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Table 1-Analysis of variance density and weeds dry weight during 3 stages of sampling after planting

Source of Degree of Mean Squre
variation freedom 48 dap 75 dap 103 dap 48 dap 75 dap 103 dap
Number Number Number . . .
Of Weed Of Weed Of Weed Dry weight Dry weight Dry weight
Replications 3 1843.40 2773.25 1547.54 105.89 2192.99 1334.41
Density (D) 2 35328** 5249.99** 2633.67** 1019.04** 6999.17** 1479.73*
Error (a) 6 556.59 1278.85 167.83 66.02 690.99 419.16
Management(M) 3 17146** 10352** 2832.01* 1522.43** 6697.20** 7703.73**
DxM 6 3627.05** 765.77** 511.09** 70.6% 1679.57* 1361.83**
Error (b) 27 138.81 195.72 120.52 31.39 514.52 368.62
(C.V) 14.41 28.90 19.49 10.70 12.57 15.10

ns, * and **: Non significant and significant P<0.05 and P< 0.01 respectively. dap: days after planting. C.V.: Coefficient of variation
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Table 2- Means comparison of corn density on the density and weeds dry weights during 3 stages of sampling after planting

48 dap 75 dap 103 dap 48 dap 75 dap 103 dap
Number Number Number
Density Of Weed  Of Weed Of Weed Dry Dry weight Dry
(plant per  plantper) plantper)  plant per) we|g_r21t g.m?) we|g_r21t
hectare) ) ) ) g.m") g.m")
m m (m
70000 136° 67.18 46.77° 27.73° 5373 To6 01
80000 53.57 46.98" 2263 21.60° 73.96° *44.39
90000 55.69" 31.04 42.05° 11.91" 31.13 3.4

Means with the same letter in each column have no significant difference (P<0.05).dap: days after planting
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Table 3- Means comparison of different management methods on the density and weeds dry weight during 3 stages
of sampling after planting

48 dap 75 dap 103 dap 48 dap 75 dap 103 dap
Number
Number Number . . .
plant per ) Of Weed Of Weed Of Weed Dry weight Dry weight Dry weight
Management (@.m?) (@.m?) (g.m?)
(m? (plant per m®)  (plant per m?) : : :
weed infested a a a a a a
control 136.94 88.70 58.98 36.71 80.63 75.38
one time spading 68.00" 48.65 36.98" 15.17" 57.94" *77.65
Nicosulfuron (A ) \ . . . .
70.87 36.52 27.63 18.52 51.25 35.66
| ha-1)
Nicosulfuron . . . . b
(2 lha-1) 51.20 19.72¢ 25.27 11.26 23.27 30.02

Means with the same letter in each column have no significant difference (P<0.05). dap: days after planting.
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Table 4- Means comparison of interactions of corn density and different management methods on the number and weeds dry weights during
3 stages of sampling after planting

Density
(plant per Management 48 dap 75 dap 103 dap 48 dap 75 dap 103 dap
hectare)
Number Number Number
Of Weed Of Weed Of Weed Dry weight Dry weight Dry weight
plant per ) plant per ) plant per ) @.m?) @.m?) @.m?)
(m? (m? (m?
weed infested 125.14% 65.84 70.27° 24.97% 62,73 54.02°
control
one time spading 27.36" 19.72¢ 39.86° 7.56° 22.84° 28.66"°
Nicosulfuron (\
70000 16.39" 16.39¢ 25.28bcd 5.99° 24.95¢ 28.77¢%
I.ha-1)
Nicosulfuron
ha-1)(2 | 53.89% 22.22¢ 33.61™ 9.1C¢ 18.04° 29.00¢%
weed infested 177.08 105.84° 78.19% 46.49° 80.81%° 123.35°
control
one time spading 145.83 67.08° 39.02° 22.50 45,78°%® 107.09°
Nicosulfuron (
80000 155.00° 66.25% 44.02° 27.62" 50.33% 50.21
I.ha-1)
Nicosulfuron
ha-1).(2 | 66.11° 29.58¢ 25.83 14.33° 38.00% 30.60"°
Weigri?rfglsmd 108.61 95.45% 28.47" 38.68° 98.36% 9237
one time spading 30.84%" 59.17° 32.08™ 15.46°%¢ 105.22° 64.59
Nicosulfuron (\
90000 41.25% 26.94¢ 13.61¢ 21.95¢%%° 78.48%¢ 19.96°
I.ha-1)
Nicosulfuron
ha-1).(2 | 33.619" 7.36' 16.38% 10.34° 13.78° 17.35°
Means with the same letter in each column have no significant difference (P<0.05).dap: dayafieg.
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Table 5- Analysis of variance ofyield and yield components of corn

Degree Ear number Number Number . .
Source of number . 100 seed Biological Seed
variation . of of plant number of rows of grains of seeds weight yie?d yield HI
reedom per plant per ear per row per ear
Replication 3 15.57 28.27 8.04 72.57 10745 23.87 66.93 3.39 31.45
Density (D) 2 14.51™ 14.06™ 5.52¢ 5.06™ 1382.84™ 15.46™ 157.39 1.98 4.35™
Error (a) 6 3.07 12.44 16.57 66.62 14903 10.45 90.65 2.15 22.32
Management(M) 4 5.98™ 7.30¢ 42.06° 236.52" 49448 59.94" 379.86° 8.79 58.56"
DxM 6 3.55™ 2.92™ 7.56"™ 8.89"™ 2665.66" 12.11"™ 6.07" 0.4¢ 3.01"™
Error (b) 27 5.76 6.03 7.71 17.72 5010.92 8.04 18.82 0.52 6.52
(C.V) 18.78 17.25 8.78 14.61 23.82 18.80 22.88 19.87 29.72

* **Means with the same letter in each column have no significant difference (P<0.05). C.V.: Coefficient of variation
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Table 6- Means comparison the effect of corn density on yield and yield components

. Ear . .
Density number of number number of Number of Number 100 seed Blolpglcal Seed HI
(plant per lant er plant rows per grains per of seeds weight (gr) yield yield (percent)
hectare) P perp ear row per ear gnt (g (ton.ha) (ton.ha?) P
b a a a a a a a a
70000 11.90 8.05 9.46 11.84 127.63 14.10 15.82 1.07 6.95
ak a a a a a a a a
80000 12.85 9.55 9.24 11.90 12.587 15.69 19.84 1.39 6.24
90000 13.60 9.45 10.24 12.74 141.07 15.56 21.21 1.70 6.08"

Means with the same letter in each column have no significant difference (P<0.05).
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Table 7- Means comparison the effect of different methods to managment on yield and yield components
Ear b Numb Number 100 seed  Biological Seed
number number number umber umber see iological ee HI
Management of plant per plant of rows of grains of seeds  weight yield yield (percent)
P per ear per row per ear (ar) (ton. ha-1) (ton.ha) P
Weigr;?:c‘;smd 12.66° 8.91° 11.52 18.59° 22630  18.62 2788 2.75° 9.28°
weed free 11.91% 8.25% 9.63* 11.69° 120.90 13.22 14.97° 0.96™ 6.0
one time 12.33° 9.50° 10.84 13.00° 146.98 15.64° 18.86 1.48 7.31®
spading
Nicosulfuron (A .
I ha-1) 13.50° 8.33% 6.63 6.17° 48.63% 13.17° 14.02 0.45°¢ 3.20°
ha-
Nicosulfuron "
ha-1).(2 | 13.50° 10.08° 9.60% 11.34° 114.824 14.94° 19.75 1.31° 6.32°

Means with the same letter in each column have no significant difference (P<0.05).
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Abstract

In order to investigate the possibility of integrated weed management in corn fields an experiment was conducted in a split-plot with
randomized complete blocks design with four replications in Arak Islamic Azad University Research Center during 2008. Treatments
were corn density at three levels 70, 80 and 90 thousand plants per hectare in main plots and weed management at five levels
including weed free and weed infested controls, one time cultivation, one and two liters per hectare of Nicosolforon. Results
indicated that, there was no significant difference between one and two lit/ha _of nicosulfuron treatments in high corn density was
treatments. Therefore, the best corn density for reducing the dose of nicosulfuron 90,000 plants per hectare. Based on the results
obtained from present research, in organic agricultural system, herbicide could be omitted for controlling weeds in corn using on time
cultivation at 4-6 leaf stage of weeds plus corn density at 90,000 plants per hectare.

Key Words: Corn, Density, Nicosoloforon, Spading, IWM.
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