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Effect of herbicides on weeds and corn yields in different tillage systems
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Table 1- Weed flora of experimental plots

et ol ol 2
Name Scientific name Family
(Lambsquarter)s 5 sk Chenepodium album Chenepodiaceae
(Sophora) oL, =k Sophora alopecuroide Legominoseae
(Red root pigweed) .5 = Amaranthus retroflexus Amaranthaceae
(Cockspur grass) s s Echinochloa crus-gall Poaceae
(Bermuda grass) & ,» = Cyndon dactylon Poaceae

Sud s Shes 558 glacale 5 lbeiT Glasles 51 wbyls 450 =Y Jgd
Table 2- Analysis of variance of the effects of experimental treatments on weeds and maize yield

Sla e o Sibee
Mean squer
o esl5T o S sbcde oS5 G cbcale ¢SCas o3y 5 Slas
Sourceﬂof \)ariation " Weeds density Weeds dry matter yield
& ek E oo eSSk E o S5 "R
Narrow Broad Narrow Broad . .
biological Seed
leaves leaves leaves leaves
<
I’_ ’i _ 2 3.25ns 10.22* 14.55% 66.17ns 0.07ns 0.07ns
replication
SIS
Till @ 2 66.08** 49.08** 2333.3** 2342.9*%* 68.4* 2.71*
illage (a
Vgl
£ L 4 0.69 0.91 13.8 31.41 25.69 0.93
rror
HJSb' i 6 103.6** 63.6** 2498.3** 1320.3** 320.06** 14.10**
erbicide
iz 1
Int ’ i 12 3.09* 0.56ns 88.29ns 28.7ns 58.6** 2.55**
nteraction
Vol
£ ) 36 1.28 2.0 76.05 67.32 16.48 0.65
rror
Ol kS Lo o
g\'”; ((y)” 19.75 26.75 24.94 30.27 8.71 8.72
0

**

.up@‘5,1;6@,6»)“);@&]@”:‘5)\9@#‘“);&1Cla.ﬂ,;‘_;,u@uﬁtﬁgf__:jqnsj*‘
** *and ns indicate significant at thel% level, significant at the 5% level, and non-significant, respectively

SiseSl Caliien sla iy 53 (&5 50m 5 08 5 oS 5,0 slacale 15 oS sl —F g
Table 3- Comparison mean of weed density (narrow leaf and broad leaf) in different tillage methods

(ijh);:.w)j,h‘_gh;;&brfl;

SoseS bt Weeds density (n/m2)
Tillage Methods & ek g
Narrow leaves Broad leaves
Common tillage p o n S35 7.52a 5.5a
Low tillage $o5eS oS 5.71b 3.59b
No-tillage GsS e o 3.97c 2.47b

LIS aSK b (sl gan oslis STl O ga3T elal S 2tie O3 G ol (5113 (sla S0l O g i 3
In each column means followed by same letters do not differ significantly (Duncan=5%).
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Table 4- Comparison mean of weed dry matter (narrow leaf and broad leaf) in different tillage methods

ShaS sla g,
Tillage Methods

(cfﬂ)aavw)j,mduqb&':a'—oj)

Common tillage
Low tillage
No-tillage

g3 S9eS >
$a5eS5 oS
ShsS e o

Weeds dry matter (g/m2)
o oSk T
Narrow leaves Broad leaves
45.3a 36.13a
35.3b 22.51b
24.2¢c 15.33b

LIS aSK b (sl e oslis STl 0 ga3T bl s S xte O G il (5115 (sla S0k O i 3
In each column means followed by same letters do not differ significantly (Duncan=5%).
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Table 5- Comparison mean of weeds dry matter (narrow leaf and broad leaf) in different herbicide treatments.

Ere2 oSS (s 53 05) a5 055
S e Density (n/m2) Dry matter(g/m2)
Herbicide oS oSk & ok o ek & o
Narrow leaves Broad leaves Narrow leaves Broad leaves
L&A . . . .
B8 2 A1) 03058 53 3.4c 1.9b 22.8d 13.88¢
Nicosulforun (2 1/ha)
S s 2I V) ¢ 2 5
(B 53 ) 05355 4.3bc 2.6b 27 Thed 18.91hc
Nicosulforun (1 I/ha)
(B 52 ) 030 1,5 4.0bc 2.3 25 5¢d 16.91bc
Furamsulforun (2 1/ha)
OB 3 A1) 03085 8 5.2bc 3.7b 33.30c 26.880
Furamsulforun (2 1/ha)
OB 2 218) sl 4.4bc 2.6b 28 4bcd 18.85b¢
Maister (1.5 I/ha)
L&» N .
OB 03 2 1 V0) ol 5.4b 3.8b 35.4b 27.53b
Maister (0.75 I/ha)
S e 05k a 13.2a 9.6 71.4a 49.64a

Control (Without herbicide)

LIS a8 b (gl gan oslis STl 0 ga3T bl S xte O G il (5115 (sla S0l O g 3
In each column means followed by same letters do not differ significantly (Duncan=5%).
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Table 6- Comparison mean biological and grain yield of maize in interaction between tillage and herbicide

sy, OESs 5s ) 5 Shes
SioeSs S ke Herbicide : Yield (ton/ha) .
Tillage S5 sl
Methods Biological Seed
QS 53 2 Y) 05 5 g 5855 Nicosulforun (2 I/ha) 55.6ab 11.0a
QLS 53 V) 05 5 5855 Nicosulforun (1 I/ha) 46.6bc 9.3b
o S5p S GESa 53 23 ¥) 0555 o gl 58 Furamsulforun (2 I/ha) 49.0b 10.0ab
Common GBS 3 2 V) 055l g o Furamsulforun (2 I/ha) 44.8bc 8.9b
tillage QS 53 23 V/0) usls Maister (1.5 I/ha) 46.3bc 9.3b
QU 53 20 +/V0) jsle Maister (0.75 I/ha) 43.8c 8.7b
A8 ale G5 dals Control (Without herbicide) 32.4e 5.9c
QLS s 2 Y) 05 5 3 5855 Nicosulforun (2 I/ha) 59.5a 12.0a
GBS 53 23 1) 055 5 S5 Nicosulforun (1 I/ha) 44.0bc 8.8b
GESa 53 I ¥) 0555 o gl 58 Furamsulforun (2 I/ha) 51.0b 10.2ab
‘i;ﬁf;;;i QS 53 23 1) 055l 58 Furamsulforun (2 I/ha) 42.6¢ 8.5b
g GBS 3 23 VD) fule Maister (1.5 I/ha) 57.3a 11.4a
G 53 20+ /V0) jsle Maister (0.75 I/ha) 50.0b 10.0ab
A ale 05 dale Control (Without herbicide) 36.0de 7.1cd
G 53 23 1) 055 5 S5 Nicosulforun (2 I/ha) 55.0ab 11.1a
QS 53 2 V) 0g)sd) g S5 Nicosulforun (1 1/ha) 45.0c 9.0b
. QU 53 23 1) 055l 58 Furamsulforun (2 I/ha) 50.0b 10.0ab
ij’;’;;: : U 53 23 1) 05558 3o gl 59 Furamsulforun (2 I/ha) 44.5hc 9.03b
g (a3 20V/D) el Maister (L5 I/ha) 41.3cd 8.4b
LS 53 2 2 /V8) jsle Maister (0.75 I/ha) 40.5¢cd 8.2b
AS Gl 05 ala Control (Without herbicide) 42.0c 8.4b

LIS a8 b (gl e oslis STl O ga3T elal S xtie O3 S5 ol (5113 (sla S0l O g 3
In each column means followed by same letters do not differ significantly (Duncan=5%).
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Effect of herbicides on weeds and corn yields in different tillage systems
M. J. Jamalzadeh?!, F. Bazrafshan!, O. Alizadeh?, M. Zareh!, A. Bahrani®

Abstract

In order to evaluate the herbicides on yield and corn components in different tillage systems in
Fasa, An experiment was conducted in split plot in a randomized complete block design with three
replications in two years. Main plots consisted of tillage in three levels: common tillage, low tillage
and no tillage and subplots were treated with herbicides in 7 levels of Nicosulfuron in 2
concentrations of 2 and 1 liter per hectare, Furamsulfuron in 2 and 1 liter per hectare, furmasulfuron
+ iodosulfuron in 2 Concentration was 1.5 and 0.75 liters per hectare and without herbicide as
control. The results showed that the highest weed density was in conventional tillage (7.5 and 5.5
plants / m 2), and the lowest weed density in weed loss was obtained. The highest dry weight of
weeds was in conventional tillage (45.3 and 36.1 g / m2), and the lowest dry weight of weeds was
obtained in non-topical cultivars. Nicosulfuron at the rate of 2 liters per hectare had the greatest
effect on the decrease in grass weed density, and there was no significant difference in reducing the
density of broadleaf weeds herbicides among herbicides. Also, nicosulfuron had the highest effect
on dry weight loss of grassleaf and broadleaf weeds (22.8 and 13.8 g / m2, respectively). The
highest grain yield of corn (12 tons per hectare) was obtained from low tillage and nicosulfuron at 2
liters per hectare and the lowest grain yield (5.6 tons per hectare) was obtained in conventional
tillage and non-herbicide control.

Key words: Herbicide, tillage, corn, yield.
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