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Table 1. Effects of interaction between tillage and wheat residue on density of weed species (weed m) in corn

Treatmentsts Los Glycyrrhiza Convolvglus E_)i_gitari_a Chenopodium Amaranthus Lactyca Malva
i glabra arvensis filiformis album retroflexus scariola neglecta
YearJu.: 2014 Ologp b Somy Lobow s oy daku e iy iy
Conventional-es'= Removedyl, Cd 10.67¢c 8.00b 10.33abc 24.00a 14.00b 11.00ab 9.33c
=i Preservedul, Li~ 5.67d 2.00c 8.67¢c 23.00ab 14.33b 11.33ab 13.33bc
Reduced Removedy i (i 15.67ab 11.67b 16.00a 21.67ab 20.33a 12.00a 22.00a
$30385 5 oS Preservedy i L 12.33bc 8.67b 6.33c 12.33c 10.00c 9.00ab 15.67abc
No-till Removedy (i 18.00a 18.00a 10.00abc 12.33c 10.67¢ 8.00b 18.00ab
CiosS e g Preserveduls Li- 11.33bc 8.67b 12.67ab 15.00bc 11.33bc 9.33ab 15.67abc
YearJu.: 2015
Conventional-es'= Removedut, sl 11.33c 7.00c 13.33b 17.00b 9.33bc 6.67ab 5.33cd
= & Preservedy s L 6.00d 1.33d 7.67cd 16.00b 8.67bc 6.67ab 5.00d
Reduced Removedy (i 20.00ab 16.00b 21.00a 21.67a 15.67a 8.67a 16.00a
$30385 5 oS Preservedu s L 13.33¢c 9.33c 7.00d 9.67¢c 4.33c 5.67ab 8.00bc
No-till Removedy i (i 23.00a 21.67a 10.33bcd 9.33c 8.33bc 4.00b 16.00a
S8 s Preservedy s L 16.33bc 7.33c 11.67bc 10.33c 11.00ab 6.00ab 10.00b
YearJ..: 2016
Conventional-¢s'== Removedi i, s 9.33de 2.67¢C 11.33c 13.33a 6.33a 8.67a 18.33ab
= & Preservedy s L 4.33e 1.00c 6.00d 6.33b 1.33¢ 4.00bc 7.00c
Reduced Removedy i (i 22.00b 29.00ab 20.00ab 14.00a 6.67a 9.33a 22.67a
$398 e oS Preserveduli, Li~ 13.67¢ 4.33c 13.33c 5.00b 1.00c 2.33c 6.67¢C
No-till Removedy i (i 25.67a 32.67a 23.00a 6.00b 1.33¢c 2.33c 13.67b
Si9S s Preservedy i L 14.33c 18.33b 16.33bc 11.67a 4.00b 6.00ab 14.67b

In each column means followed by same letters do not differ significantly (Duncan=5%).
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Figurel- Effect of tillage method and wheat residue on total density (a,b,c) and dry weight of weed (d,e,f) in corn (In each
column means followed by same letters do not differ significantly (Duncan=5%).
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Table 2- Effects of interaction between tillage and wheat residue on yield and yield components of corn

Kernel yield 1000-kernel Kernel number  Row number per  Kernel number per  Biological yield  Harvest index
Treatments s ,ls (kg ha-1) weight (g) per cob cob row (kg ha-1) (%)
dl;:ﬁh& Gls Ve O3 B ERHENNES I s Ly slaws sy s als sl dﬁj}kaﬁw Cls el
Removed _s.i>
] ) 10504.37c 207.60bc 505.33cd 14.00ab 36.22bc 34646.70cd 30.11c
Conventional Lle
Eh sises Preserved L~
" 14408.69a 252.13a 576.67a 13.78ab 42.89ab 39171.62ab 36.82a
Removed _s.i>
i 12235.31b 252.34a 491.11cd 12.22¢ 40.44ab 36625.18bc 33.50b
Reduced Lla
EITTE LN Preserved Li-
G 14447.64a 259.47a 561.78ab 12.44hc 45.33a 41301.96a 34.97b
Removed s>
. 10185.31c 233.65ab 443.78d 14.22a 31.44c 32796.96d 31.05¢c
No-till Ll
RSTCL Preserved L.
10761.42c 202.52¢ 532.00abc 14.00ab 38.33abc 35157.24cd 30.31c

L

(453 0= 5015) L[S0 aK b (sl gt Soslis il go S e (3 S5 53 Bl O g pn 53 S e Sle
In each column means followed by same letters do not differ significantly (Duncan=5%).
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Table 3- Coefficients correlation between yield and yield components of corn

Kernel ~ 1000-kernel Kernel Row number Kernel Biological Harvest
X . number per number per - h
yield weight per cob yield index
cob row
2,3 sl Sos L
&ls ajﬁa.c &Gl Ve O B ERHENNES e Gy s &l sl ’ -
I S5 Sl
Kernel yield 1.00
1000-_kerne| 067" 1.00
weight
Kernel number 0.82™ 065" 1.00
per cob
Row number 1 5yos 0.34" 0.61* 1.00
per cob
Kernel number ) g g 0.49™ 0.87" 0.76" 1.00
per row
Biological yield 0.63" 0.49m 0.57m 0.45™ 0.61" 1.00
Harvest index 0.96™ 0.75" 0.91™ 0.52m™ 0.90™ -0.66" 1.00

*k Kk pg

bl o oy3 ) 50 el 3l gme SN 5 Ll e OV 3l Sy ST 5
*and ** significant at the 0.05 and 0.01 level, respectively; ns, not significant.
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Effect of Soil Tillage Methods and Wheat (Triticum aestivum L.) Residue on Weed
Growth and Yield Response of Corn (Zea mays L.)

J. Mirzavand'*, S. Rafiee?, R. Moradi-Talebbeigi?

Abstract

Changing tillage systems and plant residue application are regarded as suggested methods to
improve weed management. A 3-year field experiment was conducted to evaluate the effects of soil
tillage methods (conventional tillage (CT), reduced tillage (RT), and no-till (NT)) and wheat residue
(residue preservation and removal) on weed growth and corn yield at Zarghan, Fars province. The
experimental design was as split plot based on randomized complete block in three replications. Results
showed that the lowest weed growth was obtained by CT method when wheat residue preserved while
applying NT method enhanced perennial weed infestations. In other words, applying NT method
increased perennial weed density up to 60% compared to CT and RT methods, but annual weed
infestations decreased 40%. The kernel yield of corn (14447.64 kg hal) increased 34% when RT
method accompanied by wheat residue compared to NT method. Applying CT method and residue
preservation was maximized kernel number per cob (No. 576) and harvest index (36.82%) compared to
RT and NT methods by four and 15%, respectively. It is concluded that, in consecutive corn
cultivation, to grantee the corn yield potential and suppress weed growth applying RT method and
preservation of 30% of wheat residue (standing residue with a height of 30 cm), is recommended.

Keywords: Annual Weed, Perennial Weed, Reduced Tillage, Standing Residue.
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