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Investigation of intercropping corn and cucumbers and its effects on weed control
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Table 1- Some physical and chemical properties of the soil and water of the test site
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Table 2- Analysis of variance for total LER, Total Yield and weight of weeds
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" and ** Non significant and Significant at the 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 3- The effects of treatments on the total Yield, weight of weeds and total LER
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Means with the same letter in each common are not significantly different at the 5% probability level using DMRT.
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Table 4- The effects of different combinations of weight
sowing weeds
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Means with the same letter in each common are not

significantly different at the 5% probability level using
DMRT.
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Means with the same letter in each common are not significantly different at the 5% probability level using DMRT.
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Table 7- Comparison of the average of the corn harvest
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Means with the same letter in each common are not

significantly different at the 5% probability level using
DMRT.
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Table 6- Analysis of variance of corn harvest index

Sla o ke 35T wr o 2 ple
Mean squares df S.0.vV
| <
30. 47 ns 2 e
Repeat
39,12 * 1 i
Weeding
ol
5.22 2 i
Error
)L«—:
48. 15 ** 4 i
Treatment
Dles X g
19. 81 ns 4 xWeeding
Treatment
oLl
8.12 16 i
Error

Loy3) 50 Jleal mhaw )3 s e 5 5l3 dan b S g FH xS
ns, *, **: Non-significant, Significant at 5% and 1%

probability levels, respectively
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Ghanbari Bonjar,) s .8 1 5 eslizul 550 s 2 257 L

.@nd Lee, 2002

P gt N

s o 5 (5L S T Sl ekl s s
3 5a sliale JaS s gy Slles 5 bgle S
035 olae o phe g S 53 5 glacale )5 el
s Oad 5 Ol Aoy Ve sles 53 e lacale oS
Shes 4 b 5 p slacile oSas 035 o a8 5 el Consay
O35 el o s bg Spd deopd Ve 4+ s o )s Ve
doa Ve + Snd doya Vo bglies S8 5 58 slalale
23 bl ST G5 ge A el OlS s O 5 b L
4 g J slals Sl eslid 5 5 lacidle J 25
S I b ol z s Shee W5 5 (2 sl S
Oljae oo i 5 (0)3) jall ciS” 4 by o PAR 050
Sleslazul g Gl 5 &)d) bglses &iS 4 by, PAR
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Table 8- Comparison of the average absorption rate of
photosynthetic active radiation (PAR)
Jsl > e slhacale J 257 glales A
) 5
() W1
Weeding
(s 050 W2
No weeding
il Calses gbe oS 5B
Different planting
combinations
Sd ey Ve
100% Corn
B R SEAL
100% Cucumbers
BN TR R RGPS CR R
100% Cucumbers +100%
Corn
Dl Ao )3 0 + Sy ds s Ve
50% Cucumbers +100%
Corn
BN T D RGP N W YD
100% Cucumbers +50%
Corn
Sl Ao )3 O + S5 sy O
50% Cucumbers +50%
Corn
Golsgne ybT OVl s 2 55 &S 2he O sl sla il
P s 53 ety Jlaz pelas Sl glasls dim (9057 b g
Means with the same letter in each common are not
significantly different at the 5% probability level using
DMRT.

C}J ‘d"j‘
)

63.26" 40.822

46.13° 24.21°

41.24° 22.17¢

64.56" 45.60%

71.212 42.762

32.04¢ 16.32¢
50.60° 29.31°

69.862 38.10°

4 by Gy b Olials Clar Ol op pie

S bols Ay Ve + )3 o3 Vet Gl g pgs Al e
S e 58 Jlad Slaliads Odm Oljme oy j2eS 5 (Ao y3 VA) 5 g
Sl Loy b+ D5 o3 00 Hled 5 Jsl Al e bgs e
osba poen By ekl g8 S & s s 05
iS5 o) A bse PAR OGe o nST IS
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Table 9- Comparison of the mean interactions (A x B) with regard to the absorption of photosynthetic active radiation

() p53 o () Jl dom o e
Treatment
47.15° 25 46¢ D9k 2 e
100% Corn
74.70° 57.00° S e
100% Cucumbers
78.75¢ 54.67¢ ket 3 by
100% Cucumbers +100% Corn (=) W1
63.40° 36.21° Sl o2 b+ ) e ya e Weeding
50% Cucumbers +100% Corn
76.467 49.80¢ ks e b DS b2
100% Cucumbers +50% Corn
34.13¢ 17.3¢ M e Br b Dy b B
50% Cucumbers +50% Corn
34.41¢ 19.51¢ Db depa e
100% Corn
55.03° 37.66° SR\
100% Cucumbers
66.63° 28.64° At o] TS0 e e
100% Cucumbers +100% Corn (o3 03 W2
36.88¢ 21 g5¢d BI R ST IR S-SR STRRE No weeding
50% Cucumbers +100% Corn
61.80° 26.00° S e Vb 23 by
100% Cucumbers +50% Corn
25,04 13.75¢ M o0 b Dy b 0

50% Cucumbers +50% Corn
LI s s ) Il C"‘“J’ OSls glassls dim 0503 Law S smn SoWT Ol (0 g 53 85 ke o o 51yl LSLA&_QL:.A
Means with the same letter in each common are not significantly different at the 5% probability level using DMRT.
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Abstract

In order to investigate the effect of intercropping corn and cucumber on weeds, a research
project was carried out in a controlled field at Payame Noor University in Marivan (Kurdistan
province) in 2013.The main plots consisted of two treatments (weeding and control) and sub-
treatments including six treatments, i.e. 100% corn, 100% cucumber, 100% corn + 100% cucumber,
50% cucumber + 100% corn, 50% corn + 100% cucumber and 50% corn + 50% cucumber. After
the preparation of the land in accordance with the patterns of different combinations of cultivation,
was taken at the appropriate time. In weeding treatments, weeds were mechanically removed from
the designated plots. In the time of harvesting of corn and cucumber, the land equity ratio (LER),
photosynthetic active radiation (PAR) and dry biomass were measured. After corn harvesting, grain
yield, biological yield and harvest index were calculated. The results showed that the effect of
different planting treatments on grain yield was not significant. The effect of different weeding
treatments and different planting combinations on corn and cucumber LER was not significant. On
the other hand, the effect of weeding and different planting combinations on dry weight of weeds
was significant. The highest dry weight of weeds was obtained in no weeding and 100% cucumber
treatments, and the lowest dry weight of weeds was related to 100% cucumber, 100% corn and
hand-weeding treatment. In general, PAR was the lowest for pure crop (corn), and the highest PAR
was for mixed crops (corn and cucumber).
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