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Evaluating the effect of sodium selenate foliar application on yield and
some agronomic traits of maize (Zea Mays L)
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Table 1. Analysis of variance of effect of variety and foliar application of sodium selenate on some agronomic traits

of maize
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Plant height Leaf dry Stem dry 1000 seed @, Grain yield
of weight weight weight Seed r{umber
per row
(Block) o5 2 0.02**  349.28 80.21 79.48 7.10 15602752.4
(Variety) +, 5 0.04**  65221ns  661.86* 632.81 * 27.74**  7036945.8**
(Selenium) pgiles 4  0.79** 4644.48 ** 12904.95** 12814.82**  22.83** 88008532.2**

(Varietyx Selenium) ppl xps, 20 0.004ns  496.01ns 293.66ns 298.02ns 5.80ns 426666.7ns

(Ertor) sl o 58 0.003 608.75 199.39 200.21 451 366470.4

() &l pss oy 2.19 7.64 3.14 4.77 8.94 4.33

oy ) 50 Jlasl a0 lo goe g lo pime e o 5 4y sk 5 % NS
ns, * &**: no significant and significant at the 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Figure 1- Mean comparison of effect of different varieties of maize on plant height
The similar letters show non-significant difference at P<0.05.
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Figure 2. Mean comparison of effect of different concentrations of sodium selenate foliar application on plant

height of maize
The similar letters show non-significant difference at P<0.05.
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Figure 2. Mean comparison of effect of different concentrations of sodium selenate foliar application on leaf dry

weight of maize
The similar letters show non-significant difference at P<0.05.
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Figure 4. Mean comparison of effect of different varieties of maize on stem dry weight
The similar letters show non-significant difference at P<0.05.
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Figure 5. Mean comparison of effect of different concentrations of sodium selenate foliar application on stem dry

weight of maize
The similar letters show non-significant difference at P<0.05.
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Al 2oy O Jloixl mhaw jo s pme e Dol Sl ailie B9 >
The similar letters show non-significant difference at P<0.05.
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Figure 7. Mean comparison of effect of different concentrations of sodium selenate foliar application on 1000 seed

weight of maize
The similar letters show non-significant difference at P<0.05.



'Research in Field Crops’ Vol. 2, No 1, 2014 AT O ojles ¥ alx M o1y LS jo g

60
S0
=
e
ig_ 40
=
=

= 30
E 20

wn

10
0

a
ab be ab a c
BCoo66 ZP677 AST3 AS160 AST2 AS42

Maize varieties

sy 4o Ails MM,EQJ';J:"“(UJ‘;‘ u‘ﬁiﬂ?‘ MGA—AJSJ

il 2oy3 O Jloisl a5l sime e oglis il alice By

Figure 8. Mean comparison of effect of different varieties of maize on seed number per row
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The similar letters show non-significant difference at P<0.05.
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Figure 9. Mean comparison of effect of different concentrations of sodium selenate foliar application on seeds

number per row of maize
The similar letters show non-significant difference at P<0.05.
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Figure 10. Mean comparison of effect of different varieties of maize on grain yield of maize
The similar letters show non-significant difference at P<0.05.
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Figure 11. Mean comparison of effect of different concentrations of sodium selenate foliar application on grain

yield of maize
The similar letters show non-significant difference at P<0.05.
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Abstract
To evaluate the effect of selenium on some agronomic traits of maize cultivars an experiment

was conducted as factorial randomized complete block design with three replications at Piran region
of Piranshahr located in West Azerbaijan in 1390. Treatments included six varieties of maize
(BC666, ZP677, AS73, AS160, AS72, AS42), and five levels of selenium (control, 0.081, 0.162,
0.243 and 0.324 g I'Y) which was used as sodium Selenate. Studied traits included plant height, leaf
and stem dry weights, thousand grain weight, number of grains per row of ear and grain yield.
Results showed that selenium effect on all traits and cultivar effect on plant height, stem dry weight,
thousand grain weight and grain yield were significant. Among the foliar application treatments of
selenium, the highest plant height (279 cm), stem dry weight (489.31 g), thousand grain weight
(263.93 g) and grain yield (16,600 kg/ha) were achieved from selenium foliar application
concentration of 0.243 g L. Maximum number of grains per row (48.16) belonged to foliar
application of selenium with concentration of 0.162 g I"X. Among the studied cultivars, the highest
shoot dry weight, thousand seed weight and seed yield pertained to AS160, AS72, AS42 and BC666
cultivars. It could be concluded that foliar spray of selenium with 0.243 g L concentration, caused
to significant increase in all the traits were studied in all maize cultivars.

Key words: Foliar application, maize, sodium selenate, yield, yield components.
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