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*(Helianthus annuus)

Determination of The critical period weed control in sunflower
(Helianthus annuus cv. Record)

LS 5 ele 5 dete Ol ydoam ¢ (65laem Al (65 salidasea

GDD=250-1250 (Ry) (V2)
GDD=300-950 (Vo) (Va)

Lo 5 i 6l 45 GLOLS p oo (Sauls ol
b 4 e slalade Caslie Comge 03505 S
JWQ)}RQL@JJJ}UN}‘@E‘M}
W5 Ghall s VL 3L S sl Sle
(Stevan & Swanton, 1994.Hani et al., 1994) 53 5
Jﬁmulw\:w\ ol (. Jf‘.w..ﬂ Lﬁlw
S sce ads S S ple s $ Gl
o= oo . sL (IWM: Integrated Weed Management)

%

22 G53eS OV g 4 2 slaale Ol

o) sle Calibes gla g,y Jlasl b 4l anw g5 (sl ) 5287
U 3,8 S g eobe 5 Gope 53 5TV s5dm 53
Sacale 55 5 el ol g g cald ey N e
arwy U o3 b 51 (Thakut,1993) &l el 315
33542 535 (Monoculture)  J paswe ¢S5 (5555l
53,8 e s oot S 5o sy 4 Sl

WANVV/YY 2oy s

VAT Bl 5

el 0k g8 O g o8ls a5 lzel 5 Ll el )IS webOLL sl 53 (B b STl Sl e Tws 4 MBI Sl oslial b i o) ¥

.:ﬁ}jgsj)}u.f@ufbﬁoli:mil@bjjéhdbwt&)\fjjﬁéhqls;;u?bﬁ.l.i)\wt.:)\fgftjjﬁ\{\‘}\

Aghn o35 o8l sl 5 Ol g5 o&ils SLiils 55 4 5 Y


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.3.1.6
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-399-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-12-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.3.1.6 ]

WAY OF oylei L(;)\q% A ‘”O‘)i‘ L;“J). (}J& e’

04S8Ol 1y 0595 sl (Chubb & Friezen, 1985)
el 0T e A 5 b Co3bian o8 01 S UST
2348 Wilos ;ST ASTh o OLT ilos S i s
3;@&)3#64—{@&)6&)@&‘)\
Ll 9 e S Slra e L o)
LS e 0Ly ol 51 & 4 (Johnson, 1971) O suil-
15,8 DT 53 58 glacile J 87 Sl oy oS
syrs o9 ol S (s S panis LB 7 by 4
AL Ly Juzb Il s el (LBl bl

o) 48 e e Oli 4 ol s K05 Slalllas
St U 5 5gh 0L ST T (gl o LT 5500
Sber s U ST CILT 5o O G Sl ey a2in
L VO ado o 51 usl 55T 55 5 Odd o 1 oy ain
Wiyl Cmloas 3158 aa gy ,5
> (Nittaya, 1991)L ks (Chubb & Friezen, 1985)
Lo glacade Sl ace 5o 505 Olallls
S slacile o 5, pe 55 6 i3 0ls §oksT
A5 By oL S b O o S e tin e b
e IS T G s> Shae

ey Sl ot gladle s ol 588 o
48T Sl ok plowil o5 Calien DS Sl s 053
(UL@_? azan 3l (Beta vulgris L.) &8 ydias 55 ales 3l
LS 51 s o

LN
o= (,.,_w (¥ £ a4a 3l (Solanum tuberosom L.)

N ,)" QL"

s '”A)' L. -

51 (Sorghum bicolor L.) (glas ske p?)y S el
O P - S S B PRV Sy
b8 0T 4 a5 L (VYA (g3, i)
Srr sl e J, S (055 (N
Slse)55 31 oy p 5 Ols SO T 5
G sl it o e >)o b, (o b
S5m0 SLaS s (53 Ses
ol Ol s slacide sluns 5 oSCast 055 5 olS

.J.S‘a.);..: d.:ix'

4._9)}0)} YYYA LS"G‘)) JL.w )L@_:).) &'L_A)T UZ’-‘

\ov

ot ba By Sl (Al 5 sl eslital et
SR E R R PO ROW PRE NS S §
NS s Glos) oo 5 fio S pas g
S olad 3l e Sty SralS Ll 2Slile
W dy g s B9 A Ohw ) Sz )3
Sol gi,slasT CKAA ( Cost-efficient 1,5 az ;a)

(Environmentally-sound) & syl el 4>

»>(Curran et al.,, 1981; Singh et al.,1996) 5 ls s »
ST e 5o b3 S ST S5 6 e e )
potie 4SS L) J S Ol o g e 5 (5508l
e g B 1y s o s (Gl 053
Sl 0,33 (Singh et al., 1996) o, 1Ses 5 S
Sle Sl 093 Condei 1l o e o 53 Jool> 1
o sbiale 50 Sl e o0 (‘35 i, sl
Ssobe Slaj S abi dsbas o5 5 e oS
L (Minimum Time Point Weed-free) ; ,—» (s
s glbacale o S5 0T Slu> dai s MTPWF
L (Maximum Time Point Weed-infestation)
Sl o3y s 33 opl m S dhols s MTPWI
abl oo s S5 S Ly 5 a slacile boj)le
sl J 287 5 51 (6l el 1y s 95 ol SO
3 ee 285U il (s Rl aal Ol e 41, 0T
Sl el By 4 28Ty )3 el oLS
=105 Calies OLALE 55 0595 il (535 0t Ll
Sglite col)) ol o gl poysn ol 4 das e OL
o8l a5l Caliee Jolge S s W15 a5 03
LS o5, (Curran et al., 1981 ¢01,LKea 5 01, 55)
(Crotser and Witt, 2000¢ s g 5 sl S) )5
saibie I G, a slaca o g ioST
OHSKen 5 sl Oy (o) oS CalS fu 5L
sl 59 o155 Slles ((Van Acer et al., 1993)

(Vizantinepiylas & Kateransis, 1998) ..l 55 4
Sy 53 el plonil Slallae 3,8 15 s Jelse 5
1y s ol 55 003 ST 3 5,8 slacale 26,
Wi psolrasS gopbana S ol


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.3.1.6
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-399-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-12-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.3.1.6 ]

T sle ke SRS Sl )53

23 popn e Sten e Sl 5l S >
(s 34l s Slas ot g bl Sl S L
oS 5 eab 055 5 b el l5m 055 ¢S s Ao
o3l SLeMbl 3.cs & &y o (6 8 40 sed 25
dwloe S 4il5g) o ST 5 Jolus uliifgn
(Growing Degree Days) 45, jgy 4=y § s—os

Al oslanal dlale Oy guo w

u}))j\ ool _ul u_"J’” 693 C)L:_.w\:u_):

50 o elil s Olym S ams o 1y Ol ol O o S5

o5 5
Secde S L s 5l Jlole 0y b
o) 3 sas dcwlee 5 Shas 28 L il 53l dsys
Wil S dems e sLa iy L a3 o
0531 5( LSD) Hls smme SNz Bl O gme 3T
& AYL Olabsl Ao ys 51 (DMRT) Sls (glassls L
SO 55T 15 ol sy 55 ol el 5 S 3
Iy oslinal 550 (gl bl (g,LT sl g5, 55 e
ol Bl ) ol bl e 51 5 £ ,5 o 0310
N0 53T ol Ja 5 oS (BlE o ites s
T DU IS IS JP 3 By
JERERC- CN S PRS- EPUNE P
SRS BT R SRR PR INERC SpUN
el s S g 0o S5 L N 558 e
O S5 Sosy ) 5 asdllae ol 43 (Cousens, 1988)
duuu.utw);ﬁ\?@}:jmm\p
V Jgeor 53 OUT okd alome 5 Lol jan K70 8
] JE P Lr yy- U W PERO STRCION PR VY I '
St 8l S s dslan 15 p slaile o
Jesbe (oo, ) — 9 (Logestic equation)
J'Sﬁl_fp_égawjljj_atsl_a;}_l&
o5\iznl Dlazies oKaws ¢ 5 (Gompertz equation)
33 o) S = =W sl (Hall et al., 1992) .
e 0593 ol y Slatbes oKws K s Alslae

Vot

L3 s 6500LS Sl oSy] SLidios
Sl i¥E 5 ey 3,5 EA0 Jsb Sla e
JEARTR sjbu:.iuﬁdmtw,\..ﬂ,;;\ﬁ\@
ke £04 Y Lw (S0l Kl b s o |
Ol ey 0595 031, Kl amm 53 YV/0 &yl Lo 42
Laurrxs|4¢41;))\w~6<.z_;o,j>)5),vw
ol 5 Db e g0 e 0 el G ol
Al o (10l e S e 5l (Gl S
P OT 5 s VA el b o 2olaST Jome STl
‘_;uifj_ld.g,_ilsﬁo_b.;ﬁu:_Jﬂ&SJuP
248 sl 03 5 1SS Jler L dalas JelS
Fola T bl ol U Lot ey 55 led 2 OT
Fotlw YO sy gy S ol Ly e o3 I b o
j\SJﬁRecord&mdeéj.u\pfw
YV (o35 als) Cmal Al 5 oy o3 B ey
e 02 S VS5 Lak 5 0587 &S5l
Sy ool GlesT Glajles 6 m 55 A5 Jlesl
S Gl s Dyle g O e S ey
e B o5 oS 0t s ol 5158 ke
Db 5 Ol e Sl sy SapEr 5T YN gl
£33 S (Sl O gy Aals) Okl o 51 oy 595 )V
ki S0 0 U a gla Cale Jlus |
Loyl 6l 5 a slaciale 51 61 4 gas 313 oo
S slacae d8) 5 e e Sl gole Sl e
Ay e 0Lk 53 (0w 51 oy ol a5, b
}cCLéS)\m\Mcéi.fo'-ijstbKﬁrbd\o\:f
D8 5 i S 4 glaile (55455 Ao 0
3bas SU sl sler demy g g o sl o
5ol i 3 e e 10 Dyl S S
3 8 s OT J1s a slaciale 03 ga5 5 S
o sladale Ol Sl w0l sl yles sl
DS w0 bajlas gy Jorlm 31 S5 ,a 55 rgy et
a0 OT 31 ey 5 olass Sl o 51 o )3 08,
J=1r e g s Sl B B 5, VE Jal
255k 58 el oSas 05 gl 35l


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.3.1.6
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-399-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-12-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.3.1.6 ]

WAY OF oylei L(;)\q% A ‘”O‘)i‘ L;“J). (}J& e’

L Jscls Cilhs s Shas S317Y 0 a5 Jlad
w2l aS 31> Ol Sl ul5,T 5 edeT s 4 =k
cv.;l;\).s Sl O else 4 Ol o 1) A5l o
(S5 eiS )b e I aciale (o 085
U FRCIVNER Py Sy S5 PINI. g Jur yu s v
(Curranetal., 1981) ol &S

RSN { Py (1 -
¢Cuy 5 sl S Vizantinepiylas & Kateransis, 1998
OHL—Sea 5 jl0lg g Crotser & Witt, 2000
S opl i g Il a5 .(Van Acer et al., 1993)
Ol e ay Stz 4 Islae j3 F (g3u e Ll e
S sladile byl s el ol Caglie &y
Al S5 5l ey a8 OT Sl 5 555 s okl
L8 i by oy s g agliea e
35,5 on i 5 m lacade s el
OT Hldas G sl 55 . (VFVA (63, 8l _2)
Jsep bl 2 DAE Ol s Sl oy 555 3185 bl
GDD ul— i, 5 \/YY I, (F=100/(100-y)
039 ;S 35 ) 3l ldie 53 84S s awloee VE/Y il
LS ol YL el Cpus wlas ol oS
ale e il
LY 5 ladsis)

.,\_;;,LU " )'J A le

[:1}
70
60
50
10
o

20-

oy LB dals Ao ) 5 Shes

10 V2 ygq ve m

Yield (% of weed free control)

\CP=%5, ST
o0 SIS T

> Slas ials Calites - sl 53 58 slacials J 28
33 2 3 8 s Sy g sles b a3
ST 158l 5 5l eslizal b o 03 Jast 2 SYolas
Lajlsgai plo oy sl il 51 (Qbasic Ver:7)

A5 eslaws! (Qp.Ver:5) 4 (Excel Ver:7) ,!Jé\p; B

ﬁa\falsouscl:,;j\yb-wgw%
015 KT oL lomn 5 e 3l do 5 Y/0 o
o= 09 T ) e b oA slalde ) gl Ly o
(VE) b (sl 58 S s 5 gl dlom o) Ok 5o |
U 5 3, Ses 3170 mlaw 53.() JS) LS fuos
(S 2 33 Vo o o Jslas 3uid o 31 ey o Ve
3 5as 8Y 558 de 093 OLL 5 GDD=250 Jsles
25 (Gl S s ) Ry dslne O o
45 31> Olis s iz e o leT s 4 GDD=1250
Vi-Vs ad> o 55 (Sl e 095 40) (Sl e akai &S5
L GDD=550 L Jslas 5 (O s S s 53, Y0)
ESo L S 5yl 355 Syl 110 9l S o
4 0l 5 o A o ol 53 J S Sllas JL G L g

Y 5) b K)oy e o]
> (Johnson, 1971) O guil> C’L" (o C’L" o=

‘SU;|JJJOMTCM)4{@L$L:)./.O c)a,w)}lz?ﬂ

Werd [ies .. _
Weed lnlegted —
Critlent prijed G

V22 3-Leaf stape
Sl -Leal stage
V0- Leal stags
R1: Teiwd Tornmiion
BY:Harvesting

. * **.;z‘*

&0

T 1 |
ag 100, 120

Days after emergence ois ju 3l jw ¢l 5,

15 S OBT (55055 ol o 5 0o 31 g s150) ool 58 laciale J 287 Sl o 0553 e =) S
Fig.1. Determination of the critical period (CP) of weed control in sunflower based on DAE and

phenological stages

oo Sl 0553)** 58 5 (G p slacile Codor Jl pms 033) * &Sitad 03 (sl 5 Ll ol - s

Voo


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.3.1.6
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-399-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-12-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.3.1.6 ]

T sle ke SRS Sl )53

QL o 31 s sla5 9, w5 (G a slaals )

Table 1. Parameter estimates for the Logestic function * (critical period for weeding) and Gampertz equation**

(critical weed free period) beasd on DAE

*Y =((1/Dexp/k(t-1)+(f-1)/f)*100

Parameter D K F X R
Estimate 11498 | 01175 | 122 | 3299 | 097
Y=Aexp (Bexp(-KT)**
Parameter A B K R?
Estimate 96.78 | -1.662 | 0.0028 | 0.9805
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A=Asymptote of yield in Gampertz equation (%weed free control)
F b 55 b 3lie=BK
B,K: Constant value in Gampertz equation
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Table 2. Parameter estimates for the Logestic equation (critical period of weed removal) and Gampertz equation

(critical weed free period) based on GDD

parameter D K F X R?

Estimate 1.2198 00440 1.34 705.9 0.97
parameter A B K R?
Estimate 96.87 1.66 0.0028 0.9807
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Determination of the critical period for weed control in sunflower
(Helianthus annuus cv. Record)

M. Shahverdil, A. Hejaziz, H. Rahimian Mashhadi’® and A. Torkamani*
ABSTRACT

A field experiment was conducted to determaine the critical period for weed control in sunflower in
Borugerd in southwestern Iran in 1999 cropping season. Treatments included weed free and weed interferance
periods up to 10, 20, 30, 40 days after emergence and weed free during growing season. Treatmensts were
replicated four times in a complete randomized block design. Gampertz and Logestic equations were fitted to
weed free and weed interference data. Results showed a critical period of weed control based on 5% and 10% of
acceptable yield loss from 10-43 and 18-33 days after emergence (DAE) equal to 250-1250 and 300-950 GDD
or V, to R1 and V, to V, stages, respectively. Weed inteference reduced the height, oil and kernel yield. Oil
percent was not affected by weed interference or control.

Keywords: Sunflower, Critical period, Weed control, Weed interferance, Weed free, Competition and oil percent.
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