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2- Cynodon dactylon

3- Amaranthus retroflexus
4- Amaranthus blitoides
5- Chenopodium album
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1- Post-anova analyses
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Table 1- ANOVA (mean of square) Amaranthus retroflexus dray dry weight, 15 and 45 days after the application of
herbicide.
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Fig. 2- Dray weight of Amaranthus retroflexus (g.m) in
different rates of Foramsulfuron (1.ha), at first stage
sampling (15 days after the application of herbicide).
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Fig. 1- Dray weight of Amaranthus retroflexus (g.m?) in
different planting systems, at first stage sampling (15 days after

the application of herbicide).
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Table 2- Interactions slicing between planting patterns and different rates of the application of herbicide treatments for
Amaranthus retroflexus dray weight (means of square of B levels (different rates of the herbicide) per each level of A
(planting pattern), 45 days after the application of herbicide.
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Fig. 4- Relationship between dray weight of Amaranthus
retroflexus and rate of herbicide application, 15 days
after the application of herbicide in single row, (.....),

rectangular twin row (_._) and crinkle twin row planting

patterns (_).
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Fig. 3- Relationship between dray weight of Amaranthus
retroflexus and rate of herbicide application, 45 days
after the application of herbicide in single row, (.....),
rectangular twin row (_._) and crinkle twin row planting

patterns (_).
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Table 3- ANOVA (mean of square) Amaranthus blitoides dray dry weight, 15 and 45 days after the application of herbicide.
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Table 4- Interactions slicing between planting patterns and different rates of the application of herbicide treatments
for Amaranthus blitoides dray weight (means of square of B levels (different rates of the herbicide) per each level of A
(planting pattern), 15 and 45 days after the application of herbicide.
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Fig. 6- Relationship between dray weight of Chenopodium

album and rate of herbicide application, 15 days after the
application of herbicide in single row, (.....), rectangular

twin row (_._) and crinkle twin row planting patterns (_ ).
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Fig. 5- Relationship between dray weight of Amaranthus blitoides

and rate of herbicide application, 15 days after the application of
herbicide in single row, (.....), rectangular twin row (_._) and

crinkle twin row planting patterns (_ ).
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Table 5- ANOVA (mean of square) Chenopodium album dray dry weight, 15 and 45 days after the application of herbicide.
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Table 6- Interactions slicing between planting patterns and different rates of the application of herbicide treatments for
Chenopodium album dray weight (means of square of B levels (different rates of the herbicide) per each level of A (planting
pattern), 15 days after the application of herbicide.
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Fig. 8- Dray weight of Chenopodium album (gr.m)
in different rates of Foramsulfuron (lit.ha™), at first

stage sampling (15 days after the application of
herbicide)
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Fig.7- Dray weight of Chenopodium album (gr.m?) in
different planting systems, at first stage sampling (15

days after the application of herbicide)
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Table 7- Interactions slicing between planting patterns and different rates of the application of herbicide treatments for corn
grain yield (means of square of B levels (different rates of the herbicide) per each level of A (planting pattern)
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Fig. 9- Percent Yield loss to complete hand weeding, in single row, (.....), rectangular twin row (_._) and
crinkle twin row planting patterns (_ ).
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The effect of Planting Pattern of corn (Zea mays L.) in Reducing Foramsulfuron
Dose

M. SafarKhanloo*, E. Zand, M.A. Baghestani, A. Valadabadi and A. Bagheril

Abstract

In order to evaluate of using planting pattern for reducing herbicides dose in corn (single cross
704), a field experiment was conducted in 2007 at research field of Collage of Agriculture, Islamic
Azad University branch of Takestan. The experimental design was randomized complete block with
18 treatments and using factorial design with 4 replications. Treatments consisted of corn planting
pattern in 3 levels (single row, rectangular twin row and crinkle twin row), and weed control
treatments in 6 levels (rates of 1, 1.5, 2, 2.5 I/ha foramsulfuron, A weed free as control and full season
hand weeding control). Biomass of weed species 15 and 45 days after post emergence herbicide
application, and seed yield of corn were measured. Results of statistical analysis showed that different
dose of herbicide in each planting pattern had a various effect on weeds. Application of low rates of
herbicide in crinkle planting pattern was similar to higher dosages of herbicide in rectangular and
single planting pattern. The most seed yield was occurred in the crinkle planting pattern with rate of 2
l.ha' foramsulfuron and the lowest seed yield was belong to single row planting pattern.
Environmental and economical advantages can be obtained by reducing herbicide rates, and selecting
an appropriate planting pattern.

Keywords: Amaranthus retroflexus, Amaranthus blitoides, Chenopodium album, Crop
arrangement, Competiton, Foramsulfuron
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