weed control efficiency (%) in cowpea at harvest in 2014 cropping season.
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fieldpea with application of s-metolachlor, while the minimum number 
of seed per pod was obtained in the weedy check plots. Also, the size of 
pods increased with application of s-metolachlor and hence resulted in 
maximum number of seeds per pod and vice versa.

Hundred seed weight: Hundred seed weight at Sirinka was 2.4% 
higher than the hundred seed weight at Jari. The highest (14.0 g) 100 

seeds weight was recorded with the application of s-metolachlor at 
1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE, which was significantly 
higher (6.4 - 24.3%) than the other treatments (Table 6). The application 
of the pre-emergence herbicides s-metolachlor and pendimethalin had 
been found to increase 100 seed weight of canola plant [26,27,53]. It 
was also found that pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 supplemented with 
hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE had no significant difference from 

Plant height (cm)

Weed management practices

S-metolachlor at 2.0 kg ha-1 87.7b

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE 96.9a 

Pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE 87.2b

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 98.0a

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 0.75 kg ha-1 86.0b

S-metolachlor at 0.75 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 87.6b

Hand weeding and hoeing 3 WAE 88.2b

Weedy check 71.1c

LSD (5%) 8.4
CV (%) 11.7

CV=Coefficient of variation, DAE=Days after crop emergence, LSD=Least significant difference, Means followed by the same letters are not significantly different from 
each other at 5% level of significance.

Table 4: Main effect of weed management practices on plant height of cowpea in 2014 cropping season.

 Location (L)
Jari Sirinka

Weed management practices (W)
S-metolachlor at 2.0 kg ha-1 17.8ef 28.3ab

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE 22.9cd 31.8a

Pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE 21.3de 30.3ab

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 16.7e-g 27.9ab

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 0.75 kg ha-1 15.7fg 26.1b-d

S-metolachlor at 0.75 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 16.2fg 27.3a-c

Hand weeding and hoeing 3 WAE 16.8e-g 26.0b-d

Weedy check 12.5g 12.2g

LSD (5%) ( L x W) 4.9
CV (%) 19.4

CV=coefficient of variation, DAE=days after crop emergence, LSD=least significant difference, Means followed by the same letters are not significantly different from 
each other at 5% level of significance.

Table 5: Interaction effect of location with weed management practices on number of pods per plant in cowpea in 2014 cropping season.

Factors Number of seeds 
pod-1 Hundred seed weight (g)

Location:
Jari 11.94a 12.4b 

Sirinka 11.16b 12.7a

LSD (5%) 0.73 0.20
Weed management practices: 
S-metolachlor at 2.0 kg ha-1 11.5c 12.8bc

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE 14.4a 14.0a

Pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE 13.1ab 13.1b

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 11.7bc 12.6cd

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 0.75 kg ha-1 11.0c 12.3d

S-metolachlor at 0.75 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 10.9c 12.5cd

Hand weeding and hoeing 3 WAE 10.9c 12.5cd

Weedy check 8.9d 10.6e

LSD (5%) 1.5 0.4
CV (%) 15.5 3.9

CV=Coefficient of variation, DAE=Days after crop emergence, LSD=Least significant difference, Means followed by the same letters are not significantly different from 
each other at 5% level of significance.

Table 6: Main effect of location and weed management practices on number of seeds per pod and hundred seed weight of cowpea in 2014 cropping season.
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s-metolachlor at 2.0 kg ha-1. On the other hand, the weedy check plots 
had significantly the lowest 100 seed weight of all the other treatments. 
This result is in line with Mohammadi [54] who found that the 
increased duration of weed interference in chickpea is associated with 
reduced dry matter to seed production, which results in yield reduction, 
in particular hundred seed weight per plant. Similarly, Sana [55] 
recorded the lowest 100 seed weight from the untreated weedy plots 
of chickpea. These results are in agreement with those of Yadav, Singh 
and Mohammadi [25,56,57] who found that the increased duration of 
weed interference in chickpea is associated with reduced dry matter to 
seed production which results in yield reduction in particular, hundred 
seed weight plant-1.

Aboveground dry biomass yield: The highest (10157 kg ha-1) total 
dry biomass yield was obtained from s-metolachlor 2.0 kg ha-1 treated 
plots, which were not significantly different from dry aboveground 
biomass yield obtained with s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding 
and hoeing 5 WAE, hand weeding and hoeing 21 days after crop 
emergence, pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 
WAE, and s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 
weed management practices (Table 7). Mizan [58] also reported that 
the increased dry matter weight of the crop was highly governed by 
the length of weed-free period. However, high production of total dry 
matter might not necessarily be of great value when the grain comprises 
a part of the plant. Aboveground dry biomass showed a significant 
variation across locations where significantly higher biomass was 
recorded at Sirinka than at Jari. 

Grain yield: The grain yield (3092 kg ha-1) obtained at Sirinka 
was significantly higher by 13.9% than that at Jari. Among different 
weed management practices, application of s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-

1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE gave significantly higher (3960 kg 
ha-1) grain yield than the other treatments. This was followed by the 
application of pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 superimposed with hand 
weeding and hoeing at 5 WAE, which was also significantly higher 
than all the remaining treatments. Arif and Marwat [26,27] also 
reported significantly higher grain yield of canola with pre-emergence 
s-metolachlor and pendimethalin application.

Reduced crop-weed competition due to effective weed management 
with various treatments resulted in better growth, development and 
photosynthetic activity of the crop. Thus, the higher yield in these 
treatments might be attributed to the better weed management, which 
made better utilization of the resources, like nutrients, solar radiation, 
water and space by the crop that produced higher grain yield than 
the untreated control. In line with this, Rao and Begum [59,60] also 
reported higher yield due to effective management of weeds in early 
stage, which reduced weed growth and increased the growth and yield 
of black gram. Suppression of weed competition was further enhanced 
by integrating pre-emergence herbicides with hand weeding at 5 WAE 
that kept the crop weed-free during critical period, which offered 
prolonged and efficient weed control. 

Grafton [61] opined better translocation of photosynthates under 
lesser competition among plants and this could be one of the reasons 
for obtaining higher yields. Townley [62] stated that good weed 
management is critical to obtain higher yield from fieldpea. Askew 
[63] reported that managing weeds and lesser competition within the 
plant community could result in utilization of the available resources 
efficiently, which, in turn, is reflected in higher grain yield. Morad [64] 
observed that yield of broad bean increased in plots treated with pre-
emergence herbicides due higher pods per plant, seed number per pod 
and hundred seed weight.

Hand weeding and hoeing 3 WAE also proved significantly better 
than the mixture of s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 0.75 
kg ha-1, and s-metolachlor at 0.75 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-

1. This may be attributed to lower dry matter accumulation by weeds 
and decrease in their population, which, in turn, increased the yield 
attributes and ultimately increased the grain yield [65]. 

On the other hand, significantly lower yield was obtained in the 
weedy check than in the other treatments. Weed management practices 
significantly encouraged vigorous cowpea growth with minimal weed 
competition with cowpea. Thus, the cowpea grain yield obtained in the 
weedy check was 40.2 to 64.0% lower than the grain yield from other 
weed management practices as a result of intense weed competition 
(Table 7). This yield loss depends upon the density and species of 
weeds, duration of infestation and completing ability of the crop plants 
with weeds. These results are in line with the findings of Ahmad, Stork, 
Sangakkora and Tanveer [21,33,65,66] who reported 20 to 50% losses 
in grain yield if the weed management practices are not properly 
followed. 

Similarly, Mohamed [32] reported that pre-emergence herbicides 
provided excellent suppression of weeds and the yield was significantly 
increased over weedy check. Weeds can severely affect the performance 
of the cowpea bean and the yield loss was 60 to 66% due to weed 
interference [67]. Prakash [49] found that long season crop-weed 
competition reduced the fieldpea yield by 44.6 to 55.6%. Similarly, 
several authors reported that weedy check plots gave the lowest yield in 
chickpea [25,57,68]. Blackshaw [10] stated that the weeds reduce more 
than 75% of yield in cowpea crop. However, the contradictory reports 
on the extent of yield losses due to weeds might be due to the variation 
in environmental conditions, soil types, the crop varietal characters 
and the extent of weed interferences at the locations.

Harvest index: Significantly higher (31.9%) harvest index was 
recorded at Sirinka than at Jari. The result indicated that there was 
significant variation on harvest index among the weed management 
treatments evaluated at both locations. S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-

1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE gave the highest (40.0%) harvest 
index of all treatments, while the lowest (20.5%) harvest index was 
recorded from weedy check plots (Table 7). Increase in shoot weight 
with increasing weed interference might have increased the vegetative 
growth duration and decreased root/shoot ratio resulting in reduced 
harvest index. Soltani [69] reported that the harvest index of cowpea 
increases with increasing seed production. This result is in line with 
that obtained by Mousavi [48] who reported that the application of 
s-metolachlor herbicide application on cowpea increased harvest index.

Partial budget analysis 

The result of the partial budget analysis and the data used for the 
partial budget analysis is given in a tabular form Table 8. The partial 
budget analysis was performed as described by CIMMYT (1988) where 
the variable costs that vary included the cost of inputs (herbicide) as 
well as the cost involved in their application. 

However, for ease of calculation in place of field price of the crop, 
the cost incurred for harvesting, threshing, winnowing, packing and 
transportation was added to the variable input cost. The yield difference 
per hectare recorded from the different treatments accounted for the 
variation observed in value of gross benefit in both locations. The 
partial budget analysis indicated that the highest (ETB 53460 ha-1) 
gross benefit was obtained from s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+ hand 
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weeding and hoeing 5 WAE, followed by gross benefit (ETB 46737 
ha-1) obtained from treatment with pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand 
weeding and hoeing 5 WAE, while the lowest price was recorded from 
the weedy check plots. Singh [70] also reported a high economic return 
with butachlor+one hand weeding in rice, while Gupta [71] observed 
that the use of butachlor took equivalent to 186 hrs, while two-hand 
weeding took 604 hrs ha-1 in rice.

In agreement with the present result, most studies showed that 
applying herbicide or herbicide plus manual weeding was more 
economical than manual or hand weeding alone [72]. The result of 
this experiment indicated that the use of herbicide though reduced 
the cost of production, the poor management of weeds resulted in 
significantly low yield compared to the combinations of s-metolachlor 
at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing at 35 days after emergence 
and pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing at 35 days 
after emergence. Therefore, managing weeds with the application of 
s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE proved 
to be the most profitable practice in weed management for sustainable 
cowpea production in northen Ethiopia and elsewhere cowpea is 
cultivated.

Summary and Conclusions
The weed density and dry weight at harvest was considerably 

due to treatments with the application of both s-metolachlor and 
pendimethalin each at 1.0 kg ha-1 supplemented with hand weeding 
and hoeing at 5 WAE at Sirinka, and s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand 
weeding and hoeing 5 WAE at Jari. However, the performance of both 
planting patterns was similar under s-metolachlor and pendimethalin 
each at 1.0 kg ha-1 supplemented with hand weeding and hoeing 
at 5 WAE. The highest weed control efficiency was obtained with 
the combination of s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and 
hoeing 5 WAE, and 60 cm × 10 cm spacing was statistically at parity 
with s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1, and 
s- metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE, 
respectively, under 60 cm × 10 cm and 45 cm × 15 cm plant spacing. 

Plant height was significantly influenced by weed management 
practices. Number of pods per plant was significantly influence by 
location and weed management practices, whereby at Sirinka all weed 
management practices resulted in significantly higher pods per plant 
than the weedy check. On the other hand, at Jari weedy check had 
no significant difference from treatment with herbicide mixtures and 
hand weeding. Location and weed management practices significantly 
affected the number of grains per pod and 100 seed weight. Application 
of low dose herbicides supplemented with hand weeding resulted in 

Factors Grain yield (kg ha-1) Above ground biomass yield (kg ha-1) Harvest index (%)
Location

Jari 2714b 8873b 30.8b 
Sirinka 3092a 9683a 31.9a

LSD (5%) 116.7 350.1 1.2
Weed management practices 
S-metolachlor at 2.0 kg ha-1 3169c 10157a 31.9c

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE 3960a 10099a 40.0a

Pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE 3462b 9655ab 36.4b

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 3039c 9473ab 32.5c

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 0.75 kg ha-1 2683d 8678c 31.3c

S-metolachlor at 0.75 kg ha-1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 2383e 9052bc 26.8d

Hand weeding and hoeing 3 WAE 3106c 10063a 31.4c

Weedy check 1424f 7043d 20.5e

LSD (5%) 233.5 700.2 2.5
CV (%) 9.9 9.2 9.8

CV=coefficient of variation, DAE=days after crop emergence, LSD=least significant difference, Means followed by the same letters in a column are not significantly 
different from each other at 5% level of significance.

Table 7: Main effect of location and weed management practices on grain yield, aboveground dry biomass, and harvest index of cowpea in 2014 cropping season.

Average yield 
(kg ha-1)

Adjusted yield 
(kg ha-1) 10% 

down

Total variable 
cost (ETB ha-1) Gross return (ETB ha-1) Net return (ETB ha-1) 

Weed management practices
S-metolachlor at 2.0 kg ha-1 3169 2852 5687 42782 37095

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand 
weeding and hoeing 5 WAE 3960 3564 6984 53460 46476

Pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand 
weeding and hoeing 5 WAE 3462 3116 6440 46737 40297

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-

1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 3039 2735 5695 41027 35332

S-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-

1+pendimethalin at 0.75 kg ha-1 2683 2415 5006 36221 31215

S-metolachlor at 0.75 kg ha-

1+pendimethalin at 1.0 kg ha-1 2383 2145 4606 32171 27564

Hand weeding and hoeing 3 WAE 3106 2795 6144 41931 35787
Weedy check 1424 1282 2136 19224 17088

Cost of hand weeding and hoeing 2 WAE 45 persons, 5 WAE 16 persons @ETB 33 person-1, ETB=USD 0.0498
Table 8: Results of partial budget analysis of weed management practices in cowpea at Sirinka and Jari in 2014 cropping season.
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higher number of seeds per pod and hundred seed weight than that of 
the control plots. Weedy check had significantly lower seed weight and 
number of seeds per pod than the other treatments. 

Aboveground dry biomass weight and grain yield and harvest 
index were significantly higher at Sirinka than at Jari. Application of 
s-metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand weeding and hoeing 5 WAE gave 
significantly higher grain yield and harvest index than other treatments, 
while it did not significantly differ from treatment with pendimethalin 
at 1.0 kg ha-1 supplemented with hand weeding for the aboveground 
dry biomass yield.

From the result of the study, it can be concluded that managing 
the weeds with the application of s- metolachlor at 1.0 kg ha-1+hand 
weeding and hoeing at 5 WAE along with 60 cm × 10 cm planting pattern 
proved to be the most profitable practice. Based upon availability, 
alternatively pendimethalin could also be used in supplement with 
hand weeding at 5 WAE. Further, to prevent the weed shift, these 
two herbicides (s-metolachlor and pendimethalin) should be used as 
herbicide rotation. In future, there is a need to explore the effectiveness 
of various combinations of these two herbicides for cost effective and 
broad spectrum weed control in cowpea production.
Acknowledgements

We are grateful to the Ministry of Education, Federal Democratic Republic 
of Ethiopia, for the financial support, and Sirinka Agricultural Research Center 
for providing research facilities and Mizan Tepi University for permitting the 
corresponding author for PhD study at Haramaya University.

References

1.	 Timko MP, Singh BB (2008) Cowpea, a multifunctional legume. In: Moore PH, 
Ming R, (Eds.) Genomics of tropical crop plants, Springer, New York, pp: 227-257.

2.	 Pottorff M, Ehlers JD, Fatokun C, Philip A, Close RTJ (2012) Leaf morphology 
in Cowpea [Vigna unguiculata (L.) Walp]: QTL analysis, physical mapping and 
identifying a candidate gene using synteny with model legume species. BMC 
Genomics 13: 234.

3.	 Diouf D (2011) Recent advances in cowpea [Vigna unguiculata (L.) Walp.] 
“omics” research for genetic improvement. African Journal of Biotechnology 
10: 2803-2810.

4.	 Andargie M, Remy P, Gowda B, Muluvi G, Timko M (2011) Construction of a 
SSR-based genetic map and identification of QTL for domestication traits using 
recombinant inbred lines from a cross between wild and cultivated cowpea 
[Vigna unguiculata (L.) Walp.]. Molecular Breeding 28: 413-420.

5.	 Bittenbender HC, Barrett RP, Indire- Lavusa BM (1984) Beans and cowpea as 
leaf vegetables and grain legumes. In: Occasional Monograph Series, No. 1, 
Bean/Cowpea, Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI, USA, pp: 1-21.

6.	 Singh BB, Mohan RDR, Dashie LK, Jackai LEN (1997) Origin, taxonomy 
and morphology of cowpea [Vigna unguiculata (L.)Walp.]. In: Co-publication 
of International Institute of Tropical Agriculture (IITA) and Japan International 
Research Center for Agricultural Sciences (JIRCAS) IITA, Ibadan, Nigeria, pp: 1-12.

7.	 Eaglesham AR, Ayanaba JA, Rama VR, Eskew DL (1982) Mineral nitrogen 
effects on cowpea and soybean crops in a Nigeria soil I. Development, 
nodulation, acetylene reduction and grain yield. Journal of Plant and Soil 68: 
171-181.

8.	 Amador-Ramirez MD, Wilson RG, Martin AR (2001) Weed control and dry 
bean (Phaseolus vulgaris) response to in-row cultivation, rotary hoeing and 
herbicides. Weed Technology 15: 429-436.

9.	 Chikoye D, Weise SF, Swanton CJ (1995) Influence of common ragweed 
(Ambrosia artemisiifolia) time of emergence and density on white bean 
(Phaseolus vulgaris L.). Weed Science 43: 375-380. 

10.	Blackshaw RE (1991) Hariy Nightshade (Solanum sarrachoides) interference 
in dry bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.). Weed Science 39: 48-53.

11.	Fennimore SA, Mitch LW, Radsevich SR (1994) Interference among bean 

(Phaseolus vulgaris), barnyard grass (Echinochloa crusgalli) and black 
nightshade (Solanom nigrum). Weed Science 32: 336-342. 

12.	Wilson JR, Wicks GA, Fenter CR (1980) Weed control in field bean (Phaseolus 
vulgaris) in western Nebraska. Weed Science 28: 295-299.

13.	Rezene F, Kedir N (2006) Review of weed research in highland and lowland 
pulses. In: Abraham Tadesse (ed.) Increasing Crop Production through 
Improved Plant Protection – Volume I. Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, pp: 133-167.

14.	Swanton CJ, Weise SF (1991) Integrated weed management: Rational and 
approach. Weed Technology 5: 657-663.

15.	Dixit A, Singh VP (2008) Efficacy of ready mix application of carfentrazone plus 
isoproturon (affinity) to control weed in wheat (Triticum aestivum L.). Indian 
Journal of Agricultural Science 78: 495-497.

16.	MoARD (Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development) (2009) Animal and 
Plant Health Regulatory Directorate. Crop Variety Register, Addis Ababa, 
Ethiopia, p: 213.

17.	Payne RW, Murray DA, Harding SA, Baird DB, Soutar DM (2009) GenStat for 
Windows Introduction. VSN International, Hemel, Hempstead, p: 204.

18.	Gomez KA, Gomez AA (1984) Statistical Procedures for Agricultural Research. 
2nd edn. John Willey and Sons, p: 680. 

19.	CIMMYT (International Maize and Wheat Improvement Center) (1988) From 
Agronomic Data to Farmer Recommendations: An Economics Training Manual, 
Completely revised edition. Mexico, p: 79.

20.	Moro BM, Nuhu IR, Toshiyuki W (2008) Determining optimum rates of mineral 
fertilizers for economic rice grain yields under the “Sawah” System in Ghana. 
West African Journal of Applied Ecology 12: 1-12.

21.	Ahmad S, Abid SA, Cheema ZA, Tanveer A (1996) Study of various chemical 
weed control practices in lentil (Lens culinaris L. Medic.). Journal of Agricultural 
Research 34: 127-134. 

22.	Sunday O, Udensi E (2013) Evaluation of Pre-Emergence Herbicides for 
Weed Control in Cowpea [Vigna unguiculata (L.) Walp.] in a Forest-Savanna 
Transition Zone. American Journal of Experimental Agriculture 3: 767-779.

23.	Sharma V, Thakur DR, Sharma JJ (1998) Effect of metolachlor and its 
combination with atrazine on weed control in rajmash (Phaseolus vulgaris L.). 
Indian Journal of Agronomy 43: 677-680.

24.	Tomar J, Singh HB, Vivek HB, Tripathi SS (2004) Integrated weed management 
in intercropping of mungbean (Vigna radiata) and cowpea fodder (Vigna 
unguiculata) with pigeonpea (Cajanus cajan) under western condition. Indian 
Journal of Weed Science 36: 133-134.

25.	Yadav SK, Singh SP, Bhan VM (2010) Weed Control in chickpea. Tropical Pest 
Management 29: 297- 298.

26.	Arif M, Ihsanulla H, Khan S (2001) Effect of various weed control methods on 
the performance of canola. Sarhad Journal of Agriculture 17: 321-324.

27.	Marwat KB, Saeed M, Gul B, Hussain Z, Khan NI (2005) Efficacy of different 
pre- and post-emergence herbicides for weed management in canola in higher 
altitude. Pakistan Journal of Weed Sciences Research, 11: 165-170.

28.	Jafari R, Rezai S, Shakarami J (2013) Evaluating effects of some herbicides on 
weeds in field bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.). International Research Journal of 
Applied and Basic Science 6: 1150-1152.

29.	Masoumeh Y, Das TK, Sharma AR (2013) Effect of tillage and tank mix 
herbicide application on weed management in soybean (Glycine max). Indian 
Journal of Agronomy 58: 372-378.

30.	Adigun JA, Lagoke STO, Kumar V, Erinle ID (1994) Effect of intra-row 
spacing, nitrogen level and period of weed interference on growth and yield of 
transplanted tomato (Lycopersicom esculentum Mill.) in the Nigerian savanna. 
Samaru Journal of Agricultural Research 11: 31-42.

31.	Joseph A, Osipitan AO, Segun TL, Raphael OA, Stephen OA (2014) Growth 
and Yield Performance of Cowpea (Vigna Unguiculata (L.) Walp) as Influenced 
by Row Spacing and Period of Weed Interference in southwest Nigeria. Journal 
of Agricultural Science 6: 188-198.

32.	Mohamed ES, Nourali AH, Mohammad GE, Mohamed MI, Saxena MC (1997) 
Weeds and weed management in irrigated lentil in northern Sudan. Weed 
Research 37: 211-218.

https://books.google.co.in/books?hl=en&lr=&id=f5ClhaJVMpIC&oi=fnd&pg=PA1&ots=SYd5pxLiK-&sig=2S2HYeIKraxAqQE3AdtNNGTWVSk#v=onepage&q&f=false
https://books.google.co.in/books?hl=en&lr=&id=f5ClhaJVMpIC&oi=fnd&pg=PA1&ots=SYd5pxLiK-&sig=2S2HYeIKraxAqQE3AdtNNGTWVSk#v=onepage&q&f=false
http://bmcgenomics.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1471-2164-13-234
http://bmcgenomics.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1471-2164-13-234
http://bmcgenomics.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1471-2164-13-234
http://bmcgenomics.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1471-2164-13-234
http://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajb/article/view/93301
http://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajb/article/view/93301
http://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajb/article/view/93301
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11032-011-9598-2
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11032-011-9598-2
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11032-011-9598-2
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11032-011-9598-2
http://www.sidalc.net/cgi-bin/wxis.exe/?IsisScript=catalco.xis&method=post&formato=2&cantidad=1&expresion=mfn=051963
http://www.sidalc.net/cgi-bin/wxis.exe/?IsisScript=catalco.xis&method=post&formato=2&cantidad=1&expresion=mfn=051963
http://www.sidalc.net/cgi-bin/wxis.exe/?IsisScript=catalco.xis&method=post&formato=2&cantidad=1&expresion=mfn=051963
https://books.google.co.in/books?hl=en&lr=&id=s_5Y5BFRU1EC&oi=fnd&pg=PA1&dq=Origin,+taxonomy+and+morphology+of+cowpea+%5BVigna+unguiculata+(L.)+Walp.%5D.+&ots=YxZ-qh5QxZ&sig=i7cWa9r6mq-igVPDh9JTRQe76Hg#v=onepage&q=Origin%2C taxonomy and morphology of cowpea %5BVigna unguiculata (L.) Walp.%5D.&f=false
https://books.google.co.in/books?hl=en&lr=&id=s_5Y5BFRU1EC&oi=fnd&pg=PA1&dq=Origin,+taxonomy+and+morphology+of+cowpea+%5BVigna+unguiculata+(L.)+Walp.%5D.+&ots=YxZ-qh5QxZ&sig=i7cWa9r6mq-igVPDh9JTRQe76Hg#v=onepage&q=Origin%2C taxonomy and morphology of cowpea %5BVigna unguiculata (L.) Walp.%5D.&f=false
https://books.google.co.in/books?hl=en&lr=&id=s_5Y5BFRU1EC&oi=fnd&pg=PA1&dq=Origin,+taxonomy+and+morphology+of+cowpea+%5BVigna+unguiculata+(L.)+Walp.%5D.+&ots=YxZ-qh5QxZ&sig=i7cWa9r6mq-igVPDh9JTRQe76Hg#v=onepage&q=Origin%2C taxonomy and morphology of cowpea %5BVigna unguiculata (L.) Walp.%5D.&f=false
https://books.google.co.in/books?hl=en&lr=&id=s_5Y5BFRU1EC&oi=fnd&pg=PA1&dq=Origin,+taxonomy+and+morphology+of+cowpea+%5BVigna+unguiculata+(L.)+Walp.%5D.+&ots=YxZ-qh5QxZ&sig=i7cWa9r6mq-igVPDh9JTRQe76Hg#v=onepage&q=Origin%2C taxonomy and morphology of cowpea %5BVigna unguiculata (L.) Walp.%5D.&f=false
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/BF02373703
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/BF02373703
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/BF02373703
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/BF02373703
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3988962?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3988962?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3988962?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4045568?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4045568?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4045568?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4045104?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4045104?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4043943?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4043943?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4043943?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4043359?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4043359?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3987055?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3987055?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://cat.inist.fr/?aModele=afficheN&cpsidt=20477710
http://cat.inist.fr/?aModele=afficheN&cpsidt=20477710
http://cat.inist.fr/?aModele=afficheN&cpsidt=20477710
http://www.moa.gov.et/documents/93073/0/animal%26plant.pdf/95b286ed-b9f4-4980-9da8-b46f5c92c6cb?version=1.1
http://www.moa.gov.et/documents/93073/0/animal%26plant.pdf/95b286ed-b9f4-4980-9da8-b46f5c92c6cb?version=1.1
http://www.moa.gov.et/documents/93073/0/animal%26plant.pdf/95b286ed-b9f4-4980-9da8-b46f5c92c6cb?version=1.1
http://www.vsni.co.uk/downloads/genstat/release12/doc/IntroGuide.pdf
http://www.vsni.co.uk/downloads/genstat/release12/doc/IntroGuide.pdf
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNAAR208.pdf
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNAAR208.pdf
http://repository.cimmyt.org:8080/xmlui/bitstream/handle/10883/859/25152.pdf
http://repository.cimmyt.org:8080/xmlui/bitstream/handle/10883/859/25152.pdf
http://repository.cimmyt.org:8080/xmlui/bitstream/handle/10883/859/25152.pdf
http://www.ajol.info/index.php/wajae/article/view/45770
http://www.ajol.info/index.php/wajae/article/view/45770
http://www.ajol.info/index.php/wajae/article/view/45770
http://search.proquest.com/openview/dcb90775290b57ced184231094155fa3/1?pq-origsite=gscholar
http://search.proquest.com/openview/dcb90775290b57ced184231094155fa3/1?pq-origsite=gscholar
http://search.proquest.com/openview/dcb90775290b57ced184231094155fa3/1?pq-origsite=gscholar
http://cat.inist.fr/?aModele=afficheN&cpsidt=10180144
http://cat.inist.fr/?aModele=afficheN&cpsidt=10180144
http://cat.inist.fr/?aModele=afficheN&cpsidt=10180144
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=36&issue=1and2&article=041
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=36&issue=1and2&article=041
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=36&issue=1and2&article=041
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=36&issue=1and2&article=041
https://eurekamag.com/research/001/280/001280572.php
https://eurekamag.com/research/001/280/001280572.php
http://www.kau.edu.sa/Show_Res.aspx?Site_ID=155&LNG=EN&RN=59913
http://www.kau.edu.sa/Show_Res.aspx?Site_ID=155&LNG=EN&RN=59913
https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/20063062651
https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/20063062651
https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/20063062651
http://irjabs.com/files_site/paperlist/r_1796_131015005519.pdf
http://irjabs.com/files_site/paperlist/r_1796_131015005519.pdf
http://irjabs.com/files_site/paperlist/r_1796_131015005519.pdf
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ija&volume=58&issue=3&article=020
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ija&volume=58&issue=3&article=020
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ija&volume=58&issue=3&article=020
http://search.proquest.com/openview/8f3f219c743f68f1d9585e90b25639ff/1?pq-origsite=gscholar
http://search.proquest.com/openview/8f3f219c743f68f1d9585e90b25639ff/1?pq-origsite=gscholar
http://search.proquest.com/openview/8f3f219c743f68f1d9585e90b25639ff/1?pq-origsite=gscholar
http://search.proquest.com/openview/8f3f219c743f68f1d9585e90b25639ff/1?pq-origsite=gscholar
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1046/j.1365-3180.1997.d01-35.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1046/j.1365-3180.1997.d01-35.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1046/j.1365-3180.1997.d01-35.x/abstract


Citation: Mekonnen G, Sharma JJ, Negatu LW, Tana T (2016) Growth and Yield Response of Cowpea (Vigna unguiculata L. Walp.) to Integrated 
Use of Planting Pattern and Herbicide Mixtures in Wollo, Northern Ethiopia. Adv Crop Sci Tech 4: 245. doi: 10.4172/2329-8863.1000245

Page 10 of 10

Volume 4 • Issue 6 • 1000245
Adv Crop Sci Tech, an open access journal
ISSN: 2329-8863

33.	Stork PR (1998) Bio-efficacy and leaching of controlled-release formulations of 
triazine herbicides. Weed Research 38: 433-441.

34.	Shinde SH, Pawar VS, Suryawanshi GB, Ahire NR, Surve US (2003) Integrated 
weed management studies in pigeonpea+pearl millet intercropping (2:2) 
system. Indian Journal of Weed Science 35: 90-92.

35.	Priya G, Thomas G, Rajkannan B, Jayakumar R (2009) Efficacy of weed 
control practices in soybean crop production. Indian Journal of Weed Science 
41: 58-64.

36.	Sylvestre H, Kalyana MKN, Shankaralingappa CR, Devendra MTS, 
Ramachandra C (2013) Effect of pre- and post-emergence herbicides on weed 
dynamics, growth and yield of soybean (Glycine max L.). Advances in Applied 
Science Research 4: 72-75.

37.	Radivojevic L, Santric L, Stankovic-Kalezic R, Janjic V (2004) Herbicides and 
soil microorganisms. Pesticides 32: 475-478.

38.	Mathew R, Khan SU (1996) Photodegradation of metolachlor in water in 
presence of soil mineral and organic constituents. Journal of Agriculture and 
Food Chemistry 44: 3996-4000.

39.	Chauhan BS, Gill GS (2009) Application of timing affects s-metolachlor 
bioavailability in soil. Indian Journal of Weed Science 41: 54-57. 

40.	Mondal DC, Hossain A, Duray B (2005) Chemical Weed control in onion (Allium 
cepa L.) under lateritic belt of West Bengal. Indian Journal of Weed Science 
37: 281-282.

41.	Warade AD, Gonge VS, Jog-Dande ND, Ingole PG, Karunakar AP (2007) Integrated 
weed management in onion. Indian Journal of Weed Science 2: 205-208.

42.	Pradhan AC, Pravir C (2010) Quality Wheat Seed Production through Integrated 
Weed Management. Indian Journal of Weed Science 42: 159-162.

43.	Abouziena HF, Abd El Wahed MSA, Eldabaa MAT, El-Desoki ER (2013) 
Effect of Sowing Date and Reduced Herbicides Rate with Additives on Peanut 
(Arachis hypogaea L.) Productivity and Associated Weeds. Journal of Applied 
Sciences Research 9: 2176-2187.

44.	Ayaz S, McNeil DL, McKenzie BA, Hill GD (2001) Density and sowing depth 
effects on yield components of grain legumes. Proceeding of Agronomy 
Society, New Zealand, 29: 9-15.

45.	Mirshekari B (2008) Time interaction effect of (Amaranthus retroflexus L.) 
weed on yield of cowpea [Vigna unguiculata (L.) Walp.]. Knowledge of Modern 
Agriculture Journal 4: 71-81.

46.	Dadari SA (2003) Evaluation of herbicides in cowpea or cotton mixture 
in Northern Guinea Savannah. Journal of Sustainable Agriculture and 
Environment 5: 153-159.

47.	Paudel L, Bishnoi UR, Kegode GO, Cebert E (2008) Influence of Timing of 
Herbicide Application on Winter Canola Performance. World Journal of 
Agricultural Science 17: 908-913.

48.	Mousavi M (2009) Performance evaluation of herbicides for weed control 
imazethapyr red beans and pinto beans. Master’s thesis and combat weeds, 
University of Shushtar Branch.

49.	Prakash V, Pandey AK, Singh RB, Mani VP (2000) Integrated weed 
management in garden pea under mid hills of northwest Himalayas. Indian 
Journal of Weed Science 32: 7-11.

50.	Tenaw W, Beyenesh Z, Waga M (1997) Effect of variety, seed rate and weeding 
frequencies on weed infestation and grain yield of haricot bean. In: Proceeding 
of the 2th and 3th Annual Conference of the Ethiopian Weed Science Society, 
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, p: 61.

51.	Sharma GD, Sharma JJ, Sood S (2004) Evaluation of alachlor, metolachlor and 
pendimethalin for weed control in rajmash (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) in cold desert 
of northwestern Himalayas. Indian Journal of Weed Science 36: 287-289.

52.	Muhammad S, Abdur R, Noor UA, Fazaliwahid IJ, Imtiaz A, et al. (2012) Effect 
of herbicides and row spacing on the growth and yield of pea. Pakistan Journal 
of Weed Science Research 18: 1-13.

53.	Khan IA, Hassan G, Ihsanulla H (2003) Efficacy of pre-emergence herbicides 
on the yield and yield components of canola. Asian Journal of Plant Science 
2: 251-253.

54.	Mohammadi GH, Javanshir RA, Rahimzadeh KF, Mohammadi A, Zehtab SS 
(2004) Effect of weed interference on growth of shoots and roots and harvest 
index of chickpea. Iranian Journal of Crop Sciences 6: 181-191.

55.	Sana UC, Javed I, Muzzammil H (2011) Weed management in chickpea grown 
under rice based cropping system of Punjab. Crop and Environment 2: 28-31.

56.	Singh RP, Singh UP (1998) Effect of weed management practices on yield and 
economics of crops under upland rice (Oryza sativa)-based cropping system. 
Indian Journal of Agronomy 43: 213-218.

57.	Mohammadi G, Javanshir A, Khooie FR, Mohammadi SA, Salmasi SZ (2005) 
Critical period of weed interference in chickpea. Weed Research 45: 57-63. 

58.	Mizan A, Sharma JJ, Gebremedhin W (2009) Estimation of Critical Period of 
Weed-Crop Competition and Yield Loss in Sesame (Sesamum indicum L.). 
Ethiopian Journal of Weed Management 3: 39-53.

59.	Rao AS, Murthy KVR (2004) Effect of sequential application of herbicides on 
nutrient uptake by rice fallow black gram. The Andhra Agriculture Journal 50: 
360-362. 

60.	Begum G, Rao AS (2006) Efficacy of herbicides on weeds and relay crop of 
black gram. Indian Journal of Weed Science 38: 143-147.

61.	Grafton KF, Schneiter AA, Nagle BJ (1988) Row spacing, plant population and 
genotype x row spacing interaction effects on yield and yield components of dry 
bean. Agronomy Journal 80: 631-634.

62.	Townley SL, Wright AT (1994) Fieldpea cultivars and weed response to crop 
seed rate in western Canada. Canadian Journal of Plant Science 74: 387-393.

63.	Askew SD, Wilcut JW, Cranmer JR (2002) Cotton (Gossypium hirsutum L.) and 
weed response to flumioxazin applied pre-plant and post-emergence directed. 
Weed Technology 16: 184-190.

64.	Morad, S. 2013. Effect of cultivation time and weeds control on weeds and 
some characteristics of broad bean (Vicia faba L.). Advanced Agricultural 
Biology 1: 51-55.

65.	Sangakkora UR (1999) Effect of weeds on yield and seed quality of two tropical 
grain legumes. Tropical Science 39: 227-232. 

66.	Tanveer A, Ali A (2003) Weeds and their control. Published by Higher Education 
Commission, Islamabad-Pakistan, p: 162. 

67.	Arnold RN, Murray MW, Gregory EJ, Smeal D (1996) Weed control in pinto 
beans with imzethapyr alone or in combination with other herbicides. New 
Mexico State University.

68.	Aslam M, Ahmed HK, Ahmad E, Ullah H, Khan MA, et al. (2007) Effect of 
sowing methods and weed control techniques on yield and yield components of 
chickpea. Pakistan Journal of Weed Science Research 13: 49-61.

69.	Soltani N, Bowiey S, Sikkema P (2005) Responses of Blach and Cranberry 
beans (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) to post-emergence herbicides. Crop Protection 
24: 15-21.

70.	Singh G, Chaunhan RS (1978) Weed management in upland paddy. Indian 
Journal of Weed Science 10: 83-86.

71.	Gupta PC, O’Toole JC (1986) Upland rice: global perspective. The International 
Rice Research Institute, Los Banos, Philippines p: 372.

72.	Ismaila U, Kolo MGM, Gbanguba UA (2011) Efficacy and Profitability of Some 
Weed Control Practices in Upland Rice (Oryza sativa L.) at Badeggi, Nigeria. 
American Journal of Experimental Agriculture 1: 174-186.

Citation: Mekonnen G, Sharma JJ, Negatu LW, Tana T (2016) Growth and 
Yield Response of Cowpea (Vigna unguiculata L. Walp.) to Integrated Use of 
Planting Pattern and Herbicide Mixtures in Wollo, Northern Ethiopia. Adv Crop 
Sci Tech 4: 245. doi: 10.4172/2329-8863.1000245

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1046/j.1365-3180.1998.00114.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1046/j.1365-3180.1998.00114.x/abstract
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=35&issue=1and2&article=024
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=35&issue=1and2&article=024
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=35&issue=1and2&article=024
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=41&issue=1and2&article=011
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=41&issue=1and2&article=011
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=41&issue=1and2&article=011
http://www.imedpub.com/articles/effect-of-pre-and-postemergence-herbicides-on-weed-dynamics-growth-andyield-of-soybean-glycine-max-l.pdf
http://www.imedpub.com/articles/effect-of-pre-and-postemergence-herbicides-on-weed-dynamics-growth-andyield-of-soybean-glycine-max-l.pdf
http://www.imedpub.com/articles/effect-of-pre-and-postemergence-herbicides-on-weed-dynamics-growth-andyield-of-soybean-glycine-max-l.pdf
http://www.imedpub.com/articles/effect-of-pre-and-postemergence-herbicides-on-weed-dynamics-growth-andyield-of-soybean-glycine-max-l.pdf
http://scindeks.ceon.rs/article.aspx?artid=0354-61600406475R
http://scindeks.ceon.rs/article.aspx?artid=0354-61600406475R
http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/jf960123w
http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/jf960123w
http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/jf960123w
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=41&issue=1and2&article=010
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=41&issue=1and2&article=010
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=37&issue=3and4&article=039
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=37&issue=3and4&article=039
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=37&issue=3and4&article=039
http://www.researchjournal.co.in/online/TAJH/TAJH 2(2)/2_A-205-208.pdf
http://www.researchjournal.co.in/online/TAJH/TAJH 2(2)/2_A-205-208.pdf
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=42&issue=3and4&article=005
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=42&issue=3and4&article=005
http://eprints.icrisat.ac.in/11728/
http://eprints.icrisat.ac.in/11728/
http://eprints.icrisat.ac.in/11728/
http://eprints.icrisat.ac.in/11728/
http://dspace.lincoln.ac.nz/handle/10182/348
http://dspace.lincoln.ac.nz/handle/10182/348
http://dspace.lincoln.ac.nz/handle/10182/348
http://idosi.org/wjas/wjas4(s)/18.pdf
http://idosi.org/wjas/wjas4(s)/18.pdf
http://idosi.org/wjas/wjas4(s)/18.pdf
https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/20013035633
https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/20013035633
https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/20013035633
http://agris.fao.org/agris-search/search.do?recordID=ET9700258
http://agris.fao.org/agris-search/search.do?recordID=ET9700258
http://agris.fao.org/agris-search/search.do?recordID=ET9700258
http://agris.fao.org/agris-search/search.do?recordID=ET9700258
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=36&issue=3and4&article=039
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=36&issue=3and4&article=039
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=36&issue=3and4&article=039
https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/20123331407
https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/20123331407
https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/20123331407
http://agris.fao.org/agris-search/search.do?recordID=PK2003000329
http://agris.fao.org/agris-search/search.do?recordID=PK2003000329
http://agris.fao.org/agris-search/search.do?recordID=PK2003000329
http://www.agrobreedjournal.ir/browse.php?a_id=343&sid=1&slc_lang=en
http://www.agrobreedjournal.ir/browse.php?a_id=343&sid=1&slc_lang=en
http://www.agrobreedjournal.ir/browse.php?a_id=343&sid=1&slc_lang=en
http://cat.inist.fr/?aModele=afficheN&cpsidt=9912996
http://cat.inist.fr/?aModele=afficheN&cpsidt=9912996
http://cat.inist.fr/?aModele=afficheN&cpsidt=9912996
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1365-3180.2004.00431.x/full
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1365-3180.2004.00431.x/full
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=38&issue=1and2&article=041
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=38&issue=1and2&article=041
https://dl.sciencesocieties.org/publications/aj/abstracts/80/4/AJ0800040631
https://dl.sciencesocieties.org/publications/aj/abstracts/80/4/AJ0800040631
https://dl.sciencesocieties.org/publications/aj/abstracts/80/4/AJ0800040631
http://www.nrcresearchpress.com/doi/abs/10.4141/cjps94-074
http://www.nrcresearchpress.com/doi/abs/10.4141/cjps94-074
http://www.wssajournals.org/doi/abs/10.1614/0890-037X(2002)016%5B0184%3ACGHAWR%5D2.0.CO%3B2
http://www.wssajournals.org/doi/abs/10.1614/0890-037X(2002)016%5B0184%3ACGHAWR%5D2.0.CO%3B2
http://www.wssajournals.org/doi/abs/10.1614/0890-037X(2002)016%5B0184%3ACGHAWR%5D2.0.CO%3B2
http://pscipub.com/Journals/Data/JList/Advance in Agriculture and Biology/2013/Volume 1/Issue 2/5.pdf
http://pscipub.com/Journals/Data/JList/Advance in Agriculture and Biology/2013/Volume 1/Issue 2/5.pdf
http://pscipub.com/Journals/Data/JList/Advance in Agriculture and Biology/2013/Volume 1/Issue 2/5.pdf
https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/19992302929
https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/19992302929
http://aces.nmsu.edu/pubs/research/agronomy/RR710.pdf
http://aces.nmsu.edu/pubs/research/agronomy/RR710.pdf
http://aces.nmsu.edu/pubs/research/agronomy/RR710.pdf
https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/20083050748
https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/20083050748
https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/20083050748
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0261219404001486
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0261219404001486
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0261219404001486
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=10&issue=1and2&article=013
http://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijws&volume=10&issue=1and2&article=013
https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/19876763058
https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/19876763058
http://search.proquest.com/openview/2b9e1857a1c06853883d21a4115c2980/1?pq-origsite=gscholar
http://search.proquest.com/openview/2b9e1857a1c06853883d21a4115c2980/1?pq-origsite=gscholar
http://search.proquest.com/openview/2b9e1857a1c06853883d21a4115c2980/1?pq-origsite=gscholar

	Title
	Corresponding author
	Abstract
	Keywords
	Introduction
	Materials and Methods 
	Description of the study area 
	Experimental materials 
	Treatments and experimental design 
	Experimental procedure and management  
	Data collection and analyses 
	Partial budget analysis  

	Results and Discussion 
	Weed parameters 
	Crop parameters 
	Growth parameters: 
	Partial budget analysis  

	Summary and Conclusions 
	Acknowledgements 
	Figure 1
	Table 1
	Table 2
	Table 3
	Table 4
	Table 5
	Table 6
	Table 7
	Table 8
	References 

