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INTRODUCTION 

The acreage controls on pe~µuts an,d the high cost of labor have 
'' . : . ' 

placed emphasis on the necessity of finding a more economical method 

of controlling annuaL grasses and other weedso Grasses and weeds in · 

peanuts utilize valuable moisturej) nutrients and light needed to pro­

duce the_peanut crop and also add to tlie production and harvesting 

problemso The conventional method of controlling crabgrass {Dj.gitark 

_sanguinalis Lo) is a costly- and time consuming operation in the peanut 

producing areas of the United St~te~~ 

Thie introduction of new chemicals and weed control techniques 

:presents the pos~ibility of cont::rolli~ weeds with limited cultivationo 

The ~s,a o! herbicid~s as p!r'e=emergence sprays would reduce the amount 

of cultivation necessary by the peanut farmer.. ·This method of control= 

ling weeds in peanuts is a new prac:ti.~t which has not been used exten= 

sively in Oklahomao -Previous rese$rch has shown ·that peanut plants 
. , . 

are variable in their tolerance to some types of chemicalsJ> therefore 

necessitati1_1g the screening of promising herbicides in weed control 

The objective of these experiments was to study several of the more 

promising· herbic.ddes 9 to determine their effect upon peanut stand9 vigor,I> 

and yield,!) and to evaluate thefr :relat'ive value'for w'eed'controlJ 

l 



LITERkTURE REVIEW 

There seems to be a very close correlation between yield and 

the degree of weed control in peanutso This holds trtte regardless 

of the method of controlling weedso 

greater the increase in yield (3)!0 

The better the weed control the 
:,t .''-

The chemical, in order to be ~esirable, must not adversely affect 

the peanut plant or materially delay its growtho In general the chemi-

cals that give the best weed cont~ol a+so seem to reduce the vigor of 

the plant in its early stages o! growth (6)0 This stunting effect is 

~n undesirable factor encountered when using some herbicides (l) o 

Planting depth and rolling the so~l before application of the 

herbicide seems to have no effect on amount of weed control or seed= I . 

ling vigor of the plants according to 9happel and Duke (8)0 Chappel (5) 

reported that the time of appli9atiop may influence the degree of weed 

controlo The amount of rainfall. iin,m.ediately following herbicide appli= 

cation may result in less weed contro+ and more damage to peanuts accord-

ing to Burt (4) o 

Boyle and Hammons (2) reported that peanuts planted in a well pre= 

pared seedbed9 which was treated with Crag=l Herbicid~9 at 3 pounds per 

acre and not cultivated gave higher yields and had less Sclerotium 

plight and root rot than the non;..tre&ted cultivated peanutso Chappel (7) 

lNumbers in parentheses refer to Literature Citedo 

2 



3 

found that peanuts produced without cultivation when weeds were con­

trolled by chemicals had compar~ple yields, had fewer sting nematodes and 

less leaf spot than peanuts with normal cultivationo Some herbicides 

have proved fairly effective in other tests in reducing the amount of 

Sclerotium blight and the sting nematode (9)o 

itherspoon and Rotlgers (22) found that most herbicides gave 

satisfactory control of grass and ~eeds for the first 3 to 5 weeksj how­

ever$ there was no observable diffe~enc~ between the treated and untreated 

plots after 8 weekso 

Tests in Georgia in 1952j 1953 and 1954 generally indicate that SES 

(Crag-1) is the best chemical currently available i n that area (19)o 

However, Burt (3), Helms (11), Helms and Rodgers (12), Scholl and Searcy 

(15)~ Upchurch (20), Rea (13), and Westmoreland and Klingman (21) report­

ed that they obtained slow emergence, lack of vigor and reduced yields 

when using SES (Crag=l) o According to Upchurch (20) the substituted 

urea herbicides as a group seem to be excessively toxic to peanuts when 

applied at rates sufficiently heavy to control annual grasses and other 

weedso Schell and Searcy (15) found that Di- nitro did not affect the 

yield of peanuts and neither did it control the weedso Searcy (17 ) later 

reported that the use of Di-nitr9 seeme~ to stimulate the peanut plants 

as they appeared to be healthier and larger than the peanuts in other 

plotso Rodgers, Burt and Mixon (14) have recommended the use of Di-nitro 

as an effective and efficient pr~-emer geo The vigor of the plants was 

affected by 29 4-D (2 9 4-Dichlorophenoxyacetic acid) up to 45 days a~er 

application$ but when used imm~diately after planting it did not affect 

the stand (12, 16, 20j and 2l)o Unsatisfactory results were reported 

when using CIPC /lsopropy N- (3 Chlorophenyl) Cartam1te/ in pre-emergence 
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weed control experiments (3., 5, and 22)" Burt (3) and Helms (11) re­

ported good weed control when Karmex was used as a pre-emerge o There 

is i.ncomplete agreement concerning the tolerance of peanuts to Karmex 

and to derivatives of N~l-naphthyl phthalmic acid (5, 113 19, 20~ and 

22) o Various workers (3.9 11.!i and 16) seem to agree that peanuts are 

tolerant to DNOSBP (hJ6_;dinitro ortho secondary butyl phenol) at rates 

as high as 9 to 12 pounds per acreo The above workers 9-lso reported 

no reductlon in yield and fair control of weeds when using DNOSBPo 



IIIo 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Peanut pre=emergence weed cont+ol studies were conducted at the 

following locations in 1955 and 1956i Perkins .Agronomy Farm9 Stratford 

Peanut Fa:rm.9 Bokchito.? and near Atwood on the Co Ho Black farm., An 

irrigated pre=emerge test was planted @n the Carroll Smith farm near 

Lookeba in 19550 

The randomized block design used contained three replications in 

1955 and four replications in 1956. The two row plots for ea.ch treat­

ment were 50 feet long in 1955 and 19 feet long in 19560 The row 

spacings varied at the different locations between 38 and 42 incheso 

The 1955 tests were planted in moist soil with the equipment available 

at the locationo The tests in 1956 were planted under excellent mois­

ture conditions. Both furrow and fl~t vianted studies were conducted 

at Perkins and Stratford in 19560 fpe peanuts were planted in a shallow 

.furrow in the Atwood test while the tes.:J; at Bokchito was planted flat o 

The varieties used in these tests were :as follows: Spantex at Perkins 

and Lookeba, Spanish 18=38 at stratford and Common Spanish at Atwood 

and Bokchito., Each test was plaµted at the rate of 3 to 5 viable seed 

per f'ooto 

. The eight treatments used in 1955 co~sisted of various rates of 

five different herbicides and two different types of checkso The treat­

ments and rates (acid equivalent) per acre werei (a) Crag=l (Sodium 

29 4=dichlorophenoxy ethyl sulfate) at lfj 3 and 41 pounds~ (b) Alanap=l 

5 
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(N=l=naphthyl phthalamic acid) at 6 pounds, (c) Alanap-3 (Sodium N=l= 

naphthyl phthalamate) at 6 pounds~ (d) Karmex /3 2T3,4-dichlorophenyl)-l» 

=l=,dimethyl U"£.!E;f at 1 pound» ( e) CIPC /Isopropyl N-( 3 Chlorophenyl) 

Carbam~ at 4J pounds o The check-hoed treatment was hoed after the 

initial grass and weed counts were made while' in the check-not-hoed plots 

the weeds were not removed except as a result of normal cultivation. 

The 1956 tests included eight treatments consisting of two rates of 

each of three herbicides and two types of checks. The treatments and 

the rates (acid equivalent) per acre wereg (a) Crag=l at l! and 3 

poundsJ (b) Alanap-3 at 4 and 6 pounds.11 (c) Sesin JOE (Sodium 23 4-di­

chlorphenoxy ethyl benzoate) at l! and 3 pounds. The two checks were 

the same as those used in 19550 

Each of the herbicides was applied with a knapsack sprayer using 

40 pounds of pressure per square incho Applications were made in a 

12-inch band over the row immediately after planting except at Atwood 

in 19.560 In the latter CS;se the he'rbicides were applied five days 

after planting but before emergence of the peanutso .To insure that the 

proper concentrations were used the percentage of actual active material 

needed to cover the area was calculated9 measured and mixed with one 

gallon of water for application. 

Weed counts were made 21 to 27 days following application of herbi= 

cides arid before the first cultivation. Grasses and other weed counts 

were made from a random section of each plot ranging from 12 to 20 feet 

long and one foot widea He'rbicidal effect was determined by comparing 

the mean number of' grass and weed plants in the check=not-hoed plots 

with those of the treated plotso Multiple range tests~ showing the mean 

number of crabgrass plants in the sampled area were calculated f~~lowing 
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the method proposed by Duncan (lo). 

The amount of injury was estimated for each plot at approximately 

three week intervals beginning 21 to 27 days after application. This was 

acc:omplished by observing the relative amount of injury on the treated 

plots and comparing them with the check plots. 

The number of peanut plants per plot was determined 21 to 27 days 

after application and age.in at harvest for the 19.56 tests. Analyses of 

variance (18) were calculated for the number of plants per plot for the 

early counts and the harvest counts. 

At maturity the peanut plant9 were dug~ countedJ shaken and allowed 

to dry in windrows¢ One foot was trimmed from each end of the two rows 

at harvest to avoid border effect. After drying the peanuts were threshed 

cleaned and weighedo Acre yields were calculated by dividing the plot 

yields by the fraction of an acre occupied by each ploto Yields were not 

taken in 1956 tests at Perkins and Bokchito due to extreme moisture stress 

during the fruit development periodo APalyses of variance or multiple 

range tests were calculated for yields obtained in 195.5 and 19.560 

The eight samples from each of the treatments at Atwood in 1956 

were sent to Durant for grading by Floyd Gunter of the State=Federal 
. : I 

Inspection Serviceo Size determinations were made on the sound mature 

kernels of each sampleo 



IV. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

There was a wide variation i~ t~e results obtained in 1955 peanut 

pre=emerge testso Heavy rainfall immediately after application seeming-

ly concentrated the herbicides near t}.le germinating seed causing con-
-· 1!' ! ' 

siderable injury to the peanut plants in tests at Lookeba and Stratford. 

Some vegetative injury was noted on the young seedlings at Atwood, Bok­

chito, and Perkins, but little reductioµ iri yield occurred when the 

vegetative injury lasted only 3 to 5 we~kso 

The reduction in yield at Lookeba for the Karmex, Alanap-1, and 

CIPC treated plots was significantly greater than that of the other 

~erbicides (Table I). There was no significant yield difference at 

Perkins among the herbicide treated plots; however, the yields of the 

check-not-hoed plots were significantly lower than the other treatments 

(Table II). There was no significant difference in yield among the 

treatments in the 1955 Stratford test. No analyses were made for the 

yield data at Bokchito because of missing data. 

Where annual weeds were a major problem, good herbicidal effect 

was obtained (Tables III, IV, and V). Alanap-1 was the only herbicide 

that damaged Johnson grass (Sorghum halepense, Lo) iri the Bokchito test, 

and here it had only a temporary effecto 

Obse!'-va-c.ions at all locations in 1955 showed that Crag-1, I! 

pounds; .lUanap=lJ> 6 pounds; Karmex, 1 pound; and CIPC_, 4! pounds per acre 

reduced growth of the peanut plants as much as 10 percentjl while Crag-1, 

8 



Treatment 

1 Mean 

Karmex 
1 lb/A 

127802 

TABLE I 

MULTIPLE RANGE TEST OF RANKED MEAN PEANUT YIELDS Ii\J THE 
PRE=EMERGENCE TEST AT LOOKEBA..9 1955 

Alanap-1 
6 lbs/A 

136202 

CIPC Crag=l Check 
4! lbs/A 4! lbs/A not=hoed 

167904 1772 .. 7 203701 

Crag=l 
lf lbs/A 

2186 .. 3 

Check 
hoed 

2279 .. 6 

Crag-1 
3 lbs/A 

2388 .. 5 

lPounds of clean air-dry peanuts per acre. 

Note&. Any two means not 1mderscored by the same line are significantly different .. 
Any two means underscored by the same line are not significantly different. 
A. solid line underscore indicates similarity at the 5% probability level. 

'-0 



Treatment 

Meanl 

TABLE II 

MULTIPLE RANGE TEST OF RANKED MEAN PEANUT YIEID IN THE 
PRE-EMERGENCE TEST AT PERKINSj 1955 

Check CIPC Check Crag-1 Crag-1 Alanap-1 Karmex Crag-1 
not-hoed 4! lbs/A hoed Ii lbs/A 4i lbs/A 6 lbs/A 1 lb/A 3 lbs/A 

42708 49600 51406 530~1 5790 7 58804 592.1 595.2 

Alanap-3 
6 lbs,/A 

604.,5 

lPounds of clean, air-dry peanuts per acre. 

Notes Any two means not underscored by the same line are sigiiificaritly different~ 
Any two means underscored by the same line are not significantly different: 
A solid line underscore indicates similarity at the 5% probability level. 

b 



Treatment 

Meanl 

TABLE III 

MULTIPLE RANGE TEST OF RANKED MEAN GRASS COUNTS 
IN 20 FEE"T OF ROI IN THE STRATFORD TEST~ 19 5.5 

Uanap-1 
6 lbs/A 

o .. 84 

Crag-1 
4i lbs/A 

o .. 84 

Karmex 
1 lb/A 

lcl3 

CIPC 
41 lbs/A 

1.,39 

Crag=l 
3 lbs/A 

1 .. .56 

Crag-1 
1} lbs/A 

2 .. 0.5 

----------~--------------~~-----

Check 
not-hoed 

3.,36 

lnata transformed to yx+ 0.,5 

Note: Any- two means not underscored by the same line are significantly different., 
Any two means underscored by the same line are not significantly different .. 
A solid line underscore indicates similarity at the 5% probability level .. 
A broken line underscore indicates similarity at the 1% probability level .. 

i::: 



Treatment 

Mean1 

Crag-1 
4 lbs/A 

2o45 

TABLE IV 

MULTIPLE RANGE TEST OF RANKED MEAN GRASS COUNTS 
IN 20 FEET OF ROW IN THE BOKCHITO. TEST, 1955 

CIPC 
4! lbs/A 

)o57 

· Crag-1 
3 lbs/A 

3~66 

Karmex · Alanap-1 
1 ~b/A 6 lbs/A 

.5o28 5o76 

Crag=l 
li lbs/A 

7o75 

Check 
hoed 

14.,44 

Check 
not-hoed 

15 .. 30 

1nata transformed to'·~· - "" 

!Jote: Any two means not underscored by the same line are significantly different .. 
Any two rrieans underscored by.the same.line are not significantly di.f'ferehto 
A. solid line underscore indicates similarity at the 5% probability level .. 
A broken line underscore indicates siniilarity at the 1% probability level. 

I-' 
I'\) 



Treatment 

Meanl 

Cra_g-1 
.4 lbs/A 

Q.,84 

TABLE V 

MULTIPLE RANGE TEST OF RANKED MEAN GRASS COUNTS 
IN 20 FEET OF ROW IN THE PERKINS TEST, 1955 

Alanap-1 
6 lbs/A 

lo09 

Crag=l 
3 lbs/A 

lo25 

Karmex 
l lb/A 

loJ8 

Alanap-3 
6 lbs/A 

lo77 

Crag;..l 
i! lbs/A 

L85 

CIPC Check 
4! lbs/A not-hoed 

2.,45 Jo83 

------------------------------------
lnata trans.farmed tovx+ Oo5 

Note: Arry two means not underscored by the same line are significantly differentc 
Any two means underscored by the same line ~re not significantly differentc 
A solid line underscore indicates similarity at the 5% probability levelc 
A broken line underscore indicates similarity at the 1% probability levelo 

..... w 



at 3 and 4! pounds gave a 25 to 40 percent stunting effect. After 

approximately eight weeks the peanuts had outgrown the observable 

effect of Karmexj Alanap, and CIPC, but the Crag-1 effect remained 

throughout the season. 

Karmex killed some of the young plants at all locations but the 

stands of the plants in the other treatments were not affected. CIPC 

caused a reduction in yield in all tests and Karmex caused .a severe re­

duction in yield at Lookeba (Tables I and II). These herbicides were 

not included in the 1956 tests. 

The prolonged drought during the summer and fall of 1956 had a 

severe effect on t he peanut crop and caused the results of this study 

to be somewhat inconclusive. The variation in results could be attri­

buted to several factors, including soil differences and moisture avail­

ability among locations. It seems very possible that the extremely low 

soil moisture and high temperatures influenced plant growth on different 

soil types. 

At Atwood approximately eight inches of water were added during 

July and August with a sprinkler irrigation system. The check-not- hoed 

plots in two of the replicat ions were so grassy at harvest that it was 

impossible to obtain accurate yield data. 

Several days of very hot dry weather caused the peanuts to be slow 

i n emerging at Bokchito. Sixteen days after planting the area received 

over two inches of rainfall and much of this water stood i n the rows 

for two days. Five days after this rain the peanuts were still emerging. 

Gras s and weed counts were made, but due to the cont inuous drought 

stress no further notes were taken and the t est was not harvested for 

yield data. 
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Good peanut stands were obtained at Stratford and Perkins in both 

the fuX'rmi1 and flat planted tests o The peanuts and weeds in these 

plots sv.:f:fe:rced severe retardation in growth after June 22 due to the 

(continuous drought which lasted throughout the summero 

Pea.nut yields were extremely low at Stratford but yields were 

intermediate at the Atwood. location (Table Vl)o The mean yields from 

thie flat planting were slightly higher than those ftom the fu:rrow plant­

:ing at Stratfordo Though the yields at Stratford and Atwood were too 

lcrtr, for adequa/,c,e evalu~t,ionj) there wa.s a tendency for thre Sesin JOE 

t,:rceatment at the l~ and 3 pound rates to compare favorably with the 

check=hoed plo·ts o The analyses of variance of peanut yields for the 

At,wood and Stratford tests are ;shown in 'I'able VIIo The treatments in 

the flat and fu:rrtr,N planted tests at Stratford 11vere not significantly 

d::Lfferent, o There was a highly significant diff erenrce among the treat­

ments in the At,vrnod test o 'I'he mean yield of the check-ho,ed plots 

rang,es from 40.3 o9 to 843 o 2 pounds higher than those for the Crag=l and 

Alanap,-3 treatment,s (Table VI) o 

A strrilJ11ary of the analyses of variance for the number of peanut 

plants after emergence and at harvest for Perkins i Stratford and Atwood 

are shrn,,m in 'l'able VIIIo There were no significant differences among 

t,reat,ments for plant counts at any of the locations in 1956 except for 

t,kle e,arly count in the furrmr planted test at Stratfordo Though the 

t.,rea.tments in the early count of the furrow planted test at Stratford 

were significantly different,, the counts made at harvest in the same 

test d:id not differ significantly a The data indicate that peanut stands 

w,ere not gen®:rally affected by the herbicides used in each of the tests 

(Appendix Table I)o 



TABLE VI 

MEAN YIE.'LD FOR EACH HERBICIDAL TREA,TMENT AND CHECKS 
AT STRATFORD AND ATWOOD, 1956 

16 

Pounds of Peanuts. Per Acre -St~~rd ---- ·-····--Atwood·-··· Avex~ag~--- jit.ej_aiive per~~~-=--· 
·---------+---=Fu~r__.,,_ro=~"--'f _ Flat Furrow _______ ,_____ ~age of_ check _______ __ 

Treatment 

Check-hoed 6804 14806 181406 67702 I 100 

1 I 
Check=not=hoed lOOol 

Crag-lJ 3 lbs/A 100.2 13205 97lo4 40lo3 

C:rag-1, 1! lbs/! 122a7 16206 141007 I 56503 
! 

Alanap-3, 6 lbs/A 60.3 187.4 1212.6 I 486.7 

Alanap=39 L. lbs/A 129 o4 lOlo 2 119403 II 474°9 

Sesin JOE) 3 lbs/A 97a9 12409 181406 679ol 

Se_s_i_n_3_0_E_9 _1_!_. _lb_s_/_A__.:_ __ 5_8_0_1 __ 1_4_2_0 l---1L-~61~ _ _l 606 o 6 

lnrassy plots prevented accurate evaluation of yieldo 

59 

83 

72 

70 

100 

90 
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TABLE VII 

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE OF·PEANUT YIEIDS AT ATWOOD A$) FOR 
THE FURRCJI AND FIAT '?ESTS AT ST~TFORD, 1956 

-·i-----·- .. -STRl'fFOBD ATWOOD 
. . . . . \ ·-·----·--

I Flat planted Furrow planted 
Source I 

d.f. MS MS MS 
--------

Total 31 

lteplication .3 61,645058** . ff 16,916067 . 267.9614.oo* 

Treatment 7 Jj)S18.04 ;,2~0~98 479~693.93:ff 

Error 21 7~367009 1,703072 63,070044 
·-· 

*Exceeds 5% level of significanceo 

**· ' 
hCJeeda 1% level of sigriificance. 



.-.:,.--·-

' .. 
Source dfo 

I 

Total 31 

Replication 3 

Treatment l 7 , 
Error I 21 i 

. TABLE VIII 

ANALYSES OF VARL\NCE OF PEANUT PLANT COUNTS AT THREE LOCATIONS 
AFTER EMERGENCE AND AT HARVEST15 1956 

MEAN SQUARES 

PERKINS STRATFORD 

· ~LAT FURROW FLAT FURROW 

Early Harvest Early Harvest Early Harvest Early Harvest 
·--

I 

003 3340.58* 037 293021 079** 18.5058 .,41* 77oll 

002 200071 024 62063 ol6 54.,78 o4o*' f 88017 
--

oOl 84042 ol8 192076 oll 97 073 ol3 l4Joll I 
i 

ATWOOD 

FtJliRON 

Early Harvest 
----·------

046 180038 

027 122084 

027 147028 

lFor the emergence or early plant counts-in 12 feet of each plot the data were transformed using 
VX + 0 .. .5 ·• -The harvest count calculations were based on the number of plants in the harvested 
area of each ploto 

*Exceeds 5% level of significance. 

**Exceeds 1% level of significanceo 

I-' 
CX) 
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Multiple range t ests for t he grass and weed counts made 21 days 
~-

after appli cation in the Bokchito test are shown in Tables IX and Xo 

Weed and grass growth at Bokchito in the herbicide treated plots was 

reduced below that of the check, but the middles were covered with a 

heavy growth of crabgrass, rough buttonweed (Diodia t eres ) and pigweed 

(Amaranthus sppo). Alanap-3 at the 4 and 6 pound rates and Sesin 30E 

at the 3 pound rate significantly reduced the number of weed seedlings 

below that of the other treatmentso All of the herbicides reduced the 

number below that of the check in the Bokchito testo 

Good control of crabgrass in the Perkins f lat planted test was 

noted with all herbicides except the 1! pound rate of Crag-1 (Table XII). 

Both Alanap-3 and Sesin JOE gave slightly better control of grass in 

the flat planted than in the furrow planted test, whil e there was no 

apparent difference i n t he degree of control with Crag-1 (Tables XI, 

XII and Appendix Table II) o 

Control of crabgrass at Stratford was good with all herbicides. 

There was no apparent difference in the degree of control in the flat 

and furrow planted tests (Tables XIII, XIV and Appendix Table II). 

The multiple range test for the number of grass plants at Atwood 

is shown in Table XVo Both rates of Alanap-3 and Sesin JOE gave more 

complete control of grass than t he rates of Crag~l and the checkso 

The results obtained from Crag-1, Alanap-3 and Sesin )OE in the 

1956 tests are discussed below. 

Wetd and grass counts at all locations made 21 t o 27 days after 

application showed that Crag-1 gave at least fair control of crabgrass; 

however, these plots became infested with grass to some ext ent within 

five weekso Both rates reduced growth severely t hroughout t he season 



Treatment 

Meanl 

TABLE IX 

MULTIPLE RANGE TEST.OF RANKED MEAN GRASS COUNTS·21 DAYS 
AFTER APPLICATION IN THE BOKCHITO TEST, 1956 

:Alanap=3 Alanap-3 
6 lbs/A 4 lbs/A 

Sesin JOE 
3 lbs/A 

Crag-1 
3 lbs/A 

Sesin 30E 
l! lbs/A 

Crag=l Check Check 
li lbs/A not-hoed hoed 

lo.58 lo8J 2o08 2o23 2068 JolO 3.78 4.10 

--------~-----------------------
1nata transformed to yx+ Oo5 

Noteg !.ny two means not underscored by the same line are significantly different., 
Any two means underscored by the same line are not significantly differento 
A solid line underscore indicates similarity at the 5% probability leveL 
A broken line underscore indicates similarity at the 1% probability levelo 

I\) 
0 



Treatment 

Mean1 

Alanap-3 
4 lbs/A 

2o38 

TABLE X 

MULTIPLE RANGE TEST OF RANKED MEAN WEED COUNTS 21 DAYS 
AFTER APPLICATION IN THE BOKCHITO TEST 1 1956 

Sesin 30E Alanap=3 
3 lbs/A 6 lbs/A 

2o60 2o80 

Crag=l Sesin 30E Crag-1 Check 
3 lbs/A ll lbs/A l! lbs/A hoed 

5o35 5o40 8.,55 9.,80 

Check 
not-hoed 

llol3 

-----------------------
1Data transformed toyx+ Oo5 

Noteg Any two means not underscored by the same line are significantly different. 
Any two means underscored by the same line are not significantly different., 
A solid line underscore indicates similarity at the 5% probability level~ 
A broken line underscore indic~tes similarity at the 1% probability level., 

N 
t-J 



Treatment 

Meanl 

TABLE XI 

. .MULTIPLE RANGE TEST OF RANKED MEAN GRASS COUNTS IN THE FURROW PLANTED TEST 
27 DAYS AFTER APPLICATION AT PERKINS, 1956 

Sesin 30E 
3 lbs/A 

4068 

Alanap-3 
4 lbs/A 

5.,28 

Crag=l · Alanap-3 Crag-1 
l! lbs/A 6 lbs/A 3 lbs/A 

5088 5°95 6010 

check 
hoed 

6.,77 

Sesin 30E Check 
l! lbs/A not-hoed 

7°65 10 .. 90 

lnata transformed toy X+ Oo5 

Notei Any two means not underscored by the same line are significantly different., 
Any two means underscore~ by the same line are not significantly different., 
A solid line underscore indicates similarity at the 5% probability levelo 

"' N 



Treatment 

Meanl 

TABLE XII 

I\IDLTIPLE RANGE TEST OF RANKED MEAN GRABS COUNTS IN THE FLAT PLANTED TEST 
27 DAYS AFTER APPLICATION AT PERKINS, 1956 

Sesin JOE 
3 lbs/A 

2o00 

Alanap-3 
6 lbs/A 

2o7J 

Sesin 30E Alanap-3 Crag=l Check 
l! lbs/A 4 lbs/A 3 lbs/A not-hoed 

3e30 5o05 5o55 6073 

Crag-1 
lt lbs/A 

8080 

Check 
hoed 

9o45 

lnata transformed toyx+Oo5 

Notei Any two means not underscored by the same line are significantly differento 
Any two means underscored by the same line are not significantly differento 
A solid line underscore indicates similarity at the 5% probability levelo 
A broken line underscore indicates similarity at the 1% probability levelo 

N 
w 
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Treatment 

Meanl 

TABLE XIII 

MULTIPLE RANGE TEST OF RANKED MEAN GRASS COUNTS IN THE 
FURRO!f PLANTED TEST AT STRATFORD, 1.9 56 

Crag-1 
l! lbs/A 

0 .. 70 

Crag-1 
3 lbs/A 

0 .. 70 

Alanap-3 Alanap-3 Sesin JOE 
6 lbs.IA 4 lbs/A l} lbs/A 

0 .. 70 1.25 1.30 

Sesin JOE Check 
3 lbs/!. hoed 

1..43 1~10 

Check 
not-hoed 

3 .. 28 

lnata transformed to'V_X+ Oo5 

Note: Any two means not underscored by the sazne line are significantly di:ff'erent .. 
Any two means underscored by the same line are not- significantl.y di.f'ferent .. 
A solid line underscore indicates similarity at the· 5% . probability level. 

N 
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Treatment 

Ueanl 

TABLE IIV 

MULTIPLE RANG& TEST OF BANKED GRASS COUNTS IN TBE 
FLAT PUNTED TEST AT STRATFORD 9 19 56. 

Crag=l Alanap=3 
.li' lbs/.! h 1bs/A · 

Oo70 lc,08 

Sesin 30E 
lf lbs/A 

lo28 

Sesin 30E 
3 lbs/A 

lo.33 

Alanap=.3 Check Check . Crag=l 
6. lbs/A hoed not=hoed 3 lbs/A 

lc,35 lo.68 2ol5 2o$0 

lnata .transformed to '\JX+ Oo5 

Notei _Acy two me.a.nsnot-underscored·by the same line are significantly d1£ferento 
Any two means underscored by the --same liner are not significantly different o 

A solid line underscore indicates similarity at the 5% probability level. 

~ 
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Treatment 

Meanl 

TABLE X:V 

!IDLTIPLE RANGE TEST OF RANKED MEAN GRASS COUNTS IN THE 
FIAT PUNTED TES'r AT ATWOOD i 19 S6 

A1anap=3 Alanap-3 
6 lbs/A 4 lbs/A 

2.,03 2o98 

Sesin 30E 
3 lbs/A 

3.,45 

Sesin JOE Check 
1~ lbs/A not-hoed 

3o70 5oOO 

Crag=l Crag=l Check 
1~ lbs/A 3 lbs/A hoed 

5.,48 7ol5 7.,30 

lnata transformed to vx+ 0.,5 

Noteg Any two means not underscored by the same line are significantly differento 
Any two means underscored by the same line are not significantly different~ 
A solid line underscore indicates similarity at the 5% probability levelo 
A broken line underscore indicates similarity at the 1% probability level. 

l'\) 
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and the plants were only one-half the size of the check four weeks after 

application o The difference in the degree of control of crabgrass be­

tween the two rates of Crag-1 was not significant, but t he 3 pound rate 

caused a greater reduction in yield (Table VI). The mean yields of the 

harvested plots treated at the l! and 3 pound rates were 17 and 41 per­

cent below the check, respectively (Table VI)o Crag-1 at ll pounds per 

acre in addition to its stunting effect and subsequent reduction in 

yield, di d not significantly reduce the grass count below that of the 

check-hoed. 

Alanap-3 at 4 and 6 pounds per acre gave good grass control at all 

locations and the control lasted throughout the season, however, the 

yield was lower than that of the check-hoed (Table VI). The 6 pound 

rate gave yields 28 percent below that of the check-hoed while the 4 

pound rate was 30 percent lower. A slight stunting effect was observed 

for both rates but the plants, during their early stages of growth, 

showed a tendency to wilt excessively during the hot part of the day. 

Sesin 30E at l! and 3 pounds per acre, gave very good control of 

grass at all locations. This control lasted throughout the season with 

no apparent effect on the peanut plants. The yields at all locations 

harvested compared favorably with the checko The mean yield per acre 

for the 3 pound treatment was slightly higher than the check and the 

mean yield for the ll pound rate was slightly lower than the check 

(Table VI). 

The data obtained on various quality factors from each treatment 

in the Atwood test are shown in Table XVIo The shelling percentages 

ranged from 70 to 7S percent. These percentages were similar except 

for the Sesin 30E at the 3 pound rateo The low shelling value for the 



TABLE XVI 

SUMMARY OF VARIOUS QUALITY FACTORS FOR PEANUT SAMPLES FROM 
EACH TREATMENT IN THE ATWOOD TEST 

~-----------------.,.:.,~ ·--------~--·---=-•= - ·---=--~· •-. ~-~~~---·-·-~ •- ,._.. • --~• .. _.., ~----~A•~---------·--••.-,--,--~~• Z --•~•---"' "F!<"-·.-----· 
PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE OF SMK HEID ON SLOTTED % lfTIHIN 

Check-hoed 

Check-not-hoed 

Crag-1, 1! lbs/A 

Crag-lj 3 lbs/A 

Sesin 30Ej l! lbs/A 

Sesin 3CE1 3 lbs/A 

SHELLED . . MET AL . SCREENS OF FOLLOWING WJDTHS: 
KERNELS SMK SSK FM MOISTURE 21/64-in 19764-in 17/64-in 15/64-in 4/64-in 

75 

75 

75 

74 

75 

70 

60 .15 3 

62 13 l 

61 14 

56 18 

62 13 

62 8 

l 

5 

1 

3 

4 

0-..7 

6~1 

4 I 2o9 

4 I 3o, 

908 

28ol 

llo7 

llo7 

·-
3008 5806 89o4 

32o0 3308 6508 

39o0 46o5 8.5o5 
I 

4002 44.,6 8408 I 
I 

4 I o. 7 15.4 42,9 40o9 I 83.8 I 
l 4 l 3~1 14~9 J6o5 45.,5 I 82o0 1

1 

Alanap-3, 6 lbs/A I 73 56 17 2 4 I 2,5 16.6 46.9 34.o I 80.9 i 

•--~~-~~~:3-3 _ ~--1~~!~---- _j_ __ ?J ----·---~4 -----~~----~----·} ______ l _1.03 llo9 44o3 42°5 I 8608 ! 

N 
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latter was caused by the small amount of small shriveled kernels (SSK). 

The percentage of sound mature kern~ls (SMK) for Sesin JOE at 1} and 

3 pounds, Crag-1 at 1} pounds per acre and the check-hoed and check­

not-hoed treatments were uniformly higho The percentage of sound 

mature kernels for Alanap-3 at 4 and 6 pounds and Crag-1 at 3 pounds 

per acre ranged from four to eight percent lower than those for the 

remaining treatments. The data indicate that Alanap-3 at the 4 and 6 

pound rates and Crag-1 at the 3 pound rate stunted peanut plants, re­

duced peanut yields, and produced fewer sound mature kernels and more 

small shriveled kernels than did the other treatments in the Atwood 

test o These results were not in complete agreement with those observed 

by Searcy (17) who reported no effect on the percentage of sound mature 

kernels from pre-emergence sprayso 

There were other factors influencing quality which did not vary 

appreciably among the treatments. No loose skinned kernels or damaged 

kernels were found in the samples graded. The amount of foreign mater= 

ial (FM) ranged from one to five percent. The moisture percentages of 

the shelled kerne.ls ranged from three to four percent. 

The size of the sound mature kernels for the check-not-hoed treat~ 

ment had a wide range of variation as shown by the low percentage of 

kernels held within a size range of 4/64-incho The other treatments 

had a comparable percentage of sound mature kernels held on each slotted 

screen as well as a comparable percentage falling within 4/64-inch. 



SUJDIARY 

The influence of several pre-emergence herbicides on weed control 

and peanut growth was studied in tests at Perkins, Stratford, Atwood, 

and Bokchi.to in 1955 and 1956 and near Lookeba in 1955. 

There was a wide variation in the results obtained in 1955 pre­

~merge tests. Some vegetative injury was noted on the young seedlingsj 

bu.t little reduction in yield occurred when the vegetative injury lasted 

only t.hree to five weeks. The yields for all of the herbicidal treated 

plots at Perkins were significantly higher than the untreated check-not­

hoed plots. The annual weeds and grasses were effectively controlled 

by herbicidal treatment. The reduced growth and vigor noted on the 

C:rag~,l treated plots remained throughout the season, however, the mean 

yield of the plots treated with 3 pounds per acre were superior to the 

other treatments in 195.5. 

The prolonged drought during the summer and fall of 1956 had a 

severe effect on the peanut crop. All 'of the heFbicides gave gopd 

~arly control of grass and other weeds and the peanut stands were not 

generally reduced as a result of herbicidal effect at Atwood~ stratford, 

and Perkins . The Perkins and Bokchito tests were not harvested for 

yield because of retardation '·of g:rowt-h due to severe drought stress. 

Crag=l reduced peanut plant growth and yield in the 1956 tests. 

A comparison of the 1955 and 1956 data indicates that Crag-1 gave more 

complete weed control and higher peanut yields in th~ more favorable 

30 
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season during 1955" 

A1anap=3 gave good grass control at each location, but the yields 

were slightly lower than that of the checko A slight reduction in 

growth was noted on the plants but this was temporaryo 

Sesin JOE gave very good control of grass with no apparent effect 

on the plant vigor and yieldo The yields at all locations com.pared 

favorably with the check-hoedo 

'fhe percentage of sound mature kernels, small shriveled kernels 3 

foreign i.uaterial 9 moisture and percentage of kernels held on slot,ted 

metal screen were determined for each treatment in the Atwood testo 

There was a tendency for both rates of Alanap-3 and Crag-1 at 3 pounds 

per acre to have fewer sound mature kernels and more small shriveled 

kernels than the other treatments. There was no appreciable variation 

in other quality factorso 

The data indicate that Sesin 30E and Alanap=3 have promise as pre­

emergence sprays for peanutsj however9 further tests are necessary to 

dete:rmirrn optimum rates o 
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APPENDIX 



Treatment 

Check-hoed 

Check-not-hoed 

Crag-lll ll lbs/A 

Crag-lll 3 lbs/A 

Sesin 30Ell l! lbs/A 

Sesin JOE~ 3 lbs/A 

Alanap-3ll 6 lbs/A 

Alanap-3, 4 lbs/A 

Average 

APPENDIX TABLE I 

MEAN NUMBER OF PEANUT PLANTS PER FOOT AFTER 
EMERGENCE AND AT HARVESTj 1956 

·------· A~ 

-~~···· I 
·-. 

I 
ATWOOD ~AVERAGE' PERKINS STRATFORD 

.......... ¥ 

FLA_T FURROW FLAT FURROW 

Harvest !Early 
! 

I Early Harvest Early Harvest !Early Harvest Early Sar1resi, ! 
------~--------·---.-

I 
Jo02 Jo24 Jo06 3o45 2o77 2o77 2o33 1.98 2o47 2o28 2o74 

3o2.5 3.60 3°33 3oll 2.75 2.,67 2o.54 2.03 2.27 2.07 2o76 

3.45 3.32 3.31 3o24 2o,52 2o77 1.95 2o00 1. 7.5 
l 

1o92 I 2.62 

3.62 3.49 3°79 3~?3~ 2.45 2o.$2 L77 1.86 2.41 2010 I 2.74 

3 • .50 3o77 3.04 3.28 2o4l 2.81 2.37 2o08 2o3.5 2.43 I 2o80 

3.39 Jo7) 2o98 3o22 2.89 2.53 2.10 2 .. 07 2o25 2o39 I 2.76 

I. Jo02 3.32 Jo06 3.36 I 2.83 2.64 2.50 2.23 I 2.5s 2.22 2.78 I 

2o08 I I Jo04 3.30 3.12 3.09 I 2. 13 2.79 2.2.5 2.33 I 2.04 2.68 i 

~·-·---9--~ ·-·- ------~·-1-· , 
I Jo28 3°47 3.21 3.26 I 2.66 2.68 2.1s I 2.73 ! 2.22 2.07 _ 1 2.28 

w 
\Jl 



APPENDIX TABLE II 

.MEAN NUMBER OF GRASS AND WEED PLANTS IN 12 FEE'!' OF Rem· 
AT SEVERAL LOCATIONS~ 1956 

PERKINS STRATFORD A'rffOOD BOKCHITO 

Treatment Flat Furrow Flat Furrow Grass Weeds 
... · 

Check-hoed 98c25 52025 3o75 Jo75 55.,00 l6c75 102.,00 
l 
' Check-not=hoed . 460 75 130025 6000 13000 28.,75 14000 144075 

' 

Crag-1 9 l! lbs 9lo25 36050 OoOO 00~00 32050 10.,75 97.,00 

Crag=l9 3 lbs 3205(} 38050 9o50 OOoOO 53050 5.,50 36075 

Sesin JOE 1} lbs 12.,50 59075 L50 lo25 l5oOO 7o00 34.,25 

Sesin 30E 3 lbs 5oOO 23000 lo75 2o50 l8oOO haOO 8025 

.Alanap-15' 6 .lbs 8000 36025 lo50 OOoOO 4o50 2o50 9.,50 

Alanap=l51 4 lbs 25050 34000 075 lo25 l0c75 
l 

JoOO 6025 

I I 
, Average I 39.97 51.43 [ 2.96 2.91 __ J 27.25 1 .. 7.94 54084 

lAnnual grasses and broadleaf weeds were counted separately at Bokchito. 

AVER~GE 

I 
47039 

-

54°79 
I 

38029 
I 
! 25.,18 

180751 

8093• 
I 

8089 
i 

l . llo64 
I 

7073, 
' 

vJ 

°' 
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