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Figure 1- M eans comparison of treatments on weeds density in different weed control methods (T4): Hand

weeding twice, (T,): Powered weeding twice, (T3): Powered weeding+hand weeding, (T4): Conoweeder weeding
twice, (Ts): Herbicide application+hand weeding, (Ts): Weedy check and (T-): Herbicide application once.
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Figure 2- M eans comparison of treatmentson weedsdry weight in different weed control methods (T,): Hand

weeding twice, (T,): Powered weeding twice, (T3): Powered weeding+hand weeding, (T4): Conoweeder weeding
twice, (Ts): Herbicide application+hand weeding, (T¢): Weedy check and (T-): Herbicide application once.
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Figure 3- M ean comparisons of treatmentson fertiletillersin different weed control methods (T,): Hand
weeding twice, (T,): Powered weeding twice, (T3): Powered weeding+hand weeding, (T4): Conoweeder weeding
twice, (Ts): Herbicide application+hand weeding, (T¢): Weedy check and (T-): Herbicide application once.
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Figure 4- Meanscomparison of treatments on panicle number in different weed control methods (T,): Hand
weeding twice, (T,): Powered weeding twice, (T3): Powered weeding+hand weeding, (T4): Conoweeder weeding
twice, (Ts): Herbicide application+hand weeding, (Ts): Weedy check and (T-): Herbicide application once.
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Figure 5- M ean comparisons of treatmentson filled grain number per paniclein different weed control methods
(T4): Hand weeding twice, (T,): Powered weeding twice, (T3): Power ed weeding+hand weeding, (T ,):
Conoweeder weeding twice, (Ts): Herbicide application+hand weeding, (T¢): Weedy check and (T-): Herbicide
application once.
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Figure 6- M eans comparison of treatmentson unfilled grain number per paniclein different weed control
methods (T,): Hand weeding twice, (T,): Powered weeding twice, (T3): Power ed weeding+hand weeding, (T ,):
Conoweeder weeding twice, (Ts): Herbicide application+hand weeding, (T¢): Weedy check and (T-): Herbicide

application once.
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Figure 7- M eans comparison of treatmentson grain number per paniclein different weed control methods (T ):
Hand weeding twice, (T,): Powered weeding twice, (T3): Powered weeding+hand weeding, (T,): Conoweeder
weeding twice, (Ts): Herbicide application+hand weeding, (Ts): Weedy check and (T-): Herbicide application

once.
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Figure 8- M eans comparison of treatmentson grain yield in different weed control methods (T,): Hand weeding
twice, (T,): Powered weeding twice, (T3): Power ed weeding+hand weeding, (T4): Conoweeder weeding twice,
(Ts): Herbicide application+hand weeding, (T¢): Weedy check and (T-): Herbicide application once.
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Figure 9- M eans comparison of treatments on biological yield in different weed control methods (T,): Hand

weeding twice, (T,): Powered weeding twice, (T3): Powered weeding+hand weeding, (T4): Conoweeder weeding
twice, (Ts): Herbicide application+hand weeding, (T¢): Weedy check and (T-): Herbicide application once.
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Table 1- Analysis of variance (mean squares) for weeds density, weeds dry weight, yield and componentsyield in different weed control methods

. . . . Grain
. Filled grain  Unfilled grain . . ]
Sourceof variation  Degreeof freedom Weedsdensity Weedsdry weight Fertiletillers Panicle number per number per number Onethou_sand G_ram B'OI.Og'CaJ
number anicle anicle per seeds weight yield yield
P P panicle
Replications 2 6.3 8.1™ 0.02 7.4 204.7" 0.08™ 204.6™ 0.36™ 21365.8™  1636681.9™
Treatments 6 76097** 555755” 49*‘»* 16743*»* 4581#* 26*‘»* 4461#* 028”5 1448119” 62612843”
Experimental error 12 112 223 0.04 123 775 03 82.4 0.18 54807.7 488587.3
S:rei‘;i%ﬁ”t of - 36 5.1 17 17 96 153 95 16 6.1 76
Ns, , " : no significant and significant at 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively.
wod gy =Y Jgd
Table 2- Correlation coefficients
Traits Weeds Weedsdry Fertile Panicle El;l:r?ge%rale? UnnJ:Llsgrgrglrn nur(r?tgzlrn o Onethousand Grain Biological
density weight tiller's  number r p " p " P seeds weight yield yield
panicle panicle panicle
Weeds density 1
Weeds dry weight 0.98" 1
Fertiletillers -0.88" -0.94" 1
Panicle number -0.88" -0.94" 1 1
Filled grain number per panicle -0.46" -0.42 0.48" 0.48 1
Unfilled grain number per panicle 0.66" 0.61" 045  -045 -0.06 1
Grain number per panicle -0.42 -0.38 0.45 0.45 0.1 0.01 1
One thousand seedsweigh -0.43 -0.41 0.33 0.33 -0.014 -0.38 -0.012 1
Grainyield -0.87 -0.91 0.94 0.94 0.5 -0.47 0.47 0.27 1
Biological yield -0.8 -0.83 0.88 0.88 0.54 -0.43 0.51 0.27 0.91 1

", " significant at 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively.
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Abstract

In order to study the effects of several weed control methods on yield and yield components of rice, a field
experiment was carried out in Babol city- during 2011. The experiment was on the basis of randomized complete
blocks design with 3 replications and 7 treatments including hand weeding twice, powered weeding twice, powered
weeding+hand weeding, conoweeder weeding twice, herbicide application+hand weeding, weedy check and
herbicide application only were used. Results showed that there was significant difference among treatments on
grain yield, grain number per panicle, filled grain number per panicle, unfilled grain number per panicle, fertile
tillers, panicle number, biological yield, density and dry weight of weed. In general herbicide application+hand
weeding produced highest grain yield, while weedy check with high unfilled grains per panicle, less panicle number,
and highest density and dry weight of weed had less grain yield. Among the mentioned traits, fertile tillers and
panicle number had the highest correlation with grain yield. Unfilled grain number per panicle, density and dry
weight of weed, had negative and significant correlation with grain yield.

Keywords: Yield component, Rice, Panicle number, Weed, Yield.



