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Table L-FJfen of planting date and vector control on the incidence of yellows and turly top and on I>ugarheel production at three harvest 
datC's. Values arc Il1cam of four replications. Side Hcld Station J966-67. 

Planting daw and numher of Temik applicationsDate o( SignHkanr 
observation No\,. I Feb. LSI) efkels, 
or harvest 0 4 0 2 0 5" or Jess.!
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(\,~, YeHo\,,';,; 

81 81 'i0 1\8 14 P. 

Curlvtop 


1') ;) I 9 1 z?) 19 PXT 

12 18 :lS 94 71 !10 22 P. I'XT 
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~)O. J 25.9 26.0 25.1 2L{) I'!.:l 	 10.3 3.0 p. T 
28.7 	 ~) 1 . 1 25.4 22.fi Ed) I ~.7 2.6 P. 1 

33.5 26.0 25.2 H.6 U.7 3.t1 P, T 
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Table 2.-Effeu of planting date and Tcmik treatment 011 the number of 
aphids pI,,. plant. Two replications were (ounted en each date. West Side 
1967-68. 

Date 
observed 

:\luubel' of aphids I'cr plant 

March 12 02 ,to 0,4 2.0 02 1.5 
y[arch 20 0.1 3J) 0.2 0.1 5.0 
»larch 0.4 50 0,2 11.0 0.0 9.0 OJ) 0.5 

OJ) lLO (l.T 20.0 1.0 9.0 OJ) 
1.0 1:1.0 0.5 1.0 1',.0 0.'1 {),;) 

1.0 J7.0 0.2 100.0 0.:1 3J.O 0".J 2.0 
1 ,>.0 380 0.9 12.0 35 10.0 
OJ; 6.0 0.5 6.5 0,;) 1.0 7,ri 

TabJt- )l,-Effect of 
leafhoppers. Va It"" 

and Temik treatment on relatiYe numbers of sugarhec! 
four replications. West Side Field Station 1967·68. 

Date 

observed 

Planting- date and number of 

Dec. 15 Feb,-cj ---, 

3 I) o 
:-italldard insect nct 

5/16/18 0.3 0.3 33 
5/2R 0.3 Lj IH 1.3 0.0 1.0 
GIG c.O 0,0 10.0 0,0 (),O 11.0 1.3 
Gill 0,3 0.0 4.0 0.0 0,;; :),3 4.0 
fi/20 0,5 1.0 4.8 O.R !1.8 0.8 4.:' 2.8 

0,0 1.5 0,0 10,0 0.0 3'> 0.5 1.0 05 
7/3 0.0 6,0 0.0 (J.t) 1.0 (),Q 16,0 2,0 1.5 
7/10 0.0 0.8 0,0 2.0 0.0 0.8 0,0 35 0.0 0.0 
7/16 0,0 5,0 0.3 (),O 0.0 2,0 0.0 6.3 0,5 3,0 

7/25 0.0 8,3 0,3 OJ) 0.0 10,5 2.0 3,3 

7/'1l 0.7 4,0 0<>,J 8,0 0,0 4,0 0,0 10,/ LO 

too .'mall for accurate 

Table 4,-Effcct of planting date and Temik treatment on cent disea,;;('. Pcn:entagcs 
are a'l;erages of thnc replications. West Side Field Station 

Planting date and nurnbcr of T('utik ~lpp!kations 

Date 
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--",nv. ,--- ))"',,-(.-]"'5;---- Feb.--;----~···.·'o ----;-; 
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90 

1 \\,hCl'C sho\vu plants were too smail for symptom evaluation. 
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Table 5.-Effect of applIcauon, and har\lcst date on sugarbcct root Yl(:ld and sucrose cOlH:cntratioll. Values afe aycragcs of 
four rcpU<:ations. 'Vest 

Planting dale and nUrnh(T or T{'mik appllcations 

Harvest J\Iar. 15 May I LSD 

date 0 I) or 
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~12.:) ~().;) 21.11 Ci.:) 6.1 fi.9 1', T. PXT 
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11 21.2 11 1.:1 r. PXI' 
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14.7 14 ..1 L:-;,;, 13.5 B.2 P. I'XT 

9/11 Fl.7 P. [" "X'J 
H.I J:'L:; 0.5 !. I'X1 

14.6 11.0 IU 1.1 l' 
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Temik treated beets since the a sligarbect is before 
infected with the less will be the yield reduclton 
caused hy the viruses. 

Sugarbeet leafhopper populations were high enough to eval" 
uate the ability of 'femik to control this insect. Temik treatment 
consistently kept the level at less than 1 per 
10 sweeps for the first 4 . 1 - Ylarch 15) 
bllt did not consistently of leafhoppers on 
:VIay I planted beets incidence of curly top in 
the various treatments the level of leafhopper 
control. That Temik treatment reduced 
top in the first 4 planting dates but not I planting. 

Yield results are for the 19GH trial in Ta ble 5. In both 
trials 1 
dunion for the first 

For the 4 earlier 
resulted in all average 
and G.O tons of heets acre in Ifj67 and 
The inahility of to cOlltrol 
infection of :Hay planted beets the virus accounts 
for the very pOOl root of tbis Therefore. 

Temik appears to be for sup­
pressing yellows and curl Ineasures 
such as early plantiug. and use 
of a virus resistant \, ~nietv afe crop pro­
d uctiol1. ; 

The incidence of curly top in untreated l'\ovem­
ber I, December 15, and Fehruarv I the second trial 

was quite low and. therefore. m'ost of the increase result-
from Temik applications for these 3 dates of 

be attributed to suppre~sjon of 
;\:1arcl1 L") plallting was due to 

Temik rather 
of beet roots. ,\lost 
as is not known to affect sucrose concentration. 

Since Temik is also effective as a 
'were collected from that had and 
Examination of these samples did not reveal nematodes that 
affect beets. It is our conclusion that the increase 
due application ,vas due to the of lo"ws 
and top. 
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Summary 

Temik, a soil applied insecticide, reduced the incidence of 
yellows and curly top and increased root production and sucrose 
concentration of sugar beets. 1m proved sugar production was 
associated with control of the insect vectors of these diseases. 

Early planting (November to February) was important in 
maximizing root production. Delaying planting until May greatly 
reduced the incidence of yellows but increased the incidence 
of curly top to the extent that a profitable root yield could not 
be achieved at any date of harvest. 
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