3"\’ %"’q} a
‘_,u.s'ﬁ dm

SWS Teo0) (IFAE) )Y aslacile il aloes
A imelacile
R oy o Wee et

Bo058 g ot 09,58 g iS5 AS Al 5 D59 50 355 Ser p

d‘ﬂb"b CJJS }Jhéubﬂuﬁ JJ:.'S )

2 N . Ay N Y R #\ .
bl Lo s s 5 (6 o e g S 8 e (el e

Sy oSl Jails —F 1y olSls il ¥ 1y olSils Joobia] ¥ Lo olSetily iy slacile b oo 5 obulid 1)) oliss) 5 )
RAVARVARKISGIIPRR =0t

AL/ 2 o dy 506

LXVCCS

V¥ Gl S by ol il @33 Gpaglacile JpS 53 Ggpsilaw mo) + G9silansSs GESCile 5 ey 395 LSy U (w)p yolate &
S oSzl (55,9l8 015l Sladog deyje 53 WAL Sl 3 LS5 ¥ L ol Sl slacSoly b B o (ol )l b pgo 4 (ile]]
393 0 Gorgilam may + O9)9ilowsSs iSile 5 (LS 53 p)ShS YE 5 YV AL ho) aw ¥ 53 ()95 395 Jol lajle b |2l elSal 53 Bl
Jpgladile S iy Grptia I Gl b (iiSeny 45585 gl Adlee LS 53 S0 o3le p)S WOl 0l dpogi 55 Jolee 509> Sy pge Sy jh0)
SIS e BB (6398 gl plos )3 GiSUle o1d 4o 593 lasi b oS el s 4 e 3 p Sl YFe fgyns 098 b Sl (gl slew
Y5e (6055 Jlo b oS dal Cunty US55 p)S kS YV 59555 098 Jlos b iUl oS oy 53 sl )3 jaslacile i (59 o yieS cudly
Fgo ol 0,5 WO) (Sl addapog 35 jlad 13 lSe )3 p)SelS VP 5 YV (1595508 gohaw (glajlasd .cudlis (5l gme SMST LS )3 p S5l
st jpplacile JpuS o g g 4l 3 )Slas cp it 4 alstod (sl cplpli sl 055 5 Sles sljal 9 3 Shee a5 5l ()l gine MBI (LS 5

Do odlaiwl )3 jp slacale JyuS gl b )3 p)SelS YV (59500 555 5 00 duogs 3

Somy g 2l eorfors (Sl 151 guls sejly

*Correﬁponding author. E-mail: nasiriali83@yahoo.com



oy

e SSe 5 OS50 08 RS

Al Ll e 355 Sy pde ool (pul 3 &S WAL e o5
oS L s aglcds o) iSen s oacds Conex
das 3 5 cou |y alacile Sadl mud s el
CJJM >l xl .(Upadhyaya & Blackshaw., 2007)
By s sk G5 Sl s Oia oS il
Ll e 213 QLS L aslacile Cilis glaw S
e glaal ) gad 5 A, O350 558 MEe RIBIL
5> (Sweeney et al.,, 2008) sl il 5 aslacils
35 uiSer pa s pgbacile S5 6o S b e
(Metsulfuron-methyl) O, sd s e 2SCile 5 055 28
old 1S i bl (Fluroxypayer) ol S5, 5
Sy ol S e Ll b syl ST s oS
oRIB s Sde oL s kb e RIS aplacide
Dr S e SESen oS 5l Ol mlB s AL
LS Gk s a)ls 5sms 05520 558 5 b ASils
ORIAl Sl (el sl s 055,50 35S Rl
S i Ll S e s ol s iSile LS
o gy SRl s 4 035 20 258 el a5 5 051
wyy SSdle gLl el b aclcids 26, Oy
el s s aslacile J 55 Gl S 6l S @ ol ol )
Kim ) el os s 5L 55 iScile (VL 550 Jlde >
(et al., 2006

esl 5l Sl Lyl iScile 36 ) Gibos ol 5l G
3 8es (S35 O35 355 e sl 5 Lae sl J5d) s
53 sy glacile J S s ond 6l s Slas sliml s
AL o a5

99, 9 3190

BL )‘ﬂ;cd))}w INLSHEY aK;.-L., asla's 53 G u{.\
St Jlod g5 kS VY s 315 (AL e el JL
5 Y40 [ P 0Y°s1| L Jb L
Ol 50 gYT/i°C|ﬁ les J;.:L:o i AV CUJ)‘

-

Aol

M oL 3l e SO alS(Zeamays L) gl <l @b
2 s glga 5 Of Ll 3 b 5l s 4 8 o
& opomen (EMam, 2011) 5,5 e o35 s sbla iy
S5 pl ssle 5 0Ll s cpls ST el ele Ol
gu}@wu\jwova@&w,W
w2l glaaas 53 01,0 s .(Anonymous, 2002) LT
il 0T iS5 b (Jgeamme pl ol el
o33 3l Sy OT G285 o oS 55k 4 Sl il
Gl o3 OYAY-AN)  elys e s Ll Sl
Cil llge 5 S 3 aslacile (FAOSTAT, 2010)
LS Sose 55 5 kb 5588 55 s ool 5 Shes
Lodos Y spde B ol Al e st esbke L
(Baghestani et al., 2007) tule s)ls Jpwame ol
Jola 8l gl S oglacidle il oo e
oS Wil e 5 aslacile o e sl 5 Gl (ol
ol gl elaz) 5 S35 sslasl iyl el
J xS sladly 3l SS.(Upadhyaya & Blackshaw., 2007)
o a dsl e b iScile 5 eslinad @b 3 aclacile
soglacdes ol d s gl s s i sla fiscils
;b S (Lemieux et al, 2003)Lsd e S e
Ultima) Ldsl <ous 5 ol Culd L e iscale
o sbSaile Sl (bl ascile pl a3l
(Ao TV/O) Og) s g S+ (Ao ys TV/0)0 55 58] s
03,5 31 Sliaw SV gral glaokislash o5 45 Al
ol -(Baghestani et al., 2007) dxes laoysl | 5d) 5
(o Al il ladnl cxle s 2 Gl ey S
<S5 .(Lemieux et al., 2003)s 55 oo e Pl 5 s
S 3 ol o3 Ll (ol pU L isile 55 oyl
o o S Sl 5 S e s alacile xS
5SS (Lemieux et al., 2003) ol sl y b 4y 229

sla gy 5l eslid joaglacile 44l oy s gl



oy

e SSe 5 OS50 08 RS

GlasS 5 oSl a8 bl e mle Yo ol L s
Slacile oS5 Ll et aS Los dLS s slacie
SIS e sy S S 4 Al ki
ws Sk s wilie bl e 4 e slacile
!

(2 ol aises

by 5 Gl g wped wnd S5dnss Sk Sl o
0 apglacile Looles )3 005, S L LS
O35 &S o3Il (gl w22 3 planil VO 3 VOl S
Wl s cell VY Gl 4wy S dawp S
2A S s alg 53 s Wb el 13 0sl 1S sl
© by Dlio 5 (S8 iy L LI i d>
Calg Lo s b Ll O (I sk (I 5 dils sl
o3 gl S alindd s (S eIl 4l 5 Slas
«(Convolvulusarvensis L.) S~ (Amaranthu sspp L.)
by g «(Portulca oleracea L.) ey
L) ol ps,.s  «(Echinochlo acrussgalli L.)
5 (Alhagi camelorumL.) = = 5 (Glycyrrhizaglabra

L g aeie oy e aglacale
(bl Slawlou

o 3l eslizal L (a3l Sl ol laesls g bl il
awlis gl s o 5 40 Minitaby SAS 5l
er b ko0 5 Jlal mbw 5 LSD Oyl 3 Sl

33 5 eslizul SAS 54l

s 03y 3y O35 28 5 ASale KSea,
S ls ae A3 O e 53 68 KL S aslaile
wojjjgﬁﬁjftsudbwoj} %3] Jﬁ

.0 de?).MJ‘J‘S;&AM)J\CEAJJ‘}jA‘SuJ.LFJ{

dao 3 SVO/N e Cagby S0ke 5 e e YAY/Y SWL
Yol msils o b Sspe 4 olsl s el
eld e £ 03 D3s 8 38 A DSBS el 1SS
£1) O35, 258 LS 3 p S8 T 5 YVe A io
o+ O SS Sds B st s (Ao
333 5050 S o Sy e Jeld Gas b 5 0558y
o3lo 5l S 53 e o3l 0 SIVO Ol 4 0l 4o
Sl S Jdo 4 poamen 25 SISl ) GOl
S amdls ol 5 Sop oS a5l 5sSt s e bl
A n s el (Gu ) ol b b w b
Sombesl sy St Sl 5 (s Sl pnst =
o)y W ey ol Ol S g e Sle Y Ges
) S Sl S o3 V80 B3 s WY
b Ao ys 0V S 055 0 s s /4 T S s s
S e WY dS Sl S o b s od (65 ol
Sl Lag st 5,8 ojlas by WS 0 S S,
L VA S ph 5 S p S S 5 e 8 oo YYO o us sl

ACIS
G K 9 sl ;‘5J'J_,Sl$

o maosp 53 S ey il ebel 5 4 Sllas
S Jolt o o a3 38 b e 23 ol 1T
Y20 a5 ppme o oS L bslie 5 S Sy g
S3 g OLE ey e 53 GLL e S5 (S
e s iScile glasles 5,0 famen L Jles
sl 4 glas S 55 Ghlesl 23 S el )3 (St
Gg ol (g0 Sl VO lacas; o Aol b e T Y
S0 Jlgte &S pn ol e Bl Ve sy g 2
dm i Do bl g e ae S s e ol
e s, Ll Sk o 608 sled dlest s 4
bl ags s sakish 85 S Gl 05 & oy
Slp 35 D3 By K e sl s
s yp B S Ve E ol S S r p 5l S



AEbdle SWs (9 2 Lol GliSed 9 (S Gle (o595 31 il )y 4500 o ) Jgse
Table 1. Results of variance analysis of effect of nitrogen, and herbicide their interaction on weed dry matter
MS

SOV df Broadleaf weeds Grassweeds Total weed biomass
Block 2 10204.2 491.94 12535.69
Nitrogen 3 9215.659* * 1034.206ns 14925.762**
Error a 6 2016.304 659.750 574.209
Herbicide 3 129687.4** 2668.501* 243234.220**
Error b 6 3723.122 428.22 1579.579
NxH 9 29358.64* * 1724.565* 20150.313**
Total error 18 1542.457 861.720 1720.983
C.V 12.741 23.289 8.465

ns no significant; * and ** significant at 5 and 1 probability level

JJ‘J CJ‘).) "jﬂ“&j;fﬂ""b}‘ L s_ff &.1)[4
(Guttieri & Eberiein.,1997)
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Table 2. Interaction effect of herbicide and nitrogen on weed dry matter (g/m?

Herbiciderate Nitrogen rate (kg/ha) Broadleaf weeds Grassweeds Total Weed biomass
0 235.31fg 7.47b 368.12 gh
0 180 517.10b 13.93b 588.15 cd
270 43425 ¢ 20.15b 513.66 df
360 592.95 a 94.58 a 721.01a
0 480.64 b 2590b 360.83gh
one-third 180 401.60 cd 52.68 ab 614.88 bc
270 252.45fg 34.37b 571.44 ce
360 307.26 e 36.74b 657.25 ab
0 362.79d 27.79b 496.48 ef
one-half 180 274.20 f 31.17b 443.62fg
270 227329 24.36 b 499.02 df
360 272.61 f 34.88b 500.59 df
0 173.80h 20.86 b 283.61 hi
180 150.64 hi 29.04b 311.05 hi
Recommended dose 270 135.08 hi 18.25 be 27751
360 112.33i 24.30b 312.77 hi

Mean with similar aliphatic in each column are not significantly differed based on LSD < 0.05
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Table 1. Results of variance analysis of effect of nitrogen, herbicide and their interaction on maizeyield and its components
MS

SOV df Ear length  Grain number 1%82%%‘1‘” Grain yield Biological yield
Block 2 0.424 2416.800 362.630 7764.800 9706.091
Nitrogen 3 58.462** 93641.909** 19017.904** 141051.585** 176314.575
Error a 6 4.813 2479.900 147.120 3924.000 4905.203
Herbicide 3 46.481** 71074.576** 11339.149** 139666.409** 174583.123
Error b 6 2.389 3337.400 1476.600 6237.300 7796.625
NxH 9 3.715ns 6151.187* 21331.619* 13037.075** 16296.340
Total error 18 4.719 2653.800 659.200 2904.900 3631.125
C.V 16.042 17.407 15.332 13.981 12.989

ns no significant; * and ** significant at 5 and 1 probability level
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Table 4. Interaction effect of herbicide and nitrogen on maizeyield and its components (g/m?)

- Nitrogen rats Ear length 1000 grain Grainyield Biological yield
Herbiciderats (kg/ha) (cm) number weight (9) (kg/ha) (kg/ha)
0 10.03g 161676 92.00h 177.78h 2897.181
0 180 10.33 fg 17433 ¢ 14633 fg 28213 eg 311353 h
270 11.50 eg 22233 de 14567 g 304.50 ef 3711.39g
360 1217 dg 23733 de 156.93 g 262.70 g 374180
0 10.27 fg 19333 118.00 gh 226.13 gh 312213 h
nethird doss 180 12,69 cg 24033 de 160.00 dg 367.41 de 4589.01 e
270 15.08 bd 346.67 be 157.67 g 323.91 ef 474351 e
360 15,18 bd 405,67 b 229.67 b 503.70 bc 5351.70d
0 11.50 eg 18867¢ 101330 212.09 gh 4002.89 1
el dose 180 1358 of 300.67 cd 195.67 be 487.11¢ 5384.91 d
270 15.47 bd 356.67 bc 178.00 cf 44053 cd 5538.03 cd
360 15.93 be 429.33b 206.67 be 52361 be 615151 b
0 11.25 g 22667 de 13367 gh 31455 g 3278.15h
Recommended 180 14.77 be 35333 be 20367 bd 471.35cd 5621.55 ¢
dose 270 19502 540.67 a 226.67 b 66121 a 672051 a
360 17.42 2 37833 be 25250 a 609.01 &b 6276.61b

Mean with similar aiphatic in each column are not significantly differed based on LSD < 0.05
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I nteraction Effects of Nitrogen Fertilizer and Nicosulfuron + Rimsulfuron
herbicide on Weed Control in Grain Corn

Ali Nasiri, seyedeh Zahra Hosseini Cici, Hossein Ghadiri and Sayed Abdolreza Kazemeini

Crop Production and Plant Breeding, Faculty of Agriculture, University of Zhiraz

Abstract

In order to evaluate the effect of nitrogen fertilizer and nicosulfuron + rimsulfuron herbicide on weed control in
grain maizeSC704 hybrid, a field study was conducted as a strip experiment based on randomized complete
block design with three replications during 2011 growing season in Research Field of Shiraz University located
in Bajgah. The treatments included nitrogen fertilizer rates at four levels (0, 180, 270 and 360 kg ha), as main
plots A and nicosulfuron + rimsulfuron herbicide dosage at four levels (0, one-third, one-half and equal to the
recommended dosagel75 g ai ha') as secondary plot B. Results of interaction analysis showed that maximum
weed dry weight was obtained in herbicide free plots with 360 kg ha' nitrogen fertilizer; which was
significantly different from the recommended herbicide dosage in al fertilization levels. Minimum weeds dry
weight was observed in recommended dosage plots with 270 kg ha™ nitrogen which was not significantly
different from 360 kg ha nitrogen. There was no significant difference between 270 and 360 kg N ha™ under
the recommended herbicide dosage (175 g a ha™), in terms of maize yield and its components. Therefore, in
order to achieve the maximum grain yield and best weed control, it seems that the recommended herbicide
dosage and 270 kg N ha™ would be the best option.

Key words: Field bindweed, herbicide dose, nitrogen and pigweed



