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Figure 1 —Cocklebur dry weight changesin response to
imazethapyr dosages at different phenology stages of soybean
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Table 1 - Logistic equation parameters, the relationship between

imazethapyr dose and cocklebur dry weight at different
phenology stages of soybean

Yo o> o
Phenology .
stage of (d) E(E:;’O B pus R
soybean Upper (b)
limit Slope
1394.21 9.89 0.77
Two-leaved (33.99§ (2.81) (0.14) 462.29 0.99
137051 42.84 0.86
Three-leaved (33.51) (3.80) (0.10) 449.59 0.99
1393.6 61.67 0.69
Four-leaved (6.02) (1.13) (0.02) 1454 0.99

" Values in parenthesis present standard errors.
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Table 2 -L ogistic equation parameters, the relationship between imazethapyr dose and cocklebur height at different phenology stages of

soybean
Phenology stage of soybean (d) Yo o> ED50 (e) (b) & s RMSE R?
Upper limit Slope
Two-leaved 118.85(3.52) 13.31 (2.68) 1.25 (0.22) 4.95 0.99
Three-leaved 120.01 (4.51) 113.89 (29.70) 0.57 (0.16) 8.14 0.99
Four-leaved 118.35 (3.19) 182.59 (57.78) 0.48 (0.12) 4.08 0.99

"Values in parenthesis present standard errors.
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Figure 2- Cocklebur height changesin response to imazethapyr dosages at different phenology stages of soybean
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Table 3 —L ogistic equation parameters, the relationship between imazethapyr dose and cocklebur branches number at different phenology
stages of soybean

Phenology stage of soybean (d) Yo o> ED50 (e) (b) & e RMSE R?
Upper limit Slope
Two-leaved 28.49 (0.40) 0.56 (0.70) 0.45 (0.13) 0.06 0.99
Three-leaved 26.24 (0.22) 7.56 (1.47) 0.39 (0.037) 0.02 0.99
Four-leaved 27.61 (0.53) 28.81 (2.93) 0.72 (0.08) 0.11 0.99
"Values in parenthesis present standard errors.
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Figure 3. Cocklebur branches number changesin response to imazethapyr dosages at different phenology stages of soybean
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Table 4 -L ogistic equation parameters, the relationship between imazethapyr dose and cocklebur seed dry weight at different phenology
stages of soybean

Phenology stage of soybean (d) ¥4 v ED50 () (b) fa3 RMSE R?
Upper limit Slope

Two-leaved 155.55(2.18) 12.28 (1.51) 0.89 (0.08) 1.90 0.99

Three-leaved 153.60 (1.78) 98.96 (7.41) 0.56 (0.05) 1.26 0.99

Four-leaved 153.45 (0.52) > 98.96 0.59 (0.02) 0.108 0.99

" Values in parenthesis present standard errors.

2 Dry weight reduction of cocklebur weed based anringe of imazethapyr dosage was less than 5@&the ERQ; was not estimable.
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Figure 2. Cocklebur seed dry weight changesin response to imazethapyr dosages at different phenology stages of soybean
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Table5- Logistic equation parameters, the relationship between imazethapyr dose and soybean grain yield at different phenology stages of

soybean
Phenology stage of soybean (€) ol v (d) ¥4 v ED50 () (b) & s RMSE R?
L ower limit Upper limit Slope
Two-leaved 1069.99 (56.36)  3227.01 (440.33) 24.97 (8.30)  1.17 (0.55) 635.40 0.99
Three-leaved 1004.49 (35.33)  2621.68 (100.09) 25.22 (1.92) 1.86 (0.41) 249.69 0.99
Four -leaved 1023.50 (0.02) 2453.43 (0.03) 28.33 (0.00) 2.64 (0.00) 0.00 1.00
. Values in parenthesis present standard errors.
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Figure 5 —Soybean grain yield changesin response to imazethapyr at different phenology stages
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A Study on Reduced Dosages Effect of Imazethapyr at Different Phenology
Stages of Soybean (Glycine max) on Cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium)

Mitra Vasheghani FarahdniSaeed VazdnHossein Najafiand Hamid Reza Sasarffar

Department of Agronomy, Karaj Branch, Islamic Atuiversity, Karaj, Iran?Plant Protection Research Institute. Tehran, Iran.

Abstract

A factorial experiment was conducted based on ranited complete block design with four replicatiom®rder to
investigate of the effect of reduced dosages ofzetlmpyr at various growth stages of soybean oklelogr at
Mahdasht, Karagduring 2009-10. The evaluated experimental facteese included five levels of imazethapyr
dosage (0, 25, 50, 75 and 100 g a.i')rend soybean phenological growth stage in thregest (two, three and four-
leaved stage). The Fitting of experimental dataheylogistic equations showed that the imazethapplication at
two-leaved stage of soybean had the highest effe¢he reduction of shoot dry weight, height, numtfeaxillary
branch and seed dry weighof cocklebur. Using 9.89 g a.i. hamazethapyr at two-leaved stage of soybean led to
50% reduction in dry weight of cockleburThis reduction amount at 3 and 4-leaved stagesogbean were
obtained by imazethapyr application in the dosafe2.84 and 61.67 g a.i. harespectively. Moreover, the results
showed that any significant difference was observetiveen 75 and 100 g ai. haf for imazethapyr in the
cocklebur control. Therefore, the application afueed dose of 75 g a.i. ha@an suitably control cocklebur at two-
leaved stage of soybean. The highest yield of smy{8327 kg hd) was also achieved by imazethapyr application
during the two-leaved growth stage.
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