6¢,}6"“"ﬂk

%y,
i il dloxe

SWS 04 =11 (1T4+) V 5 aslacile ils aloe

AS. jdslacils

Sy f o S
P 54 Gadle Conx p dilw; S KL g DL Bl SE o)

.\JJJW" >
\ Yoo Y .. \ i PP
d.sl.kﬁ.n .>|3:: Aoeo ¢ Lﬁuﬁ" gL:@JJLL.& Aoes ¢ I LSJG":‘ Jl.u LaJ.\.o:u
¥ A8y Clagdos Wyf (S 34LS ligios duwgo Y Iy ©lagizs 5 pole) oMol 33T olutils !
AT 3l sl

TN 2 5 dy 5006

CRVCCS

~olS Claios e Slidos dyie 3 A-AY (ely5 Sl o inlefl ciBpatie g)l30 3 jpn sladile JiS p by (LS S ey slaie
OLS i b plosl 1S5 ¥ L ol ol oSl oo B o o [talefl cpl (b tel )3 1l 4 ) s (S ol > Bl 98 (S
2350 g2 00 At by 53 ol )y i & )iy GBS sla i) (o bawlgin )3 Sgnge jua (gl Cile Cumen  Jlagly 5 IS o A5 by,
Sligd @b o ob ol Jalesl s 3,5 duglie 0 slo Cile (> (g 950 ladile g pas (IS ile 3,08 dals sl los b g g
ol a5 g5k 4 Bl (o (Cujgesdsll Fplide s Fplisdegd AS s Sloslitul ) pgw e gy & S8 wlie (Lidg baaisS bug e sladile
S sladdle JS 0355 Canj (pyiaS gy 0l @S olsl 2 9 GG dnogs S Sl g 5ol 5 g2 olS laless 3 e glacile S o35
Fpludod + 9> (g ol D9 Cujgesdyil Tpliude pudtpluded (A Cile Bpae ol e 4y o> olS @l 3,)5 Jlagi 4 bgape 5 055 0)93 (L )2
P FIEY G YUAY 5:S5ke b iy @) adyy 28 g ity 3Slee oy 2 sla dile S8 ) ljdlen 3l s 4 o jgagdssl +plista o
lyd 2 1 gy Hlade oy iy )0 Hlewd Cpl pae e W8 0 Jle cpl g ogMe il Jb dre OB b jlog plis b g ol olaidl sgs 4l (LS
Sliigyd &5 250 00 dnogi liekd) (o ;3 Al 5 g puS gle o ailiuns) (b (LS CuiS i 4 0gd A b O AB)uke )b i &

1 i a1y a8,azin (&S g (o8 3,Shes pal33l Tales 5 L Sy slacile

4 s ISl o g0l +plisde yod +plisde ¢ by ol B yaiin 1 IS  (gWo3lg

" Corresponding teazad.fadaei@gmail.cc


www.sid.ir

DV 5aglacile 5l dowe /0780 OLas 5 (5,45 b

S él.p Oadk slasls 3l S doys VAL g

.(Dhimaet al, 2006

AT IR 5 Ol e LS e 53 Sl
S sl OlES &3 4> (Amaranthus palmeriS. Watson)
DS 3 p SAS VA G ae 5o e ile J RS 0l
o Sl a8 by oS el 5 sl ST Sl
oS Ly A, Juad sk Ol Gyae o8 il
S G,m 5 s Gllas Jllde ids oS 5 O,
s ey S, (Currie & Klocke, 2005 sls ialS
@ g 5 bl (Avenaspp UV CUiS &S UG jaskise
2l 5 (555081 i b gl 3 iy oS Olsis
e JS gt U ay 53 o e g ISls
Sl L OV idy OLS s s opl s 2l 5o
5oy Sk NIB G sla e J RS n el
el dls o ) b pscde e Al

.(Reeve=t al, 2005

G s o128 Ol Logasr 3 Ao ¥ gasd b
lasd wd o lad s S Sl e e 5 ASY s
WU ol & iSeile Gome s 40 B Sl
Ol b S e 1y e glacdle Wiy S us s
b S 5 Kb o 1) B YL J 8 Sl iScile
AV e o e ST IO ) 5 sl e

(Teasdaleet al, 2003 5 ,ls Sile
slge O3 Lls JJs 4 (Brassicaceae)y i o5 OLlS
QLS oy tege 0,05 43 (Glucosinolate) <Y g S S
Sims a5l el s L3 i
s Bl jsb w b iscale 5 Llssls (Raphanus spp.
SR i @l 0L et 203 s e
sles a4 b ol 0d s Shes 5 5 glaile

-

Aol

535 Sudsdee ol SO Olse w oolsen §a slacile
lacile Coanl (i (pl 55 5 035 ke L3 00 el
Fhds cuBy s a4 s e s sy S e 5
Sl iy WLSLSL 4 el e S
Cudy L3 s 4SSl 4 4 55 L .(Bazoobandet al., 2000
o393 Lol 53 o gax ) o8 lacile Gl ins Sl
Gl 03 S slacdle Conde e 5 AL e (U
W by (odt o s) Jigena sla Gy a4 A3 ,06e
L8y dse S8 ) J,A bl 8 o e el
Najafi, ) LU ka‘ o glcie I8 cgr Wlg e
LS el o ke Lk gz gle eslel (2007
BERNG. OV RNGI I SV P BTN (e PR P E G LR p- P (U
ok ew 4 (Rahbariet al, 2007) AL o olo 3,4 3
a3 S Sl iy oS CES ol s S ke
yams cpl S8 513 Jole 5 S slacks,
dis ) ole 5o slacile Al 5 Jialer Slals
oS 55y S Wd Lasie adlas O bl dal
G 5, slacde S 035 Ll oo Al 2ds
(Fisk et al, 200D Aas =als dwoys Ve Olpe a0 |y o)lg
03 e glacde Sialer s 8 5l auda 4
Aoys A B sy s g olS Al Wl s S olales
Vasilakoglouet al, ) —.ils jals @L» O &S 4 Cad
oolas 5l min sl ojlas Ll die 2ol s (2006
Alooes 5 Lk Ao,y JalS Cose A8 5 5
Gaygm 3o slacde S5 dler ey onl 52 S
355 a"‘l‘.ﬁ)g’b 9 (Echinochloa crus-galli(L.) P. Beauv)

oS GJL‘ sk, s (Setaria glauca(L.) P. Beauv)


www.sid.ir

W

s (Chenopodium alburh.) a.lo ‘J«jﬁ'-cts o slacide
S L3 ¥ oS1S BBlu s sl el Sl olals &
oS (Akemoet al, 2000 35 sl 5 355 Hles LIU
L3 AV B Ve el el mT fad s iy olS
Blackshawet ) . fo S8 S 5 glecils (S15

.(al., 2001

TSl (i OLLS U Dlpee el Sta b Gt
s aday 3 Shes 5 5 a sbacale Gl s Lk S,

L gy g 3190

b B s WWARITAY el b s Sialas
Sl a5 53 LS Dl b ol S glas
S el 3 Wl i8S (S 5elS Slide di e
b 3 Ak S e 4 A S Ll 2 S s
o WA Cols 4 bl &S o cs S Oyse mlb
g S 1T B (e e\ e e
eor s Soled S a8 S ks e Sl 0 5 s
5 A2 o d8) S Sl Ll 0 Ll
SIS s s S 3 ole OLT g3 el 534S My (il
o LESCle 5 Sl gels b sl s
EC oll o Sl JUR) @age bl +oliidke s +plisde
e Oy Al les 55 e b dals L (27.4%
o) b gl 4 ady OLLS Las ke 4 Loy 5
SISl pscade sl wcils G 5oa glacdle J xS
oSt dalee S 3 1Y) (SL 20% (O 5eSLel S)
S e pslaie 4 Al eslinal Gl V53 (650 oole
CilS slaaziy sy 53 en) dlsx S e o slcils
Ol ) Cajpe b sl Hplinda s Hplisdo 25 ile
Sl B oss ade e o (ol osle 5 LS s ) 8

s e prames el L iSile + iy LS
(Portulaca oleracea 43 ,> ;,a lacile (b S Cely) s
s (Amaranthus blitoide$. Watson sl s> U‘)J"'CU L)
b Jad slazl s 1, (Cyperusesculantud..) s, @Lﬂjtwl
s QLS gl ldde pl 5 03 J RS dsys QA
i SIS des Ve b Sl sl

.(Charleset al, 2006; Maliket al, 2008

(Foeniculum vulgareMiller) i «bjl, idy OllS
(Brassica juncedL.) zern.&Coss) (st Js 5 5 (S35 5)
J"JJ’.'CU Gz (A LYY J s S o4 Sl s
Jels (L 5l axkat s |, (Amaranthusssp.) o>
Yy il QLS s i s .l Jlis w4 aads
Sl Dok e balis 5o Sale 5 e Ol
gy OALS Wsls rals wo s Ve Ul e slacile
SoslES) S eiuslaS e Wl laslr 5 Sk
Norsworthyet al, 2007;) LS Wl glodas 8 (o 052k
Celyy s Wl Slaslr iy LS (Isik et al, 2009
Kot 03y el el iSile s b amlis s 58
> ¢ oo (Amaranthus retroflexuk.) e 3 4o, J«jﬁ'-cls
ISl slge bl ol olST L Jlsglr s, addl
S ol Gl g o Js ashe s Ses S Sl
2 ASE L iScile sen w0 lssly iy e 1 eslind
Jbs w15 515 5 Shee 2l Tle 5 lacile J 28
G 3208 iSile O3 p2s oy v (Blackshaw, 2008},
2ls Olis Sale 5 Jloslr p S Sy OLLS 55 5
olS 51 S Slaglr fﬁ)rd 235 glacde (SIS e
Sl sl o Slaslr L (s cpl e ol S
.(Ngouajio & Mennan, 2006 L& j,» glacde P""J"
Dlsslr 5550 Glasls i oLﬁcEMMQlJ.;U axJlas

Sle S s Ol 50 5 om glacile Uiy 5 5SS e


www.sid.ir

DV 5aglacile 5l dowe /0780 OLas 5 (5,45 b

ay

s gadile S (59 9 Slglyd 2 Byl T ()
QLS Jlsgme GU L5 slacile Comer alie
s O Jels ml s eles SSL iy
G Gl glasles S S sl 0L beesls bl
gl 03 op glade S s ebude s Pl (SIS
DaLS s ax S1.00 Jsds) 55 s ome s ) Jlaz|
5 SR el (x5 bl a8 W 5) iy
SlS G s was e slacile (S5 el Tlg
S 0S15 S wm pl 03 e ASdle 4 22y
“) aos JES Al Sl by e glacds
oS lales oy (Cussesisl Hplide o +elis
AL 5a glacile (S5 A s lsslr 5 e iy
iyl elodapes Holdard 5,58 Hlad L oalle
Wl opl 53 dis sdalie s e Ol 6T 5 izl
ol 03 (Y Jsa) 55 g sles 0 b e (OIS S o i

Ao S S, elie =\ Putnamet al, (1983) s

Sl e sk 4l eslimal Gl z V) LS
S (Gl V0) ilas 51 L3 50, Ko slacils
Lo gledile 6 oS (Sol canss LAS )
(ol yslsS) o Feile 00x0r e 8 S s
Jos opl 5 Al Goled 68 SSE 4 e sladile sl
o oS s A3 1SS Gilew Jlesl Bl e 5y T
oS 5 bl sl k) Lsg e Skl dolad &y s
St ol Sl amy Voggles 3 5 051 s (i
PSP SIS T S I ISP RPN
5 A3 Olpe A3l ey Shes bl glasles
ST 5 S0 i 8 balyy 3 e Sle
Sl e gn 3 By A5 (55T oSislesl @ i
5 Ay A8 Olpe ady; o Shes LUS JRe LS50
2S5 5 S Ul alax 5l Jlasaad LG S5 ds)s
o s s 2 35 b5l s ge 45 s Ak
A Cb,u'l excel b Uals gal 3 SAS ;3 £ L Laesls
anglio 3550 5SSl 05051 lad 1 ibesT laesls Kb

285 1E

5 Sadils LS (g 9 (ST gt IS + gy oS g iy oS (£ loss 1,51 Cilas o il -V g

Table 1. ANOVA (MS) results for effects of cover crop and cover crop + herbicide treatments on weed density and biomass

(Density) (Biomass) Total
S.0.vV Df Lamb's . Lamb's . biomass(end of
Total squarter Pigweed Total squarter Pigweed season)
Block 3 13.2* 2.0 9.2¢ 0.8 1.9 10.3¢ 11214.0*
Treatments 9 56.8** 12.4%* 56.4** 47.2** 20.4** 87.0** 246156.2**
Error 27 3.5 1.1 5.3 13 1.1 7.8 3323.8
C.V.(%) - 20.6 17.1 14.2 16.7 15.4 12.4 10.1

ns, * and **, represent non-significant, significant difference at 0.05 and 0.01 level, respectively.
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Table 2- Effects of experimental treatments on weed density and dry matter, 30 days after herbicide application and end of growth.

Treatments Density Weed dry matter Weed dry matter
(plant/m?) (g/m?) (g/m?)

Triticale 17.8b 22.4bcd 559.3de
Wheat 17.4b 24.2bc 683.2c
Rye 15.4bc 18.6cde 864.4b
Barley 15.4bc 17.3de 605.9cd
Triticale+Herbicide 15.8bc 24.6bc 331.5g
Wheat+Herbicide 13.4bc 26ab 458.9¢f
Rye+Herbicide 16.1bc 24.5bc 433.2fg
Barley+Herbicide 13bc 22.4bcd 315.1g
Control (Herbicide application) 12.1c 14.8e 354.3fg
Control (Weedy) 25.5a 30.9a 1073.6a

In each column, value followed by the same letters are not significantly different(Dus@&5P
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Table 3- ANOVA (MS) results for effects of cover crops and cover crops + herbicide treatments on root yield and Sugar content.

S.0.V df. Root yield White sugar yield Sugar content
Block 3 462.1** 6.2** 1.8*
Treatment 10 341.1* 6.4** 9.2**
Error 30 14.0 0.2 0.8
C.v.(%) 15.1 14.5 5.7

ns, * and **, represent non-significant, significant difference at 0.05 and 0.01 level, respectively.
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Table 4- Effects of experimental treatments on sugar beet yield and it's quality.

Treatments Sugar content (%) White sugar yield (ton/ha) Root yield (ton/ha)
Triticale 16.3bc 3cd 20.6¢cd
Wheat 16.1bc 3.1cd 20.7cd

Rye 16.8abc 2.9d 19.6d
Barley 18.5a 3.6bcd 26.2bcd
Triticale+Herbicide 16bc 3.8bcd 27.9bc
Wheat+Herbicide 16bc 3.8bcd 27.4bcd
Rye+Herbicide 16.7abc 3.8bcd 26.5bcd
Barley+Herbicide 17.7ab 4.4b 29.8b
Control (Herbicide application) 14.9c 4.1bc 28.1bc
Control (Weedy) 12.6d 0.48e 3.6e
Control (weed free) 16.8abc 5.6a 41.6a

In each column, value followd by the same letters are not significantely different(Dut@%P
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Effects of Winter Cereal Cover Crop Mulches on Weeds of Sugar Beet
(Beta vulgarisL.)

"Mohammad Reza Fadaei ShafiHpssein Najafi’Mohammad Abdollahian NoghallMlohammad Javad Mirhadi

1 Weed Science (Islamic Azad University of Tehr&hnian Research Institute of Plant Protectifagulty member of Sugar Beet Research Institute

Abstract

In order to study of cover crops effects on weed suppression in sugar beet, an experiment was performed in Iranian
Research Institute of Plant Protection (Karaj Station), in 2007. The experiment was arranged as completely Randomized
Blocks Design with four replications and seven treatments. The treatments were different cover crops (including:
Wheat, barley, triticale and rye) that planted between rows. Chemical weed control, weedy and weed free plots were
also used as controls. Cover crops were removed by herbicide application (paraquat at 400. ¢aehmedipham+
desmedipham+ethofumesat (Betanal Progress A.M, EC 27.4%) was also used in the four-leaf stage of sugar beet.
Results indicated that cover crop treatments suppressed major Waedsaiithus retroflexus. and Chenopodium
albumL.) and were similar to recommended chemical control (application of herbicide). In addition, total of weed
biomass was decreased in barley, rye and control treatments. The minimum biomass of total weeds belonged to the
barley+herbicide treatment. Because of synergism effects, barley+herbicide had maximum of the root and sugar yield
(29.83 and 4.47 T Ha respectively), that was significant with other treatments. In overall, barely cover crop had the
most effects on sugar concent. Therefore, sowing winter cover crops between rows for seedbed prepared in autumn
(barley, rye, wheat and tritical, respectively) will suppress the dominant weeds and increase the quality and yield of
sugar beet.

Key Words: Sugar beet, cover crophenmedipham+desmedipham+ethofumesat, paraquat, seedbed.
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