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Table 1. Physical and chemical characteristics of the soil
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Table 2- Analysis of variance (mean of squares) affected of spatial pattern and methods of weed control on broadleaf and narrow
leaved weeds dry weight
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(S.0.v) df Broad leaf weed dry weight Narrow leaved weed dry weight
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Control method
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Error
(e CV) &l jss i 34.18 27.56

* &**: Significant at the 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 3- Results of mean squares analysis affected of spatial pattern and methods of weed control on number of
stem and ear diameters, row per ear, number of grain at row, grain per ear, 1000 grain weight and grain yield
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Table 4- Means comparison of spatial pattern on narrow leaved weed dry weight, grain at row, 1000 grain
weight and grain yield

elad sl Sob sladile Sl 459 30 ails olaxy alo 439 ails 8 Slos
(Spatial patterns) (@230 ¥ 38 p)5) Sy Gy, (p5%) (US> 48 o)
Narrow leaved weed dry Grain no. 1000 Grain Grain yield
weight (g/ m?) per row weight (g) (t/ha)
35x35 52.2b 45a 318.48a 13.18a
65x19 74.75 a 40.5b 281.54b 12.02b

3,10 0529 10 Jleix! mhaw (o Hlo pime BT aylie 6 By b bdjlons e
*Treatments with non-similar characters are significantly different at the level of 5%.
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Table 5- Means comparison of weed control methods effect on broad leaf and Narrow leaved weed dry weight,
Number of grain at row, 1000 Grain weight and grain yield

J5aS G, sbdle i 39 sbdle s (39 G0y 5o ails sl alo 3 439 ails o ySlos
(Control method) Sy ok S Sk Grain no. per (555 (LLSa 3o o)
(g2y0 50 33 p5) (gay0 yi0 30 py5) row 1000 Grain Grain yield (t/ha)
Broad leaf weed dry Narrow leaved weight (g)
weight (g/m?) weed dry weight
(g/ m?)
59,599 23.7a 98.17 a 32.33¢c 263.8¢ 9.92¢
2.4-d
998555 20.9b 39.07b 43.5b 304.63 b 12.99b
Nichosulfuron
one x>y b, 19.9b 41.24b 44.66 b 303.35b 13.58b
time hand
weeding
JelS g 456¢ 7.02c 50.5a 328.88 a 15.68 a
complete hand
weeding

5510 3929 10 Jloisl ghas )5l pixe Bl aline pé By Lo jlons o
*Treatments with non-similar characters are significantly different at the level of 5%.
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Table 6-Means comparison of interaction between spatial pattern and methods of weed control on stem and ear
diameters and numbers of row and grain per ear

o (EPSPEINVE (o sheo S b IO 5 iy Sl I3k 55 ails sl

Treatment Stem diameter (mm) Ear diameter (mm) Row no. per ear  Grain no. per ear
MiS1 19.17d 45.85¢ 13¢ 501 d
M1S2 16.32 e 42.14d 12.66 ¢ 413.33 e
M2S1 25.04b 56.19b 15.66 ¢ 735¢
M2S2 19.63d 45.84 ¢ 13¢c 519.33b
M3S1 23.78 bc 57.87b 17 ab 800.66 b
MsS2 20.68d 45.88 ¢ 12.33¢c 516 d
MaS1 28.6a 62.06 a 18.66 a 1000.66 a
MaS2 23.03¢c 57.46 b 16.66 ab 789 b

S0 8925 10 Jloix! mlas )5l xe OS] aline e By L b jlons o
*Treatments with non-similar characters are significantly different at the level of 5%.
Complete hand weeding JlS -.>5 M4 Once weeding  ..>5 LSy M3 Nicosulfuron 5,5/ M2 2,4-D (53,585M1
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Abstract

In order to study of planting pattern effect and control of weed on yield, its components and
weed growth in corn a factorial experiment was conducted based on Randomized Complete Block
design with three replications in Urmia region during 2012. Evaluated factors included the planting
pattern in two levels (35x35 and 65%19 cm) and weed management methods at four levels
(Nichosulfuron, 2.4.D, one time hand weeding and complete hand weeding as control). Results
showed corn yield and its components were significantly increased in planting pattern of 35x35 cm.
Complete hand weeding and 2.4.D herbicide had maximum and minimum of corn yield, respectively.
Complete hand weeding and planting pattern of 35x35 cm had the least dry matter weight of broad
and narrow leaved weeds. Results showed planting pattern of 35x35 cm and complete hand weeding
were the best methods to increase yield and weed management, but due to high expense of complete
hand weeding and relative similarity to groups of applying Nichosulfuron and one time hand weeding,
it seems that use of these methods will contribute to healthy and acceptable yield in Urmia climatic
conditions.

Key words: Corn, Nichosulfuron, Spatial patterns, Yield, 2.4.D
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