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Weed Management in Clusterbean [Cyamopsis tetragonoloba (L.) Taub.]

Hemraj Dhaker, S. L. Mundra and N. K. Jain
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Maharana Pratap University of Agriculture & Technology, Udaipur-313 001 (Rajasthan), India

Clusterbean [Cyamopsis tetragonoloba (L.)
Taub.], popularly known as guar, is a drought hardy
and deep rooted legume grown as feed, fodder, green
manure, vegetable and seed in dry habitat of Rajasthan.
Being a kharif season crop, it suffers from severe
infestation of weeds which reduces its seed yield by
47% (Bhadoria et al., 2000). Hand weeding is a common
practice of weed control but incessant rains in vertisols
and unavailability and high wages of labour at weeding
peaks are the major constraints (Vyas and Kushwah,
2008). Under such situations, use of suitable herbicides
alone or integrated with hand weeding needs to be
explored as an effective and economical method of weed
management.

A field experiment was conducted during kharif
season of 2008 at Udaipur. The soil of the experimental
field was clay loam in texture having pH 8.10, organic
carbon 0.78% and available N, P and K 301.0, 20.42
and 196.90 kg/ha, respectively. The experiment was laid
out in a randomized block design with 16 treatment
combinations comprising weedy check, one hand
weeding at 20 days after sowing (DAS), two hand
weedings at 20 and 35 DAS, weed free upto 50 DAS,
pendimethalin at 500 and 750 g/ha alone as pre-emergence
and in combinations with hand weeding at 35 DAS,
imazethapyr at 75 and 100 g/ha at 20 DAS alone and in
combinations with hand weeding at 35 DAS and
quizalofop-ethyl at 40 and 60 g/ha at 20 DAS alone and
in combinations with hand weeding at 35 DAS. The
treatments were replicated thrice. Guar variety ‘RGC
936’ was sown at 30 x 10 cm spacing on July 5, 2008.
The crop was fertilized with uniform dose of 20 kg N
and 40 kg P2O5 /ha through urea and DAP, respectively,
at the time of sowing. Herbicides were applied in 750
litres of water/ha with the help of knapsack sprayer fitted
with flat-fan nozzle. Observations on weed count at 50
DAS were recorded by using a quadrate measuring 50 x
50 cm at two randomly selected spots in each plot and
converted into one square metre area and these data
were subjected to square root transformation √(x+0.5)
before analysis. Weed dry matter was recorded at harvest
from net plot.

     Weed flora of experimental field comprised
Cynodon dactylon, Cyperus rotundus, Echinochloa
colona, Echinochloa crus-galli among monocot weeds
and Amaranthus viridis, Amaranthus spinosus,
Commelina benghalensis, Parthenium hysterophorus and
Trianthema portulacastrum among dicot weeds. Overall
the experiment was dominated by population of dicot
weeds over monocots. All the weed control treatments
significantly reduced density and dry matter of weeds
50 DAS and at harvest, respectively, except post-
emergent quizalofop at 40 and 60 g/ha which could not
control dicot weeds and was comparable to weedy check
(Table 1). Two hand weedings at 20 and 35 DAS and
imazethapyr 100 g/ha at 20 DAS+one hand weeding at
35 DAS were at par but significantly superior to rest of
the treatments in minimising weed densities and weed
dry matter. However, both of these treatments were found
at par. Density of monocot, dicot and total weeds under
two hand weedings treatment was 3.0, 10.0 and 13.0 /
m2as against 112, 149 and 261/m2, respectively, recorded
under weedy check. The highest weed control efficiency
(90.78%) was recorded under two hand weedings
followed by imazethapyr 100 g/ha at 20 DAS+one hand
weeding at 35 DAS (89.38%), while it was minimum
(33.32%) under quizalofop-ethyl 40 g/ha applied at 20
DAS.
           Among different treatments, two hand weedings
at 20 and 35 DAS as well as imazethapyr 100 g/ha at 20
DAS+one hand weeding at 35 DAS recorded maximum
yield attributes viz., pods/plant, seeds/pod and test weight
and seed, haulm and biological yield (Table 2). The higher
yield and yield attributes under these treatments were
attributed to lower weed density, weed dry weight and
better weed control efficiency. The maximum seed yield
(1597 kg/ha) was obtained under two hand weedings
which was at par with imazethapyr 100 g/ha at 20
DAS+one hand weeding at 35 DAS (1580 kg/ha).
Harvest index was not affected significantly with the
weed control treatments. The results of study also
corroborate with the findings of Singh et al. (2006).
Economic evaluation of different weed management
treatments (Table 2) indicated that maximum net returns
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of Rs. 17697/ha were obtained with imazethapyr 100 g/
ha at 20 DAS+one hand weeding at 35 DAS which was
followed by Rs. 17631/ha under two hand weedings at
20 and 35 DAS. Benefit : cost ratio of (1.60 : 1) was also
recorded maximum under this treatment followed by
application of imazethapyr 100 g/ha at 20 DAS (1.58 : 1).

It can be concluded that maximum net returns
and benefit : cost ratio in clusterbean could be realized
with the integrated application of imazethapyr 100 g/ha
at 20 DAS+one hand weeding at 35 DAS under sub-
humid southern plain and Aravalli hills zone of Rajasthan.

REFERENCES

Bhadoria, R. B. S., P. C. Jain and S. S. Tomar, 2000. Crop-weed
competition in clusterbean (Cyamopsis tetragonoloba)
under rainfed condition. Ind. J. Agron. 45 : 737-739.

Singh, P., V. Nepalia and S. S. Tomar, 2006. Effect of weed control
and nutrient management on soybean (Glycine max)
productivity. Ind. J. Agron.  51 : 314-317.

Vyas, M. D. and S. S. Kushwah, 2008. Effect of cultural and
chemical methods on growth and yield of soybean in
Vindhynagar Plateau of Madhya Pradesh. Ind. J. Weed
Sci. 40 : 92-94.


