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Table 1- Mean square of treatments and their interation on weed density

Days after germination of Sugar beet

S.0.vV d.f 30 Days 45 Days 60 Days 75 Days 90 Days 105 Days
Replication 3 32¢ 241 1.04 93¢ 231 721
. E3 #*
Density 2 2™ 53 63 42 11.73 219
Weeds control 4 2412411 64323.19 33721.02 21455.7 60234.06 1583755
. ns ns s s s s
Weeds control x Density s 32.25 11.2 12.21 34.21 21.32 17.8
Error 42 9.17 3.61 3.7¢ 8.81 1.9¢ 3.2¢
(CV %) 13.3 6.21 15.3¢ 19.1¢ 21.4¢ 16.€
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,~and” non significantly, significantly in 5 % and sigiaéntly in 1 %, respectively.
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Table 2- Mean comparison of treatments and their iteraction on weed density

Plant Days after germination of Sugar bec
densitv(mz) Control methods 30 Days 45 Days 60 Days 75 Days 90 Days 105 Days
Non cultivation 71a 353 37a 28a 263 243
Cultivation 3Cb 24b 2EDb 18b 1€bc 12bc
8 Cultivation+Herbicide Oc Oc 1c 0.Ec 1d 1d
Hrbicide Oc Oc 1c Oc 1d 2d
Complete control Oc Oc 1c 1c 2d 2d
Non cultivation 67a 32a 34a 3Ca 25a 20¢
Cultivation 33b 26b 27b 22b 17b 13tk
10 Cultivation+Herbicide Oc Oc 1c 1c 1d 2d
Hrbicide Oc Oc 0.tc Oc 1d 2d
Complete control Oc Oc 1c 2c 2d 1d
Non cultivation 75a 33a 3ta 32a 19b 16b
Cultivation 26b 28b 2Cb 2Cb 14c 1llc
12 Cultivation+Herbicide Oc 1c Oc 1c 1d 2d
Hrbicide Oc Oc Oc Oc 1d 2d
Complete control Oc Oc Oc Oc 0.td 1d

Means within each the same letter are not sigmifigalifferent at the 5 % level according to Darisanultiple range test
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Table 3- Mean square of treatments and their interation on weed dry weights

Days after germination of Sugarel

S.0.v d.f 30 Day: 45 Day: 60 Day: 75 Day: 90 Day: 105 Day:
Replicatiol 3 847.1¢ 254.1¢ 251.8: 170.4¢ 1421 8.91
Density 2 52543 5218 525.4 6532 85.22 6121.32
Weeds control 4 48214314  35158.18 1013224 12854108 17324391  1082387.19
n S * L2 L2 e i3
WeedscontrolxDensity 8 542.99 124.88 328.27 138.45 1984154 21641.17
Error 42 74110 52.3: 65.21 54.41 19.27 45.2;
(CV %) 19.44 1421 17.19 19.77 18.68 1221

Ns

,~and none significantly, significantly in 5 % and sificantly in 1 %, respectively.
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Table 4- Mean comparison of treatments and their iteraction on weed dry weight

Days after germination of Sugar k

Plant desity
(mz) Control methods 30 Days 45 Days 60 Days 75 Days 90 Days 105 Days
Non cultivation 33a 58a 14Ca 18ta 217a 19za
Cultivation 22b 5Ch 88c 10td 93d 8€d
8 Cultivation+Herbicide Oc Oc 0d 1g 2.5¢ 49
Hrbicide Oc 0.Ec 1d 0g 29 39
Complete control Oc Oc 1.td 29 39 34g
Non cultivation 35a 63a 13%b 171b 20Ch 163b
Cultivation 24b 4€b 82c 73e 8€e 44¢
10 Cultivation+Herbicide Oc Oc od 0.Eg 1.Eg 3a
Hrbicide Oc Oc 0.td 0g 29 39
Complete control Oc Oc 2d 1g 29 29
Non cultivation 32a 6ta 13Cb 16tc 18zc 144c
Cultivation 26b 42b 8Cc 65f 7Cf 37f
12 Cultivation+Herbicide Oc 0.25¢c od 1g 1g 29
Hrbicide Oc Oc od 0g 19 39
Complete control Oc Oc 0od 0g 2.Eg 1.Eg

Means within each the same small letters are goifsiantly different at the 5 % level according@ancan's multiple range test
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Table 5- Mean square of treatments and their interation on sugar beet root yield

Days after germination of Sugar k

S.0.v d.f 30 Day: 45 Day: 60 Day: 75 Day: 90 Day: 105 Day:
Replication 3 0.00¢ 0.0z 0.01 0.0¢ 1.3t 0.17
Density 2 334 59 95899 312257 423548  A4743.39
s - s - - s
Weeds control 4 17.69 232.04 68.24 203.55 293.29 250.09
ns * * - - s
WeedscontrolxDensity 8 1.06 13.41 68.24 203.55 293.29 250.09
Error 42 0.01 0.01 0.0< 0.17 1.17 0.31
(CV %) 5.5€ 1.62 1.4¢€ 1.87 3.7¢ 1.6¢€
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,and" non significantly, significantly in 5 % and sigieéintly in 1 %, respectively.
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Figure 5- Effect of plant density on sugar beet rooyield
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Figure 6- Effect of various weed control on sugar et root yield
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(ton/hac) Table 6- Mean comparison of treatments and their iteraction on root yield of sugar beet

(SR ,5 o5 ) iy 0,95 Jgb 45 LB juide dulyy 3,Slos (il dunlio -1 Jgun

Plant dzensity

Days after germination of Sugar bee

) Control methods 30 Days 45 Days 60 Days 75 Days 90 Days 105 Days
Non cultivation 0.56 ¢ 2.0¢i 2.9¢q 3.24k 5.2€n 5.70
Cultivation 1.73 ¢ 2.61q 4.11f 6.1Zi 7.7°m 9.97n
8 Cultivation+Herbicide 3.35t 7.5%¢ 11.4¢e 20.8tf 26.07h 31.3th
Hrbicide 2.65¢ 6.21f 11.2¢¢ 18.1:g 22.2i 26.97i
Complete control 3.64 ¢ 6.24f 11.6z¢ 20.4¢f 28.49 35.7%g
Non cultivation 0.64 ¢ 2.1%7h 3.7:f 4.4¢| 9.1tk 10.02m
Cultivation 1.41 ¢ 2.1¢h 4f 6.4th 8.41l 17.5k
10 Cultivation+Herbicide 3.32t 11.¢c 26.1tb 44.7¢b 56.1:b 61.7tb
Hrbicide 2.37 « 8.64d 16.51c 34.4¢d 41.91f 4493e
Complete control 3.75¢ 13.1a 27.8za 50.7¢a 65.9¢a 73.9%a
Non cultivation 0.69 ¢ 2.1¢h 3.7f 5.0¢] 8.7¢1 13.4¢l
Cultivation 1.49 ¢ 2.62q 4.0zf 6.9th 10.3¢j 20.7¢j
12 Cultivation+Herbicide 3.28t 11.9¢c 25.21b 40c 45.61d 51.32d
Hrbicide 2.49 « 9d 15.44d 30.1¢e 43.3%€e 38.4:f
Complete control 3.69 ¢ 12.2b 26.11b 45.14b 50.0zc 55.7€c

Means within each the same small letters are goifgiantly different at the 5 % level according@ancan's multiple range test
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Investigating of Integrated Weed Management on Sugaeet (Beta vulgaris)
Yield in Miandoab

Jahanfar Daneshian, Zaher Najari, Farid Lotfi Mavi

!Seed and Plant Improvement Research Institute Kisaai? Islamic Azad University, Takestan Branch

Abstract

The experiment was carried out as randomized cdmpleck design with four replications to evaluateegrated
weed management on Sugar Beet yield in Miandogiomen summer 2007 years. Treatments were included
Sugar Beet density in three levels (8, 10 and I#ht?h-2) and various weed control methods in figeels
(Cultivation, Using of Betanal Progres A.M (forolad leaf weeds) + Naboo S (for Grass weeds) hedsciUsing
of Betanal Progres A.M + Naboo S herbicides witltization, Complete weed control (Weedfree) and hWitt
weed control (weed infested). The results indicdlted complete control and herbicide using treatsarere 100%
control on one month sampled stage. The lowest svdedsity and weeds dry weight were complete weatra,
herbicide and herbicide with cultivation treatmefitse highest and lowest sugar beet root yield W83 and 5.7
ton/hac were 10 plant/h weeding and 8 plant/m+ non weed control treatments respectively.

Keywords: Herbicide, Cultivation, Weeding, WeeBeta vulgaris L.



