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Table 1. Herbicide efficacy of dodder control on the basis of EWRC scaling method.
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Table 2. The effect of herbicide treatments on the percentage means of dodder fresh weight loss and increasing sugarbeet
foliage fresh weight compared to the control with dodder, in the greenhouse.

Herbicide treatment Dosage Dodder fresh weight loss Increasing sugarbeet foliage fresh weight(%b)
(%)

Ethofumesate (SC) 1L. hat 0.07e 39.39d-f
Ethofumesate (SC) 15L. hat 32.37d 53.78 c-e
Ethofumesate (SC) 2L. hat 59.29 be 63.56 b-d
Ethofumesate (SC) 25L. hat 79.05 ab 74.5 a-c
Metolachlor (EC) 1L hat 0.07¢e 16.84 ¢
Metolachlor (EC) 2L. hat 1092 e 19.18 g
Metolachlor (EC) 25L. hat 8.8le 12.65 g
Metolachlor (EC) 3L hat 1.88¢e 12219
Propyzamide (WP) 1kg.ha' 37.13d 323leg
Propyzamide (WP) 15kg.ha' 58.9 bc 55.15 c-e
Propyzamide (WP) 2 kg.ha 88.71a 82.27 ab
Propyzamide (WP) 2.5kg.ha' 93.49a 93.7a
Propyzamide (SC) 1L. hat 56.92 ¢ 24.32 fg
Propyzamide (SC) 15L. hat 66.17 bc 34.90 e-g
Propyzamide (SC) 2 L. hat 87.45a 46.79 d-f
Propyzamide (SC) 25L. hat 97.45a 87.15ab

Similar letters in each column indicate no significant difference at 5% probability level



(NY jraglacile (uls e /(0Y90) O San 5 Sl

Yot

! Sohrabi et al. (2001) ) 5 s ol e
oSl didae pole 5 ol e pled J S
OF 1) (#lo3 ome o S5 LS s r,@; VA Aalpo s
O 3 s SRals J S Oad dald a4 Ceed Ao
ol S 3 2 V0 5SS V0 Asli s 5 S
e 5 O35 5> (Ao WL 08) _glie b _ials
i Ol B 53l ) Slsesisl Ad sl
Aol 4 ol Ao 3 W gd | 2155 e 5 055 Sled
dsdr) sls 2ol el o a3l 5 jlass Jlesl 05

(8

A e SIS L5y Sl glajles S
G S Bl e S 055 g ASile glasles
Tl s ol pme Aoy cla“):wm.ujﬂ Jals
Y/0 5 Y Slpesh gl (ol ok asls 0L uilly a0
Aol ims 5 DS 53 mI V0 5 Y Al GBS s 2
5 bold op e Olpsa S s p_f)ics Yo 5% /0
033 e 40 L Ay 2als Cel jb pme ol O
2 S LS e w03l alE 4 s 2]y e K2
AL o e o s 25 dd el
23 eSS N dslins s S 5y 13 V0 Ll

e Ko O35 Shess AN ssds Al L oss s

aslie Jadr bl (ol sl asls 0L bl
e SAS YO 5 Y dslis ol (7 Jodx) LSl
Islimg s« JUKa 53 I Y5 V0 Slsessgl o LKa s
Ot ohos 80608 Sl S5 4 s s 1) Y0
Kadls |y i ol ol (i 055 I U5
S Lo Y sl dasles p Sbel (7 Jsu)
3 Fs e SEF O3 el Ao aslie sy
Ol Wby ol el Sl O3y ol L s
S o S e Bl 3 a8 Slasles 55 &S das e
e 35 B, ln pli) (i 055 il el
JAS 1 biSile al O e 36 5 Sl oS 2l
Al e LB ks L 5 (25 e

TS 2 sl )ie phRgh b

At e 505 2 S glls
oy K ophe g She ) ASdle glasles
(el 8055 0303 OLE ilisls s ) 3 lssims
eSS VIO 5 X O Wl oS 515 OLES s Sils aylis
Olgeas HISa 55 2 Y0 5 Y /0 dwslius n 5 LS s
e S 038 Shess A LVo fals Cel balas o 2
‘C)T)'lw‘Ludcl)jquu}ﬂ.uu@cwdcbj

WL ) S B juide (arlgh @Il SUES (359 (81 Mo yd g (15 e SUES (359 (BB Mo pd g ISl Sbajles 1Y Jgae
S 55 g 4 2391 J S 90

Table 3. The effect of herbicide treatments on the percentage means of dodder dry weight loss and increasing sugarbeet
foliage dry weight compared to the control with dodder, in the greenhouse.

Sugar beet foliage dry weight increase (%)

Herbicide treatment Dosage Dodder dry weight loss (%)
Ethofumesate (SC) 1L.hat 71.36 c-e
Ethofumesate (SC) 15L. hat 61.32 d-f
Ethofumesate (SC) 2L.hat 56.91 ef
Ethofumesate (SC) 25L. hat 64.93 de
Metolachlor (EC) 1L hat 18.28 g
Metolachlor (EC) 2L.hat 55.93 ef
Metolachlor (EC) 25L. hat 68.16 c-e
Metolachlor (EC) 3L. hat 54.67 ef
Propyzamide (WP) 1kg. hat 4438 f
Propyzamide (WP) 15kg. ha™ 84.62 a-c
Propyzamide (WP) 2 kg. hat 95.69 ab
Propyzamide (WP) 2.5Kkg. hat 99.21a
Propyzamide (SC) 1L.hat 54.31 ef
Propyzamide (SC) 15L. hat 79.01 b-c
Propyzamide (SC) 2 L. hat 80.10 a-d
Propyzamide (SC) 25L. hat 98.63 a

39.34 b
24,52 cd
46.67 a
52.45a
16.05d
16.52d
19.50 cd
21.58 cd
26.40 cd
31.78 be
53.77 a
53.45a
156f
13.82 de
49.40a
50.86 a

Similar letters in each column indicate no significant difference at 5% probability level.
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Table 4. The effect of herbicide treatments on percentage means of dodder fresh and dry weight loss compared to the control
with dodder in Karaj.

Herbicide treatment Dosage Dodder fresh weight loss (%0) Dodder dry weight loss (%)
Ethofumesate (SC) 1L.hat 17.31f 52.98d
Ethofumesate (SC) 15L. hat 40.28 € 75.61¢c
Ethofumesate (SC) 2 L. hat 50.91 de 94.90 a
Ethofumesate (SC) 25L. hat 55.10d 90.42 ab
Metolachlor (EC) 1L. hat 36.82¢ 9.29e
Metolachlor (EC) 2L hat 58.24 d 76.82 ¢
Metolachlor (EC) 25L. hat 68.10 ¢ 76.79 ¢
Metolachlor (EC) 3L hat 73.33b 55.51d
Propyzamide (WP) 1kg. ha™ 79.76 ab 86.56 b
Propyzamide (WP) 15kg. hat 66.72 ¢ 94.65 a
Propyzamide (WP) 2 kg. hat 79.0 ab 9l.11ab
Propyzamide (WP) 2.5kg. hat 90.03a 92.21 ab
Propyzamide (SC) 1L.hat 68.91 bc 83.64 bc
Propyzamide (SC) 15L. hat 89.87 a 86.71b
Propyzamide (SC) 2L hat 74.67 b 90.58 ab
Propyzamide (SC) 25L. hat 75.43b 92.47 a

Similar letters in each column indicate no significant difference at 5% probability level.
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Table 5. The effect of herbicide treatments on percentage means of dodder fresh and dry weight compared to the control with
dodder in Orumieh.

Herbicide treatment Dosage Dodder fresh weight loss (%0) Dodder dry weight loss (%)
Ethofumesate (SC) 1L. hat 36.86 d 25.5d
Ethofumesate (SC) 15L. hat 36.21d 24.44d
Ethofumesate (SC) 2 L. hat 49.49b 55.68 ab
Ethofumesate (SC) 25L. hat 54.98 ab 55.66 ab
Metolachlor (EC) 1L. hat 1437 e 6.26 ef
Metolachlor (EC) 2 L. hat 13.67 ef 452¢g
Metolachlor (EC) 25L. hat 1581e 9.87e
Metolachlor (EC) 3L hat 11.17 ef 8.00e
Propyzamide (WP) 1kg. ha 4477 ¢ 44.82b
Propyzamide (WP) 15kg. hat 44.43 ¢ 4456 b
Propyzamide (WP) 2 kg. hat 53.09 ab 49.83b
Propyzamide (WP) 25kg. hat 57.19a 57.28 a
Propyzamide (SC) 1L. hat 49.68b 42.06 bc
Propyzamide (SC) 15L. hat 48.89 bc 41.39¢
Propyzamide (SC) 2 L. hat 54.90 ab 52.53 ab
Propyzamide (SC) 25L. hat 53.95 ab 55.70 ab

Similar letters in each column indicate no significant difference at 5% probability level.
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Table 6. The effect of herbicide treatments on the percentage means of sugarbeet increasing yield compared to the control
with dodder in Karaj and Orumieh.

Herbicide treatment Dosage

Increasing sugarbeet yield (%)

Karaj Oromieh
Ethofumesate (SC) 1L hat 59i 39.22 be
Ethofumesate (SC) 15L. hat 145.1 f 3458¢
Ethofumesate (SC) 2 L. hat 29252 ¢ 4751 ab
Ethofumesate (SC) 25L. hat 421.09b 53.01a
Metolachlor (EC) 1L.hat 299.35¢ 8.33e
Metolachlor (EC) 2 L. hat 245.32 cd 529e
Metolachlor (EC) 25L. hat 249.39 ¢ 7.22¢
Metolachlor (EC) 3L hat 1514 f 711e
Propyzamide (WP) 1kg. hat 181.35¢ 28.99 d
Propyzamide (WP) 15kg. ha 1975e 30.05 cd
Propyzamide (WP) 2 kg. hat 2459 cd 48.78 ab
Propyzamide (WP) 2.5kg. hat 490.03 a 49.15 ab
Propyzamide (SC) 1L hat 78.87h 39.92¢
Propyzamide (SC) 15L. hat 133.53¢g 348¢
Propyzamide (SC) 2 L. hat 165.82 ef 4297b
Propyzamide (SC) 25L. hat 240.36 cd 47.28 ab

Similar letters in each column indicate no significant difference at 5% probability level.
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Abstract

To investigate chemical control of dodder (Cuscuta campestris Yunk.) which is spreading in sugarbeet fields, an
experiment was conducted using metolachlor (commercial name Dual gold) at 1, 2, 2.5 &3 Lha™, two formulations of
propizamid (Wettable Powder: WP), commercial nhame Kerb and Suspension Concentrate: SC), commercial name
Burst) at 1, 1.5, 2 &2.5 L/kg ha'! and ethofumesate (commercial name Etho) 1, 1.5, 2 & 2.5 Lha™. The experiment was
performed in the Weed Research Department greenhouse, Karaj and Orumieh fields. The expermints were carried out in
a randomized complete blocks design with 17 treatments and 4 replications in the greenhouse and 16 treatments with 4
replications in the fields. All dosages were sprayed at 4 leaf stages of sugarbeet and before dodder attatchment. The
effect of herbicide treatments was analysed on dodder fresh and dry weight and sugarbeet yield. Greenhouse results
indicated that propizamid Burst 2.5 Lha as the the best herbicide treatment and caused the most decrease in dodder
fresh and dry weight (93 to 99%, compared to dodder infested control), and also the most increase in sugarbeet shoot
fresh and dry weight (51 to 94%) with Rasool cultivar. Based on field studies, propizamid Burst 2 to 2.5 Lha and
ethofumesate 2.5 Lha™* were the best treatments. As SC formulation is safer and easier to apply than WP formulation,
propizamid Burst 2 to 2.5 Lha* and ethofumesate 2.5 Lha are recommended for dodder control in sugarbeet.

Key words: Chemical management, formulation, parasitic weed, post-emergence herbicide



