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Table 1- Meteorological characteristics of 10 yearly in field

.. Sub Sl SBL Jslas Lo ,iSTos Lo Jola> b 5l el
Sk g X .
Rain man Rain Rain Temperature Temperature Lo
(mm) maximum minimum maximum minimum Sea height
(mm) (mm) (°C) (°C) (m)
280 445 157 39 -10 1314
Ol Sleogas pan & by e SB 4520 @l - Jya
Table 2- Results of soil analysis rely of some characteristics
Fogile £ LY. Goc Fosile Yo byae e S ol
Depth (30-60 cm) Depth (0-30 cm) Soil characteristics
0.59 0.84 So9% 470
EC (mmol/cm)
73 7.3 e
pH
45 38 gl
Saturation percent
135 11 oXigl (fu dlge oo
' Neutrality material percent
13 22 o e
Clay percent
53 60 S 22
Silt percent
20 18 o 2y
Sand percent
oy e 2o (e S il
Lomy silty Lomy silty Soil texture
0.66 0.72 I oS 220
Organic carbon percent
6.1 12 i S S
Phosphorous uptakable (ppm)
i B el
250 390 o B el
Potassium uptakable (ppm)
Gl Sl Ceass Y Jour
Table 3- Quality of irrigation water
Ecx103 C0O3> HCO* CIF SO/ 2 o + +
PH  (mmhosicm)  (mg)  (mgly (mgy (mgny MY (Mo CaT(mgll)  Ki(mg/l)  Na'(mg/l)
8.5 548 - 4.4 1.2 1.2 3.2 15 - 3.7
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Table 4- Analysis of variance (MS) of the effects of interference on evaluated traits of sugar beet
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ol s ko wolil as Wgy Dl adyy > )Slas ols 2o o)l )1
S.0.V. DF Plant number Root yield Potassium Sodium Nitrogen Alkalify
1, * * * * * *
’.’gv . 3 71.23 196.79 1.49 16.07 7.33 2.5
Replication
SEVEY * *k * * Kk
Lo 6 331.14 464.36 0.75" 3.19 2.12 1.73
Interference period
= 18 194.12 196.46 0.97 2.08 1.7 0.91
Error
16.3 25.87 13.36 24.49 29.58 28.41
CV (%)
Aoy Sy g i Jleil sl )0 lo gixe BT 5 lo e ST 0525 pas (o iy s g 5 NS
ns, * and **: non-significant difference, significant difference at the level of five and one percent probability, respectively.
B yaiie Slis p S5 6l 055 51 (Slaye (eSle) Guilly 42325 -F oo aelsl
Table 4- Analysis of variance (MS) of the effects of interference on evaluated traits of sugar beet
Olyss auio R ETSY Jlascwl LB 18 5,Slas 0L a8 5 Sles oMo i3 KVCRWS Jlascol L6 18 Jlastwl o
S.0.V. DF Extractable sugar yield Non-pure sugar yield Sugar molasses  Sugar percent  Extractable sugar  Extraction coefficient
‘ 5 Kk *k Kk *k *k *k
S 3 8.93 14.98 2.68 5.09 7.81 378.11
Replication
UV *k *k *k *k *k *%
Ses . 6 9.77 8.14 3.007 5.45 11.71 307.44
Interference period
s
18 0.50 0.98 0.12 0.14 0.32 16.42
Error
Oy o
16.53 14.06 8.07 3.14 7.9 6.8
CV (%)

[ DOI: 10.22034/arpe.7.14.17 |
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ns, * and **: non-significant difference, significant difference at the level of five and one percent probability, respectively.
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Table 5- Analysis of variance (MS) the effects of control on evaluated traits of sugar beet

ol s ko @olil 4y Wgy Dl adyy > )Slas ols 2o o)l )1
S.0.V. DF Plant number Root yield Potassium Sodium Nitrogen Alkalify
’ l)s . 3 425.42" 553.67" 0.95™ 31.83™ 41" 8.45™
Replication
S 0> 6 3.82 93.61" 0.82" 143" 3.06™ 118"
Control period
= 18 147.6 240.23 0.59 3.02 1.3 1.15
Error
14.4 28 10.37 24 27.50 275
CV (%)
Aoy Sy g i Jleil sl )0 lo gixe BT 5 lo e ST 0525 pas (o iy s g 5 NS
ns, * and **: non-significant difference, significant difference at the level of five and one percent probability, respectively.
a8 jaiie Slio S8 glaejss Sl (Slaye 5uSile) Guilly 45 -0 Jgao 4ol
Table 5- Analysis of variance (MS) the effects of control on evaluated traits of sugar beet
Oy auko R ETSY Jlaswl b6 18 5,Slas oAl w8 5 Sles ooMe i3 LB doyd Jlascl 6 43 Jlastol cu po
S.0.V. DF Extractable sugar yield  Non-pure sugar yield Sugar molasses  Sugar percent  Extractable sugar  Extraction coefficient
] 5 *k *k *k *k Kk *k
S 3 9.96 5.96 2.99 26.5 56.10 1543.92
Replication
S g 6 8.38" 9.67" 1.78" 7.32" 11.72" 389.00
Control period
s
18 0.23 0.37 0.058 0.49 0.86 54.95
Error
Oy o
11.8 10.2 5.09 5.92 13.28 13.08
CV (%)

Doy S g i Jleizl Zolaw 1o lo gee BT g jlo s M| 542 pie o 4y i g 5 NS
ns, * and **: non-significant difference, significant difference at the level of five and one percent probability, respectively.
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Table 6- Comparison means of the effects of interference on evaluated traits of sugar beet

ESRCRYPS ag ol Ay o Slas oy PR g A JSIT
Interference period Plant number Root yield (ton/h) Potassium (%) Sodium (%) Nitrogen (%) Alkalify
14 90a 57 ab 7423 5.89 ab 5.65a 246b
28 84.5 ab 59 ab 75a 7.56 a 4.8 ab 3.19ab
42 9 a 64.5a 7.74a 46D 4.31 ab 3.11ab
56 92a 60 ab 7.69 a 537b 4.59 ab 2.89b
70 85.5ab 60 ab 7.58 a 5.95 ab 4.4 ab 3.61ab
84 85.5ab 42.25¢ch 6.98 a 6.05 ab 3.47b 449 a
175 66.5b 355 ¢ 6.61a 5.67 ab 3.65b 3.76 ab
LSD (0.05) 20.69 20.77 1.47 2.13 1.93 1.41
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In each column, means with at least one similar letter are not significantly different (P<0.05) based on LSD test.
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Table 6- Comparison means of the effects of interference on evaluated traits of sugar beet
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ESRUPY Jlasiul y po Jlasciul s wi RCEIRWIR oo a3 LallBb a8 o Shee Jlascial b5 wis o Sles
Interference Extraction Extractable sugar Sugar percent Sugar molasses Non-pure sugar yield Extractable sugar yield
period coefficient (%) (%) (%) (ton/h) (ton/h)
14 70a 9.45a 13.47a 5.53a 8.22 ab 6.34 a
28 66.8 ab 8.74 ab 12.88 b 5.07 ab 8.17 ab 5.69 ab
42 62.6 cb 7.92ch 12.65ch 4.82 bc 8.74 a 5.02 cb
56 61.09 cb 7.27cd 12.18¢ 4.57 bc 6.99 bc 4.33cd
70 579 cd 6.76 d 11.75d 4.36 cd 6.54 c 3.94ed
84 53.3d 546 e 11.04d 3.83d 5.96 cd 3.05e
175 43.9¢e 4.67¢e 10.80 e 29¢e 4.75d 1.78 f
LSD (0.05) 6.02 0.84 0.55 0.53 1.47 1.05

[ DOI: 10.22034/arpe.7.14.17 |
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In each column, means with at least one similar letter are not significantly different (P<0.05) based on LSD test.
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Table 7- Comparison means of the effects of control on evaluated traits of sugar beet
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Control period Plant number Root yield (ton/h) Potassium (%) Sodium (%) Nitrogen (%) Alkalify
14 845a 495a 7.48 ab 5.86a 4.04 ab 3.51ab

28 86 a 52.75a 6.69b 5.93a 5.47 a 3.66 ab

42 83a 53.7a 7.77 ab 5.95a 5.44 a 2.71b

56 84.5a 52a 7.18 ab 551a 34D 458 a

70 84 a 56.5a 7.68 ab 493a 3.66b 3.49 ab

84 84 a 53.7 a 8.01a 6.78 a 3.63b 3.56 ab

175 83.2a 65a 7.07 ab 6.43 a 3.78 ab 3.64 ab

LSD (0.05) 18.05 23.01 1.14 2.58 1.69 1.59
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In each column, means with at least one similar letter are not significantly different (P<0.05) based on LSD test.
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Table 7- Comparison means of the effects of control on evaluated traits of sugar beet

J S 60 Jlasinl o Jlascial L5 w3 RECIRWIN ooke i AL wis o Slee Jlasciul BB ais o Slee
Control Extraction Extractable sugar Sugar percent Sugar molasses Non-pure sugar yield Extractable sugar yield
period coefficient (%) (%) (%) (ton/h) (ton/h)
14 4212 ¢ 4.71d 10.01e 3.93f 397e 192 f
28 49.03 ch 5.85cd 10.83 ¢ 4.12 ef 443e 2.83¢
42 52.93 cb 6.27 cb 11.3d 4.41ed 5.46 d 3.45¢ed
56 56.01 b 6.6 cb 11.66 cd 4.72 cd 5.65d 4.02 cd
70 59.98 ab 7.43b 12.45cb 4.99 cb 6.42 bc 453 ¢
84 67.63 a 8.92a 12.98 ab 532b 7.21b 53b
175 69.64 a 9.4a 14 a 5.80a 8.42 a 6.14 a
LSD (0.05) 11.01 1.38 1.04 0.36 0.9 0.71

s (68 Sre gl 51yls o y0 O Jleiml grhaw ;0 LSD (ygaT bl pr et S e By S5 slylo JBlas a5 o iSilee (gm0 50

In each column, means with at least one similar letter are not significantly different (P<0.05) based on LSD test.
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Table 8- Coefficients of gompertz model for yield, non-pure sugar extractable, sugar yield and root yield
RMSE  R? Kase btse atse e
Traits
041 099  0022t0001 1660093  6.61+0.18 Jlamial B o5 0 5lee
Extractable sugar yield
054 097  0.008+0.001 0.4£0.03 71.4443.22 AL o3 05
Non-pure sugar yield
a0 Slas
0.2 0.95 0.017x0.002 1.07+0.08 8.94+0.43 .
Root yield

b o Shas ¢ Jlasiol LB aid o Slas Slao gl 5,0 slacile 28 0,50 Seimd alobes culyo -8 Jsor

atyy 0 Skos 5 AL
Table 9- Coefficients of logistic model for yield of non-pure sugar extractable, sugar yield and root yield
RMSE R2 b+se axse ol
Traits
0.32 0.98 10.62+3.42 1.1620.15 Jlamil B o8 o ,Shas
Extractable sugar yield
(BN
0.43 0.88 5.86+1.98 1.77+0.07 AL a3 0 Slac
Non-pure sugar yield
0.38 0.92 5.2+2.82 3.8620.1 ey 3 5kes
Root yield

JB B o Slee 28l ao)3 V0 5 V bl 2 ol 5l (g j9) s 22 58 o Gl J S (Sl 0jg0 ) - g
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Table 10- Critical period of weed control based on day after emergence on 7 and 15 percent of dropping
of yield of non-pure sugar extractable, on-pure sugar yield and root yield

o Slee il mlans
Dropping level
G IRWSRATA R IR
15% Dropping 7% Dropping

okb 9% okl Eors lio

End Start End Start Traits

90 29 110 22 Juariad JB o35 2, Ses

Extractable sugar yield

86 48 105 27 A 0 05l
Non-pure sugar yield

67 56 103 43 A5, 0 8Le

Root yield
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some ol wo 3 Ve 5 0 (85 A o bsgy wiBjanir 5o e sledle S sl Sl 090 S vz

S Rl 6 Ssla 6l 0B s 5l ey A g VAL S e ale Sl g)le 0)90 Sy oS
5o sledle J S Sl 0,90 @,Sdes oy Vo zalS bl (Nad Ali, 2008) el (5,90 dia, o,Shes
0,99 iz o (Salehi et al., 2006) aw, valss plasl a4 CilS 51 o 59, YA 10 g 5,0 CilS5l am YO 59,
Shahbazi and Abdollahian ) .l sas eMel ol jow 5l o atin & U F 55 50 sbocale cols, Sl

)‘ o= 39y v -v. ‘S’LA) O)L! IR 6L¢:u.l.c J)HS @‘JDU 0,99 é)il.o.c Qo0 ) 9 I\ u,uLw‘).) (Noqabl, 2010
9 O e 5 e aan Ve B Y s ey alols 4o (Odero et al., 2009) cosloas ools (5,155 o jam
28,0 (Mobarak, 2013) ol 5,9,0 5,0 slble J oS 08,006 5 08 0,Slee galS 51 6T el> cuys
Jol b aws ;0 5 0l so 550 ladle b 2o 0 2l 5 of iz jo ulas 0550 s ez GlalS plo Jio
Jahad AKbar ) s, e o 5l 1) Jolhe plo 50 550 cale b oyl 4y 5L5 5,0 cale 5lac e o (5l s, Juab

«and Ebrahimian, 2004

2 @bl 56 e slacale J3105 ol w5l e atie g0 B aS ol olis iolesl cpl 5l Jeol> b

5 0, (ol wiB vs o g Jlasiul cu s (Jlasawl BB ol ss s w8 vso (Jlasawl BB aud s Slae
ol h 8 50 e Sledle Bim 1) wdlion 0599 (nl 5l oy 52 sladile Bdo Slibee 9,5 (loj (n Famlie
ke j08 0l e widjuse sl > s glaaies 4 il ol o (g Sldae g 005 31 ,0) ole;

5 o] Bis 50 Lol cuslas dio; slocSled duoyo )b cme 156 5,0 sledle 50 g 5895 JyuS aS oyl
Jlastinl oo wid sy (Jlastiwl LB aid o Sles 05 Cael aliyew 51 G 59, VY0 -VY Sl o3l

i anlgs odle a3 g allEb a5 Slas o Jlascial LB aid 5 Slas

&b

Abdollahian Nogabi HE., Rahbari A., Alizade H., Rahimian Mashhadi H. 2010. Control of
weed in seed bed of suger beet in aitumn. Journal of Weed Researches, 2 (2): 29-42. (In
Persian).

Bandegi M.R., Armin M. 2014. Effect of interference period of weed with suger beet in
different levels of nitrogen fertilizer. Eco-Physiological Journal of Plant, Islamic Azad
University of Arsanjan, 6 (19): 45-57. (In Persian).

Deveikyte 1., Seibutis V. 2006. Broad-leaf weeds and sugar beet response to phenmedipham,
desmedipham, ethofumesate and triflusulfuron-methyl. Agronomy Research, 4: 159-162.
Farzin A., Hossein G. 2004. Effect of separate and combined applications of herbicides on

weed control and yield of sugar beet. Weed Technology, 18 (4): 968-976.

Jahad Akbar M.R., Tabatabaei N., Ebrahimian H.R. 2004. The investigation of critical period
of weed of suger beet in Kabotar Abad, Isfahan. Sugar Beet Journal, 20 (1): 73-92. (In
Persian).

Jursik M, Holec J, Soukup J, and Venclova V. Competitive relationships between sugar beet
and weeds in dependence on time of weed control. Plant soil Environment.2008; 54 (3):
108-116.

Koucheki E., Mahallati M.N., Siahmargoei A., Qerekhlo J., Rastgo V., Qaemi E. 2008.
Thecomparision of varioud patterns of integrated management on weed density and yield of
suger beet. Iranian Journal of Agronomical Researches, 6 (2): 383-394. (In Persian).

YA


http://dx.doi.org/10.22034/arpe.7.14.17
http://arpe.gonbad.ac.ir/article-1-410-fa.html

[ Downloaded from arpe.gonbad.ac.ir on 2025-12-04 ]

[ DOI: 10.22034/arpe.7.14.17 ]

VERY o] 3 bl VE 0,lod i 0,95 | S (55992303551 (501,15 i oy i

Legere A., Samson D.N. 1999. Relative influence of crop rotation, tillage, and weed
management on weed associations in spring barley cropping systems. Weed Science, 47:
112-122.

Martin M., Williams 1., John B.M. 2006. Functional relationships between giant ragweed
(Ambrosia trifida) interference and sweet corn yield and ear traits. Weed Science, 54 (5):
948-953.

Mobarak O. 2013. Determination of critical periods of weed competition with sugar beet and
weed control, Ph.D. thesis, EIminia University, 147 p.

Nad Ali F. 1999. Critical period of weed control in suger beet. MSc Thesis.

Odero D.C., Mesbah A.O., Miller S.D., Kniss A.R. 2009. Venice mallow (Hibiscus trionum)
interference in sugar beet. Weed Technology, 23 (4): 581-585.

Odero DC., Mesbah A.O., Miller S.D., Kniss A.R. 2010. Wild buckwheat (Polygonum
convolvulus) interference in sugar beet. Weed Technology, 24 (1): 59-63.

Rapparini G. 2008. New Betarens in the system of post emergence weed control. Sakharnaya
Svekla, 8: 18-20.

Rasha G.M., El-Hassan A. 2010. Improving the efficiency of some herbicides in weed control
in sugar beet by some adjuvants. M.Sc. Thesis, Faculty of Agriculture Cairo University,
Egypt, 145 p.

Salehi F., Esfandiari H., Mashhadi H.R. 2006. Critical period of weed control in sugar beet in
Shaheekord Region. Iranian Journal of Weed Science, 2 (2): 1-12. (In Persian).

SAS. 2001. Institute Inc. SAS user’ guide: Statics, Version 9, 1 editions, SAS Inst., Inc., Cary,
and N.C.

Shahbazi H.A., Abdollahian Nogabi M. 2010. Crtical period of competition of weed with suger
beet. Suger Beet Journal, 16 (1): 58-74. (In Persian).

Sheikh Aleslami R. 1997. Laboratory methods and it’s application in control of processing of
food and suger. Mersa Publication, 342 p. (In Persian).

Siahmargoei A., Koucheki E., Nasiri-Mahallati M. 2010. Effect of different methods of
management on weed charecteristics and yield of suger beet. Electronic Journal of Plant
Production, 3 (4): 49-61. (In Persian).

Zimdahl R.L. 2004. Weed crop competition: A review. Blackwell Publishing, Oxford, UK.

Y4


http://dx.doi.org/10.22034/arpe.7.14.17
http://arpe.gonbad.ac.ir/article-1-410-fa.html

[ #0-2T-5202 uo JrJepequofad.e wouy pspeojumo( | [T ¥T L 8dree0zz 0T 110a ]


http://dx.doi.org/10.22034/arpe.7.14.17
http://arpe.gonbad.ac.ir/article-1-410-fa.html
http://www.tcpdf.org

