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Control
20.5a 2.5a 0.0d 11.2a 0.0 3.5a 0.0 3.5a V4)
14.5b 2.2a 2.5a 3.5b 0.0 3.2a 0.0 3.0a (V6)
9.25¢ 1.7ab 2.2a 2.0b 0.0 2.0b 0.0 1.2b (v8)
6.0d 1.2b 1.5b 1.2bc 0.0 1.2c 0.0 0.7b (V10)
3.0e 0.0c 1.2bc 1.0e 0.0 0.7c 0.0 0.0c (V14)
1.5f 0.0c 0.7c 0.0e 0.0 0.7c 0.0 0.0c (T)
0.0g 0.0c 0.0d 0.0e 0.0 0.0d 0.0 0.0c (H)
Infested
23.5d 0.0c 0.0c 12.2de 4.7a 3.0bcd 3.5bcd 0.0d (vV4)
39.2b 0.0c 4.0ab 21.7b 4.7a 5.0ab 3.5bcd 0.0d (V6)
55.7a 3.7b 4.7a 28.2a 4.0a 6.2a 5.2a 3.5bcd (v8)
43.0b 4.0b 4.0ab 21.5b 0.0b 3.7cb 5.0ab 4.2ab (V10)
39.0b 6/0a 3.2ab 17.5bc 0.0b 3.2bcd 3.7abc 4.5a (V14)
33.5¢ 3.7b 3.0ab 14.7cd 0.0b 2.5cd 2.5cd 3.5bcd (T)
23.0d 3.7b 2.5b 9.2e 0.0b 2.0d 2.0d 3.0c (H)
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Means in each column followed by same letter are nsignificantly different at probability level of 5% level (Duncan Multiple Range test).
4" leaf (V4), 8" leaf (V6), &"leaf (V8), 10" leaf (V10), 14 leaf (V14), tasseling (T) & harvest stages
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Table2: The effect of weeding time on dry weight (@m?) of different weed species
; . . . 9/ 8 Sl S
s e g5 e ple ) g %"@ g3 0 e o a [ ;h B Bl GL
. H g s
Total weeds " Al /. Bar:'n;/ard /. Velvet leaf /. Car:/t\{al:gu o /. Johnson w’ S Treatment
Other grass p grass Wild (AR Red root
Weeds pigweed pigweed
Control
272.1a 2.1 5.4b 0 0.0c 91.9 248.8a 0.0 0.0 34 9.2ab 0.0 0.0 31 8.4a v4)
58.4a 23.9 14.0a 4.7 2.8a 30.6 17.9b 0.0 0.0 24.3 14.2a 0.0 0.0 16.2 9.4a (V6)
29.7c 41.8 12.4a 5.0 1.5ab 11.3 3.3c 0.0 0.0 25.1 7.0b 0.0 0.0 16.6 4.9b (v8)
20.9cd 34.5 7.2b 6.6 1.4abc 9.8 2.0c 0.0 0.0 333 7.0b 0.0 0.0 15.4 3.2c (V10)
9.8de 23.0 2.2bc 12.7 1.2abc 8/3 0.8c 0.0 0.0 55.9 5.2b 0.0 0.0 0 0.0d (V14)
1.8ef 0 0.0c 441 0.8bc 0 0.0c 0.0 0.0 55.8 1.0c 0.0 0.0 0 0.0d ()]
0.0f 0 0.0c 0 0.0c 0 0.0c 0.0 0.0 0.0c 0.0 0.0 0 0.0d (H)
Infested
54.09f 0 0.0e 0.03 0.4d 85.4 46.2e 11.3 6.1c 0.9 0.4b 24 1.3c 0 0.0e V4)
187.3e 0 0.0e 0.05 0.9d 94.0 175.9d 4.2 7.9b 0.5 0.9ab 1.3 2.4bc 0 0.0e (V6)
283.7d 0.5 1.5d 0.06 0.1cd 92.3 262.0c 4.3 12.1a 0.5 1.3ab 2.0 5.8ab 0.2 0.7de (v8)
391.2¢c 1.1 4.2c 0.06 0.2cd 95.8 374.9b 0 0.0d 0.6 24a 1.8 7.1a 0.6 2.3dc (V10)
425.6bc 14 6.0b 0.5 2.1ab 95.1 404.9ab 0 0.0d 0.4 1.4ab 1.6 7.1a 1.0 4.0bc (V14)
450.7ab 1.6 7.4b 0.3 1.2bc 95.1 428.7ab 0 0.0d 0.1 0.5b 1.6 7.2a 1.2 5.6ab (T)
482.5a 3.9 18.8a 0.7 3.2a 92.0 442 .4a 0 0.0d 0.3 1.7ab 1.8 8.9a 15 7.5a (H)
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Means in each column followed by same letter are nsignificantly different at probability level of 5% level (Duncan Multiple Range test).
%: percent of different kind of weeds dry weight ascompared with total dry weight weed in each treatrent
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Table 3: The growth rate of weeds (g /riday) in weed infested control

e gl
S5 m iy oL =9 A gl e Ay, Days
Barnyard grass Velvet leaf Johnson grass Wild pigweed Red root after planting
pigweed
0.07b+0.04 7.66a+0.07 0.10b+0.08 0.16b+0.01 0.06b+0.04 24 (V4)
0.11b+0.02 9.53a+0.07 0.12b+0.01 0.30b+0.09 0.11b+0.02 34 (V6)
0.09b+0.04 12.98a+0.07 0.19b+0.03 0.19b+0.08 0.12b+0.04 44(V8)
0.02b+0.04 8.42a+0.08 0.00b0.1 0.14b+0.07 0.17b+0.04 52 (V10)
0.01b+0.02 3.92a+0.1 0.05b+0.% 0.07b+0.02 0.15b+0.02 58 (V14)
0.01b+0.0% 0.25d+0.07 0.12c+0.05 0.03ab+0.05 0.08a+0.01 69 (t)
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Means (means + Se) in each row followed by sametétare not significantly different at the 5% level (Duncan Mean Range test).

4" |eaf (V4), 8" leaf (V6), &' leaf (V8), 10" leaf (V10), 14 leaf (V14), tasseling (T) & harvest stages (h)
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Table 4: mean comparison of corn grain yield in wefree and weed infested treatments

(h) (t) (V14) (V10 (V8) (V6) V4) phonological stag
3.5i 5.4g 5.99 6.7f 7.7de 8.2bcd 8.6abc (weed infested to this stage
9.1a 8.9ab 8.8ab 8.7ab 7.99cd 7.2ef 4.5h (weed free from this stage
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Means in each row followed by same letter are notgnificantly different at the 5% level (Duncan Mean Range test).
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Effect of Weeding Time on the Species CompositioRJant Density, Dry Weight
and Physiological Traits of Weeds in Corn{eamaysL.)

Marjaneh Habibi Savadkoohi, Hemmatollah Pirdadrdj,Amini, Arasto Abbasian, Sara Keramati

Department of Agronomy and Plant Breeding, Sarii@gtural Sciences and Natural Resources UniverSigyi. Iran

Abstract

In order to investigating the effect of weeding dinon the species composition, plant density, drygieand
physiological characteristics of weeds in co#ea mays (L.) cv. SC 704), a field study was conducted ati S
Agricultural Science and Natural Resources Univegiisi 2006. The experiment consisted of 14 treatsierhich laid
out in a randomized complete block design with @lications. The treatments included weed free arddrinfested
period to &' leaf (V4), " leaf (V6), 8"leaf (V8), 10" leaf (V10), 14" leaf (V14), tasseling (T) and harvest stages (Full
season weed infestation and weed control werehbeks). Results showed that weeds density increaked weeds
were allowed to grow until corn V8 stage and deseeaafter this stage; however,'weeds could affeatoon plants
because of increasing their dry weight and cormipetiability. Results showed that weeds density dndweight
significantly decreased with increasing of weedtamrperiod length. Generally; velvetleafutilon theophrasti) with
density around 50 percentage of total weed derhityng growing-Season has recognized as dominaet vead
highest percentage of leaf index in weed infestedod related to velvetleaf. Result indicated tlealp competition
period of weeds in corn crop was between V4 to ¥tHges, thus if the weeds are controlled withis tiériod, corn
yield would be protected against a significant sgettl reduction.

Keyword: Leaf Area Index, Growth rate, Phenological Stagdmutilon



