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Evaluation of efficacy of Triflusulfuron methyl on control of broadleaved weed

in sugar beet fields
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Table 1. Combined analysis of variance for the number of weeds per 1m? of each experimental plot in

Khorasan, Khuzestan, Ardabil and Tehran provinces

Sl o SSLe
Sl e 33T Sl s M.S.
SHOAY d.f. RIS Ol s sl Ol
Khorasan Khuzestan Ardabil Tehran

Year Ju 1 0.01" 223.99™ 69.302" 279.75™
Error st 6 0.236 4.157 1.375 0.613
Factor A SiSle 10 13.487 38" 332327 5451
YxA iSle x JL 10 0.09™ 6.112" 1.543%* 7.383"
Error s 60 0.084 3.235 0.369 0.475
Total Jis 87 - - - -
C.V. S a8 - 9.08% 34.34% 10.96% 11%

k% Kk

A3 ) 50 Jlazl 7 gla 53 5l Gan 5 S 15 me (65bT sl 55 4 FF 5 NS
Ns, * and **: Non significant and significant at the 0.05 and 0.01 levels of probability, respectively.

sla Okl 53 3T S 8 5l e 0 &S5 o 3 e 55 5 la ke 31w S0l —Y Jur
VYWV 5 \¥VE la Jle 55 Ol g5 5 Jwssl Ok s Ol =
Table 2. Means of the number of broadleaf weeds per 1m? of each experimental plot in Khorasan, Khuzestan,
Ardabil and Tehran provinces in 1997 and 1998

L Ol Mear;}it‘/mz)
Tre;trhent Rate Olal 5 Ol 45 | [
(kg ai/ha) oL~ Ok =2l oL
Khorasan Khuzestan Ardabil Tehrab

Triflusulfuron 09558 g shis 5 0.015 155f 31.75 bed 485e 61.12
Triflusulfuron RSPV PN 0.02 12.62e 49.5 cde 39.75d 64.37d
Triflusulfuron RESYV PN 0.01+0.01 115e 57.87 ef 33cd 33.62¢c
Triflusulfuron Oassilsmsliy 5 0.015+0.015 725c¢ 48.75 de 29¢ 36.12¢
Triflusulfuron+Phenmedipham pliste o3+ 09 5 g slits 5 0.015+0.3 487b 31.5 bed 16.62b 22b
(repeated)
Chloridazon+Phenmedipham plade 30550 IS 1.6+0.3 4.62 b 21.25b 27.75¢ 30.37¢c
(repeated)
Phenmedipham pliste o 0.3+0.3 12.12e 30 be 305¢ 36¢c
Phenmedipham ot b 0.78 10.87 de 16.25b 27.25¢ 57.87d
Chloridazon RTSIRY Y 4 9.37d 38 bcde 56.25 e 53.87d
Weed free check 58 ale Oyk J S Oa Oa 0.12a Oa
Weedy check S ks d s 3559 81.87f 79.25f 147.25e

s Sglize o530 Jloz o 53 (Sl (g1 atels i 090 3T b dsly (o 05 20 U 0 Jil 515 4 gl (e D2 2 55 F

* Means within a column followed by the same letters are not significantly different at the 0.05 level of probability according to Duncan's

Multiple Range Test.
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Table 3. Combined analysis of variance for sugar beet root yield as t/ha in Khorasan, Khuzestan, Ardabil and

Tehran provinces

Sl o SoLe
Sl lie 63T Sl ys M.S.
S0V d.f. ol = RSP sl Ol
Khorasan Khuzestan Ardabil Tehran

Year Ju 1 99.61ns 441.45ns 4441.9** 14779**
Error Lo 6 22.09 398.168 23.682 51.633
Factor A SSle 10 585.95** 1990.7** 374.39** 315.11**
YxA Al x Jlu 10 3.20ns 175.9ns 55.03** 63.534ns
Error Lo 60 15.711 99.886 5.585 38.294
Total & 87 - - - -
(C.V.) [ R - 13% 24% 15% 23%

I

w23 ) 50 ezl o gla )3 15 e 5 s 5 e LT sl 5 4T Ns
ns, * and **: Non significant and significant at the 0.05 and 0.01 levels of probability, respectively.

35018 5 Jwsol Ol g5 Olul 2 (gla Ol )3 HUSa )3 5 o i yliier 3 Shee S0k —F gl
YV 5 \WVE sla L
Table 4. Means for sugar beet root yield as tons per hectar in Khorasan, Khuzestan, Ardabil and Tehran

provinces in 1997 and 1998

s ol Mearf(i:c:;/mz)
Tre;tr:nent Rate Olal 5 Ol 3 g5 | [
(kg aitha) oL~ = =2l oL
Khorasan Khuzestan Ardabil Tehran
Triflusulfuron RESYV PN 0.015 22.23e 29.32d 10.62 f 21.47 be
Triflusulfuron RYSYH PN, 0.02 26.47 de 33.11d 13.02e 27.36b
Triflusulfuron RYSYH PN 0.01+0.01 29.31cd 48.8b 14.25 de 28.22b
Triflusulfuron Osysdsmske 5 0.015+0.015 31.56¢ 46.5 bc 16.14 cd 28.55Db
Triflusulfuron+Phenmedipham e 5+ D) sl g iy 5 0.015+0.3 36.2b 51.65b 23.25Db 36.68 a
(repeated)
Chloridazon+Phenmedipham pliste o+ O3l IS 1.6+0.3 37.83b 50.05b 15.95 cd 285b
(repeated)
Phenmedipham plods b 0.3+0.3 28.2cd 46.86 bc 14.52 de 22.82 be
Phenmedipham pliste o 0.78 3156¢ 36.32 cd 1764 c 20.37¢
Chloridazon RIEYY 4 25.54 de 37.37cd 7559 24.53 be
Weed free check S ke Ok d S - 44 a 68.38 a 30.22a 3792a
Weedy check S cale d 28 - 1157 f 6.57e 599¢g 18¢

s S glie o y3 O anch.uﬁﬁu@m;.@.arﬂyupJﬁes;;,_;fasJs\.bk;l)m{@_u@i‘@gw,a,;*
* Means within a column followed by the same letters are not significantly different at the 0.05 level of probability according to Duncan's
Multiple

Range Test.

ru)sdngjﬂwjb)\

3929 615 (s sl Dol [2sLaiT 5550 bl

@Jgﬁf%&wa\}f@%g,awo;.\g.uu
53 5 093 d JS S5 IS 5 by bs jLas


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.4.7.4
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-398-en.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2026-01-30 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.4.7.4 ]

Nsd e 0 g g s 5 2Sle o)

cla laiT 5o a8 S s cdis a5l sxe
3, Shes 565 0 e s sle Cale slaw (gl b O 5l Jlo ja la isle3T S o il s 4 s =0 J sk

NIRRT

gl plisde o md 55 5 058 g sliy 5 p S W

Table 5. Combined analysis of variance in years and locations for the number of broadleaf weeds and yield of

sugar beet
Sl o SSee
e ©33T Sl s M.S.
SXOAY) d.f. S sl Cale sl Ay > Shes
No. of weeds (m?) Yield (t/ha)
Year Ju 25.437" 9924.985™
Location oK 152.639" 30035.716™
YxL 0l x JL 3 182.538" 9837.327"
Error s 24 1.595 2973.436
Factor A SSike 10 118.918" 25437.508™
YA ke x Jlo 10 4.985" 1214.909™
LA SAlex OIS 30 6.85™ 7254.345"™
YxLxA SASalex o x Jl 30 3.381" 2032.536™
Error s 240 1.041 9568. 495
(CV.) S i g - 20.17% 22.35%

B

..\..p)é\)walC)k.ﬁ)s)b@)%)l:gué)bTo}w%.nﬁj@. s s
ns, * and **: Non significant and significant at the 0.05 and 0.01 levels of probability, respectively.

)Jﬁ.})\‘dl&ﬂj}ﬁ-QOLﬂ‘Jﬁ-dudb‘).}u\.ﬁ‘)d_&a—}ﬂ&jgﬁﬁjﬁdudbé‘w&ggﬁ—?d)&

WY 5 \WVE sl Jle s Ol g

Table 6. Means of the number of breadleaf weeds and sugar beet root yield in Khorasan, Khuzestan, Ardabil

and Tehran provinces in 1997 and 1998

. oSk
s o Means
§ Rate —
Treatment (kg aifha) K i i sl Cale 5 Shes
Broadleaf weeds (m?) Yield (t/ha)
Triflusulfuron 0598 goo iy 5 0.015 39.21e 2094 ¢
Triflusulfuron 0598 goo ks 5 0.02 4156 e 24.99 ef
Triflusulfuron 0558 g iy 5 0.01+0.01 34 de 30.15cd
Triflusulfuron Osysdsmsli 5 0.015+0.015 30.28 cd 30.96 cd
Triflusulfuron+Phenmedipham plisde 3+ 03 ) 5l gon sy 5 0.015+0.3 18.75b 36.94b
(repeated)
Chloridazon+Phenmedipham plse prg3l S 1.6+0.3 21b 33.08¢c
(repeated)
Phenmedipham plisde o3 0.3+0.3 27.15¢c 28.1de
Phenmedipham plide o 0.78 28.06 ¢ 26.47 ef
Chloridazon RYSIRY Y 4 39.37¢ 23.75fg
Weed free check S e 0y J S - 0.031a 4513 a
Weedy check S cale J 25 - 85.96 f 10.53 h

..u;,,_;o}u;ﬁ.w);oJL@\@.UJQSQ\;@m;.\;?;\,ﬂﬂ@;@u\fgspgf&Js\b\g)m;@u_-,ﬁsgoﬁf,;*

* Means within a column followed by the same letters are not significantly different at the 0.05 level of probability according to

Duncan's Multipel Range Test.
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Evaluation of efficacy of Triflusulfuron methyl on control of broadleaved weed
in sugar beet fields

D. Ghanbari Birmaganiel, J. Khalghaniez, A. Mazaherie3, Sh. Nowrooz zadeh",
K. Badalie®, A. R. Hessan® and H. Sharifie’

ABSTRACT

This study was conducted during 1997 and 1998 at agricultural research centers of Mashad, Dezful, Moghan
and Karadj to reduce herbicide usage and protecting environment through application of Triflusulfuron with
broad spectrum of weed control low residual and low application rates at the early growth stages of weeds and
sugarbeet crop. The experimental design was a randomized complete blocks with 11 treatments in four
replications. Herbicide treatments included post emergence applications of Triflusulfuron at 15 and 20 g a.i./ha
at the cotyledonous stage of sugarbeet crop. Sequential applications of Triflusulfuron at 10 and 15 g a.i./ha at the
cotyledonous stage of sugarbeet crops, Triflusulfuron + Phenmedipham at 15 g a.i./ha + 0.3kg a.i./ha,
Choridazon+Phenmedipham at (1.6 + 0.3) kg a.i./ha, Phenmedipham at 0.3 kg a.i./ha at the cotyledonous stage
of sugarbeet. Phenmedipham at 0.78 kg a.i./ha and Chloridazon at 4 kg a.i./ha at four leaf stage of sugarbeet
crop, weed free and weedy controls. Effect of herbicide treatments on weed control and sugarbeet root yield
were significantly different. Application of the mixture of Triflusulfuron + Phenmedipham at (15g+0.3kg) ai/ha
had the highest level of weed control as compared to the weedy check and controlled broadleaved weeds by
78%. Weed free control and application of Triflusulfuron + Phenmedipham treatments with 45.13 and 36.94 t/ha
produced the highest yield of sugarbeet root, respectively. However, weedy control with 10.53 t/ha had the
lowest sugarbeet root yield.

Key words: Efficacy, Triflusulfuron, Control, Broadleaved, Sugar beet.

- Researcher of the Safiabad Agricultural Research Center of Dezful, I.R. Iran.

- Scientific member of the Weed Research Department of Plant Pests and Diseases Research Institute of Tehran, I.R. Iran.
- Researcher (deceased) of Weed Research Department of Plant Pests and Deseses Research Institute of Tehran, I. R. Iran.
- Scientific member of the Agricultural Research Center of Khorasan, I. R. Iran.

- Researcher of the Agricultural Research Center of Ardabil, I. R. Iran.

- Researcher of the Agricultural Research Center of Karaj, I. R. Iran.

- Scientific member of the Safiabad Agricultural Research Center of Dezful, I. R. Iran.

~No o WwWwN -


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.4.7.4
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-398-en.html
http://www.tcpdf.org

