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Table 1- Analysis of variance for grain yield and yield components of corn under different planting methods and different
herbicides treatments
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16.30672846  0.14034888 3.02047866 125.4526290 0.55908978 12444604.34 3 B‘_I?(l;k
6.78411768™ 0.30216105™  0.51811733™ 39.6727017"™ 0.42879878™ 22255181.02° 3 WK o
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*and ** : Significant at 1% and 5% levels, respectively.
ns : .Non significiant.
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Table 2- Grain yield and yield components of corn under different planting methods
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19.769a  4.25685b  27.6124a 37.289a 13.7589 a b 6451.5 One row planting with
recommended density
Jgere o515 b ST 5 adnd, 9
20225a  4.42500ab  27.6611a 39.315a 13.8512a 7333.4 ab Two rows planting with
recommended density
25 o515 L SIs e,
20.832a  4.49970a  27.8922a 39.872a 14.0506 a 8380.8a Two rows planting with 0.25
times more than recommended
density
K o515 L SIs i,
20.735a  4.43750ab  27.8420a 39.685a 13.9315a 8220.2a Two rows planting with 0.5

times more than recommended

density
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Means followed by similar letters in each column are not significantly different at 5% probability level, according to Duncan
Multiple Range Test.
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Table 3- Grain yield and yield components of corn under different herbicides treatments.
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Ear length diameter 100-grain Grain yield Treatment
(cm) weight (g) Number of Number of kernel (Kg/ha)
(cm) kernels per row rows per ear
21.0000a  4.53750 a 28.6501 a 41.625a 14.7813 a a8094.8 5y ks o9 Jals
Weed-free control
19.6536a  4.26250 ¢ 27.0563 b 36.000 b 13.4688 b 52387 b 50 e |y el
Weedy control
At S o cuslyl p Ssls
20.3125a  4.35833abc  27.5651 ab 38.094 ab 13.6875 b 7987.8a S o il
Atrazin 1 L/ha+ EPTC
4 L/ha
O S o cuslyl p Ssls
209375a  4.47813ab  28.1133ab 40.656 ab 14.0625 ab 8083.6 a S Sl 2
Atrazin 1 L/ha+ EPTC
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6+ lse 5 el p Ssbs1
205469a  4.43438abc  27.8157 ab 39.406 ab 13.6927 b 7998.3a S o il
Atrazin 1 L/ha+ EPTC
6 L/ha
O S o cusll p Ssls
19.6563a  4.29063 bc 27.0686 b 37.594 ab 13.5625 b 77063 a S o 5V 2]
Atrazin 1 L/ha +
Allachlor 5 L/ha
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EPTC 6 L/ha
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Means followed by similar letters in each column are not significantly different at 5% probability level, according to Duncan
Multiple Range Test.
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Investigating the possibility of reducing herbicide application in corn
(Zea mays L.) by using density and planting pattern

N. S. Monfared”, 1. Alahdadi, M. A. Baghestani, H. Iran nejad, E. Zand and A. Razzazi'

Abstract

In order to study the effects of corn density and planting pattern for reducing herbicide application,
an experiment was carried out in 2007 at Varamin Research Station of Plant Protection Research
Institute. The experimental design was a randomized complete block in a split plot arrangement with 4
replications. Experimental factors consisted of planting patterns at 4 levels included one row planting
on each ridge with recommended density, two rows planting on each ridge with recommended density,
0.25 and 0.5 times more than recommended density in main plots and herbicide at 5 levels including
Atrazin 1 L/ha plus EPTC 4, 5 and 6 L/ha, Atrazin 1 L/ha plus Allachlor 5 L/ha, EPTC 6 L/ha in
subplots. Weed-free and weedy controls were added to treatments. Results indicated that altering
planting pattern to two rows planting with 0.25 and 0.5 times more than recommended density
significantly increased grain yield. Grain yield of herbicide treatments except weedy control had no
significant difference in comparison with weed-free control. Therefore by using reduced rates of
herbicides it is possible to decrease herbicide application. Herbicide application had significant effect
on number of kernel rows per ear, 100-grain weight and ear diameter and grain yield was increased.
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1- A Contribution from Tehran University, Pardise Abourayhan, Department of Weed Research, Plant Pest and Disease Research
Institute and Isfahan University Of Technology
(* - Corresponding author Email: Neda_sm@yahoo.com)



