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Table 1- Some agronomic information about different area

Area Cultivar Spraying date Sampling date of weeds and afalfa
First harvesting Second harvesting Third harvesting
Hamedan Hamedani 2009/4/30 2009/5/28 2009/6/28 2009/7/29
Yazd Yazdi 2009/5/20 2009/6/10 2009/7/11 2009/8/11
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Table 1- Effect of herbicide treatments on the peant of alfalfa dry weight decrease compared to

weedy check in Hamedan

First harvesting

Treatments swxDose Second harvesting Third harvesting
2,4-DB 2.5 Lha %131.03 ¢ 143.92 a 153.53 a
2,4-DB 2.8 L/ha 133.68 bc 147.77 a 122.61 bc
2,4-DB 3.1 L/ha 138.23 b 132.76 b 118.89 bc
2,4-DB 3.5 L/ha 155.8a 146.25 a 130.16 b
Persuit 0.4 L/ha 124.56 cd 117.72d 114.36 ¢
Persuit 0.7 L/ha 127.27 ¢ 136.1b 115.39 ¢
Persuit 1 L/ha 122.23d 128.95 bc 116.16 ¢
Bentazone 2.5 L/ha 9s.81f 126.36 ¢ 104.21d
Bentazone 3 L/ha 109.98 e 121.36 ¢ 91.61le
Bentazone 4 L/ha 116.68 e 113.54 d 113.89 ¢

*Within each column, means followed by the sameieite not significantly different based on Dunchhstiple Range Test at the 0.05 level.
Numbers higher than 100 indicate increase and Itivear 100, decrease in alfalfa yield
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Table 2- Means Comparison of weed density decrease percertmpared to weedy check in Hamedan

Treatments **Dose First harvesting Second harvesting Third harvesting
2,4-DB 255 Lha #61.11 b 77.78ab 100a
2,4-DB 2.8 L/ha 66.66 b 88.89 a 100a
2,4-DB 3.1 L/ha 100a 100a 100a
2,4-DB 3.5 L/ha 100a 100a 100a
Persuit 0.4 L/ha 100a 100a 100a
Persuit 0.7 L/ha 100a 100a 100a
Persuit 1 L/ha 100a 100a 100a
Bentazone 25 L/ha 0d Oc 50 b
Bentazone 3 L/ha od Oc 33.33¢
Bentazone 4 L/ha 16.67c 55.56b 52b

*Within each column, means followed by the sdetier are not significantly different based on Bans Multiple Range Test at the 0.05 level.
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Table 3- Means Comparison of weed biomass decregsercent compared to weedy check in Hamedan and Ydz

Hamedan Yazd

Treatments sxDose Convolvus Convolvus Lactuca Malva
2 4-DB 25 Lha %100a 80.63 a 100a 100a
2,4-DB 2.8 L/ha 100a 83.22 a 100a 100a
2,4-DB 3.1 L/ha 100a 85.33 a 100a 100a
2,4-DB 3.5 /ha 94.44 ab 89.23 a 100a 100a
Persuit 0.4 L/ha 100a 20.14 bc 50.4d 100a
Persuit 0.7 L/ha 100a 18.13 bc 64.22 ¢ 100a
Persuit 1 Ll/ha 100a 38.21b 100a 100a
Bentazone 2.5 L/ha 48.26¢ 25.23b 68.46 c 61.46 b
Bentazone 3 L/ha 40.59cd 32.19b 55.61d 55.3 bc
Bentazone 4 L/ha 27.37d 28.18 b 80.31 b 51.15¢

*Within each column, means followed by the sdetier are not significantly different based on bans Multiple Range Test at the 0.05 level.
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Table 4- Effect of herbicide treatments on the peent of alfalfa dry weight decrease compared to wegdheck in Yazd

Treatments #xDose First harvesting Second harvesting Third harvesting
2,4-DB 2.5 L/ha *122.05bc 92.04 c 143.13 a
2,4-DB 2.8 L/ha 124.19b 107.08 ab 126.28 b
2,4-DB 3.1 L/ha 124.06b 100.51 b 98.33 e
2,4-DB 3.5 L/ha 128.62b 101.01 b 109.76d
Persuit 0.4 L/ha 120.84 c 120.56 a 116.63c
Persuit 0.7 L/ha 148.94 a 101.21 b 100.09 de
Persuit 1 L/ha 150.92 a 10151 b 112.08 cd
Bentazone 2.5 L/ha 105.94 d 79d 91.36 e
Bentazone 3 L/ha 100.96 de 76.9d 96.13 e
Bentazone 4 L/ha 108.06d 60.71 e 925e

*Within each column, means followed by the samtetedre not significantly different based on Duresultiple Range Test at the 0.05 level.
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Table 5- Means comparison of weed density decreagercent compared to weedy check in Yazd at firstdrvesting

Treatments **Dose Lactuca Malva

2,4-DB 2.5 L/ha 92.56 a* 92 a

2,4-DB 2.8 L/ha 974 a 90.3a
2,4-DB 3.1 L/ha 93.53 a 75.8b
2,4-DB 3.5 L/ha 89.27 a 95.13a
Persuit 0.4 L/ha 51.03 bc 63.1c
Persuit 0.7 L/ha 44.46c 68.2 bc
Persuit 1 L/ha 57.1b 75.8b
Bentazone 2.5 L/ha 18.3f 48.47 d
Bentazone 3 L/ha 31.07 de 23e

Bentazone 4 L/ha 34.63d 41.53d

*Within each column, means followed by the sametedre not significantly different based on Durxan

Mitiple Range Test at the 0.05 level.
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Table 6- Means Comparison of weed density decrease percemmpared to weedy check at second harvesting in Yaéz

Treatments **Dose Lactuca Malva Convolvulus
2,4-DB 2.5 L/ha *95.46 a 100a 75.46b
2,4-DB 2.8 L/ha 91.23a 100a 89.7a
2,4-DB 3.1Llha 89.1a 100a 88.3a
2,4-DB 3.5 l/ha 100 a 100a 98.16 a
Persuit 0.4 L/ha 46.43 ¢ 100a 64.5 bc
Persuit 0.7 L/ha 54.96bc 100a 69.86 b
Persuit 1 L/ha 52.83 bc 100a 66.53 bc
Bentazone 2.5 L/ha 57.23 bc 55.3¢ 50.73 d
Bentazone 3 Ll/ha 64.86 b 50.45d 34.63 e
Bentazone 4 L/ha 56.03 bc 60.93 b 56.33d

*Within each column, means followed by the sameiedre not significantly different based on Durxan
Mitiple Range Test at the 0.05 level.
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Table 7- Means comparison of weed density decreggercent compared to weedy check ahird harvesting in Yazd

Treatments **Dose Malva Convolvulus
2,4-DB 2.5 L/ha 100a 91.23 a
2,4-DB 2.8 L/ha 100a 92a
2,4-DB 3.1 Ll/ha 100a 925a
2,4-DB 3.5 L/ha 100a 93.53a
Persuit 0.4 L/ha 56.33c 100a 6l.4c
Persuit 0.7 L/ha 71.67b 100a 66.43c
Persuit 1 L/ha 100a 80.63 b
Bentazone 2.5 L/ha 35.4d 45.46 ¢ 32.32de
Bentazone 3 L/ha 42.61d 68.97b 39.57d
Bentazone 4 L/ha 54,73 c 69.31b 36.17 d

*Within each column, means followed by the samiiedre not significantly different based on Durxan

Mitiple Range Test at the 0.05 level.
*Commercial form

sbiss pled S JaS deps W B0 ) S
i 68 e 5o 2 ) G 5 08 S
35 8 g 3T Ok Ul S JES Sels

(V' dsdr) 55 bjled plo Sl eSS

Jbodd Sy Jsl o 02 45 51 Ol 55wy S
Aless oo 03 em emn SES 055 P 0 S
wlie 4 g UG 035 SRl oy 22085 5 S
ORIB s S SSle 2385 P e b 03
alE s s pscile 2D g S O
23 S22 5 Jal b s oS sl 0L aledle (SIS
S n Sl G 2SS @8l s Sy d xS
;§.>_.;:.s rSlJJ a8 )58 e 5 £95 Orod RGwARS
3 AUS Somy 58 55 o o 02 5 s 688
025 S e IR S s 5 e o blos s
Casn 3 SRS s S8 JES0 e ey
e sl elise LIS OGLa s S Y 593 eks)

5 By s pld a8 sl L LSSl alis
R R T L A R
VY 1y iy 388 s o5 1) oY Cpgu LSS
S s b b Ol 5 v/l S S J RS Ao
3 Y Oask Lo S S Ae ;5 00 sl |y s (658
S bl s S S s B 51 E L LS 53 2 Y/
AV dsd) L5 S J xS Ao )5 Y0 58V Co S a ) i

pamw (n 53 jprsladile SWs (39 (&
deys o bajles 1 as sls LS aesls Gully 4ea
T 03 s 65 5 Sy S SO 055 Sl
S sl 0l b ke amlis sy s iee Ao 0
O3k 5 boled i Olsea ooy e glags
Sl O3 Ghed MU AY fals Cel s pae ool
L3S JESTA B | Ko bojles ol ks Sy
JE IS el pshs s Casen slaiss el
S oy Ol Scdle Slad p Saas AL S


www.SID.ir

Yo

w2 SLPE SSe oS )

lie ESile 1 01 5 )2 O3 3wy £l
g 2SS 3 0l M e 53 DS B ae
ol e oo 1y s o Sas 5 i)l O3k 45 ol 0L
03 s o See Sl el p0,58 8 Ll wll als
o @Lupas(Arregietal., 200D L& 4z o Jl e
U o op 3wy e SopelS 2 e S
Cool San sl ool cde syl Sabes oo, 5
S AL gash 5 4 Slher 5 g5 bl stz onl
A oz 53 31 S o 5B el el DU
Ll dlokir 5 aglacile o J 2S5 2ULS Capm
5 ey wle ol Ol s Sl S 1) S s Sy
o o> (Abbasdokht & Mamnooei, 2008 . sws
A8 o Sdgm DB 5o 20 ) 5 0 /VO /0 lagss
3o s S Ao S Oly Sder 0 ey acile
23 iy 3 e o il Cel S 5o 2 /0 Sl
5 il L bl ple 4 Gl e 5 dsl e
Cso 2 o) > (Darwentet al., 1997 of, K
Snapis ) cixs JoF Cse sy oS sl LS axy o
5 (Amaranyhus retroflexuS L.) uﬂ)f'-clj (arvensis L.
T ossd> |y Koy s (Chenopodium album L.) Sl
ol LS 5y 1) Vo Clsey S RS ds)
5 s el Ol 4 alslel W amiy (S5S
iy NS

2P SAy s die Sl a3, 85 Sl (f seme 3
Somp 28l S5Sie 5 e s S slacile J s
B Oles wile (S Bl s o gt 5 e b
2 SislS 5ol paglacile J S s ey LB
Y0 B Y/0 gladss Olyn ey e Lhu oS 0 asiy
ey s aglacile JaS ¢l L ASdle onl JIS s 5
35S o g Sy Wl bk

s 6 (SUs ez ObL el (Ses Cplie
A S sl Ol 5 epleile Sl O S ) S
O35 AL S n Sl s 2UlE pe B L
S35 SIS s SCle g Ul oot Sy K2
il plie SIS iy gsalS 5 S SEt

O oIBl 0 puss Asdle LS Sk
sasbdile Six 055 5 (SIS el ey S
Sl Lls a8 a5l gl Ol 50 S ohs
@B s sl o boalie 5o Oldes S5 ,w o3
Jelse b cos Bl (s m glsl ess) b iscds
SIE S cash, 5 VL Gles (i sk Sl Jaes
Col il sl dax 5l o Ll 5,8
spb e b Sl b b Wl ol 3 ek
.(Lubberset al., 2007

S o558 o Ol 3 VYVO L 55 (sodeo o 5 (S 5m s
sbpscds 5l el L1 aniy 5 paglds
e LS s 053 5 JeenS ses 0 0S50 50 8
A Eel &S s S s a1 Y Ok (ASds
e DS 3 ) Y feeS e Ll iy 5 Ses
23S Gope 3 A a3 S [RalS 5 (5 pmelS
055 ol B 5o 1 ey plie Ogsley S lle ol )
e sl olaml s w  aglacils xS 5 S
oled xS L b iscdle ple 4 Sl Dl Sl
5 Somy Wb dle s jaglacile ol 5 O 03y
el Jms L Gl GUls sl & Jlesls S

R S N g R
|y Cwgwy 3o (Curranet al., 1993 o, Kaa 5 O,
ey S e Sascdls IS ln b Sl
b ol Gler ol ash mld LS As S e
G sy SSdle I (Faghihet al., 1999 O,

)JQLSLQ;LLG) WJJLS DL b Jt'g.é )Jj:',‘.j\ Ge/Vo


www.SID.ir

MV peslacaley (2ls alaes /(\TAR) O 5 Slis

Vi

Abbasdokht, Mamnooei, E. 2008. Study of weed
control in new seeded Alfalfa in Jiroft (Research
Report). Jiroft Research Agriculture Center. (in
Persian with English summary).

Anomymous, 2005. Crop Production. National
Agricultural Statistics Service, United States Dept
of Agriculture.

Arregi, M. C., Sanchez, D. and Scotta, R. 1998. &lVee
control in established alfalfaMedicago sativa)
with posremergrnce herbicides. Weed Technol. 3:
424-428.

Arregi, M. C. Sanchez, D. and Scotta, R. 2001. Weed
control in Established alfalfaMedicago sativa)
with Postemergence Herbicides. Weed Technol.
15: 424-428.

Barnes, D. K. and Sheaffer, C. C. 1995. Forage
Legumes and Grasses. Alfalfa. Forages: An
Introduction to Grassland Agriculture: 205-216.

Canevari, W. M., Orloff, S. B. Vargas, R. N. and
Hembree, K. J. 2003. Raptor, a new herbicide for
alfalfa weed control. Proc. Calif. Weed Sci. 55:
107-111.

Curran, B. S., Kephart, K. D. and Twidwell, E. K.
1993. Oat companion crop management in alfalfa
establishment. Agron. J. 85: 998-1003.

Darwent, A. Llloyd, Cole, D. and Malik, N. 1997.
Imazethapyr, alone or with other herbicides for
weed control during alfalfaMedicago sativa)
establishment. Weed Technol. 11: 346-353.

Faghih, A., Narimani, V. and Bazzazi, D. 1998. $tud
of effect of several herbicides on weeds in Eastern
Azarbaijan. Research Agriculture Ceantr(In
Persian with English summary).

Karimi, H. 1989. Agronomy of forage crops. Tehran
University Press (In Persian with English
summary). 414 pp

Karimi, H. 1990. Alfalfa. University Press Centén (
Persian with English summang71 pp

Lanini, W. T., Orloff, S. B. Vargas, R. N. Orr, B.
Marble,v. L. and Gratta, S. R. 1991. Oat
companion crop seeding rate effect on alfalfa

&be

establishment, yield and weed control. Agron. J.
83: 330-333.

Lanini, W. T., Orloff, S. B., Bendixenm, W. E.,
Canevari, W. M., Schmiere, J. L. and Ronald, N.
V. 1999. Influence of oat Aiena sativa)
interseeding on weed suppression in the final year
of an alfalfa Medicago sativa) stand. Weed
Technol. 13: 399-403.

Lubbers, M. D., Stahlman, P. W. and Al-Khatib, K.
2007. Fluroxypyr efficacy is affected by relative
humidity and soil moisture. Weed Sci. 55: 260-
263.

Mousavi, M. R. 2001. Integrated weed management.
Meiad Press, 468 pp.

Myhre, C. D., Loeppky, H. A. and Stevenson, F. C.
1998. Mon-37500 for weed control and alfalfa
seed production. Weed Technol. 3: 810-815.

Peters, E. J. and Linscott, D. L. 1988. Weeds ageldw
control. Alfalfa and alfalfa Improvement:705-735.

Spandi, E., Kells, J. J. and Hesterman, O. B. 1997.
Weed invasion in established alfalfi¥lddicago
sativa) seeded with perennial forage grasses.
Weed Technol. 11: 556-560.

Summers, C. G. 1998. Integrated pest management in
forage alfalfa. Integrated Pest Management
Reviews 3: 127-154.

Tonks, D. I, Jeffery, L. S. and Webb, B. L. 1991.
Response of seedling alfalfglédicago sativa) to
four postemergence herbicides. Weed Technol. 5:
736-738.

Wilson, R. G. Jr. 1981. Weed control in established
dryland alfalfa Medicago sativa). Weed Sci. 29:
615-618.

Wilson, R. G. 1997. Downy brom@&iomus tectorum)
control in established alfalfaMgdicago sativa).
Weed Technol. 11: 277-282.

Zand, E. Baghestani, M. A. Nezamabadi, N. and Shimi
P. 2010. A guide for herbicides in Iran. University
Press Center (In Persian with English summary).

Zimdahl, R. L. 2007. Fundamentals of Weed Science.
Elsevier Inc, USA.


www.SID.ir

Study of 2,4-DB (Butress) Efficacy in Weed Controin Established Alfalfa
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Abstract

In this study the efficacy of 2,4-DB (Butress 42B@) on weed control of alfalfa was compared witimomonly used
herbicides in Alfalfa. This experiment was conddciea Hamedan and Yazd during 1386-1387 in a randedi
complete block design with 3 replications and ldatments in established Alfalfa. Treatments weduded of
bentazone (Bazagran) (SL 48%) at doses of 2, 34drHa, 2;4-DB (Buterss) (EC 42.3%) at doses bf 2.8, 3.1, and
3.5 L/ha, imazethapyr (Pursuit) (SL 10%) at dose8.4, 0.7, and 1 L/ha and weedy check as treatifleateffect of
herbicides on alfalfa biomass and the biomass asels biomass and density were studied during 3ekéngs. In
Hamedan, all herbicides treatments had no phytefox@n alfalfa.Only bentazone caused chlorosislfalfa that
recovered after 1 to 2 weeks. Butress not only ws@itable to control the weeds, especially in fiblithdweed
(Convolvulus arvensis) control. In Yazd, 2,4-DB specially in its highdoses had partial phytotoxicity on alfalfa, but
controlled well Malva, Lactuca and field bindwee&utress reduced the density and biomass of fieldvieed by

100% and 84%, respectively. As a conclusion, 2,4dpBcially in its higher doses was the best hatbito control
field bindweed
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