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Table 1. Analysis of variance in maize traits under different weed- free periods

D3 by b sy sLAL us s

PR of LAI in different canopy layers (%) £, e el 4ls 5 Slhes &éi)}ldo:g? &)

ssl5T 0-0.5 0.5-1 1-1.5 1.5-2 >2 Total LAI Grain Yield Yield Plant height
S.0.V 5 pe df (m) (m) (m) (m) (m)
Block S 2 3.43™ 0.19™ 3.5m 1.07"™ 0.135™ 0.031™ 0.84™ 4785° 0.015™
Weed-free periods J =5 e,55dsb 6 110 ™ 811 ™" 616~ 1497 17”7 264" 784498 0.79 "
Error loT el 12 1.9 3.99 6 2.03 0.04 0.056 2196 0.027
C.V (%) (e 3) O ks g 7.9 5.1 8.4 11 10.4 7.7 45 9

Ols gme &S

ns: Non-significant
* and ** significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively

5oa sl ke J 87 Calibee sla 093 56 S p3 LS Slis 5 S0ka anslie —Y Jgu

Table 2. Mean comparison of maize traits under different weed- free periods
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JS a5 dsb of LAI in different canopy layers (%) L, ™ Grain Yield Biologic Plant height
Weed control period Total LAI 0 Yield &
0-0.5 (m) 0.5-1 (m) 1-1.5 (m) 1.5-2 (m) >2 (m) (ton.ha™) B (m)
(ton.ha™)
WFH e ples J zS 12.5¢ 269d 303 b 234 a 6.8 a 39a 103 a 1603 a 23a
WFT o6 8 bt J s 16.2b 352¢ 29.7 be 159b 2.89b 3.62a 95a 1551 ab 2a
WFVI0 S,V b8 11.9¢ 332¢ 40.6 a 124 cd 1.7¢ 3.76 a 9.7a 1593 a 2.1a
WFV8 SaAbds 104 ¢ 294d 44.1 a 14.6 bc 1.3d 373 a 92a 1490 b 22a
WFV6 S pfds 19 ab 30d 40 a 10.4d 0.72 ¢ 2.56b 6.9b 983 ¢ 1.83 ab
Fv4 SaFPLds 222a 347 ¢ 42 a 10.5d 0f 248D 57¢ 810d 1.68 b
WIH s ol | 24.6 a 753 a 0d Oe 0f l4c 1.2d 280 ¢ 0.74 ¢

L1 gls pme Doyl .L;JA@JLQ:-IC}L.,,);QQbél a:.n\;.A.'a’-[)}a)"l—w\..ﬂ\ﬁAwéff_ﬁadf&bbéfdhﬁ\?a[)};ﬂﬁ):
WFH, Weed Free till Harvest, WFT, Weed Free till Tasseling, WFV4, V6, V8, and V10, Weed Free till 4, 6, 8 and 10 leaf stages, WIH, Weed Infest till Harvest

Means in each column followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% level using Duncan's Multiple Range Test
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Effect of weed free periods on canopy structure and leaf area distribution in

maize (Zea mays L.)
Yaghoubi S. R'., H. Pirdashti’, M. Habibi Savadkouhi® and Sh. Ghadamyarie®
g

ABSTRACT
Yaghoubi, S. R., H. Pirdashti, M. Habibi Savadkouhi and Sh. Ghadamyarie. 2009. Effect of weed free periods on
canopy structure and leaf area distribution in maize (Zea mays L.). Iranian Journal of Crop Sciences.

11 (1):15-24 (In Persian).

In order to investigate the effect of different weed free periods on maize canopy structure and leaf area
distribution, an experiment was conducted using a randomized complete block design with three replications at
Sari Agricultural and Natural Resources Campus, the University of Mazandaran in 2006 cropping season. The
treatments were weed control till 4, 6, 8 and 10 leaf and tasseling stages of maize. Following these stages weeds
were let to grow and compete with maize crop until harvest. Full season weed free and full season weed
infestation were the two control treatments. Maize leaf area was measured in five canopy layers (0-0.5, 0.5-1, 1-
1.5, 1.5-2 and >2 m). Maize plant height was measured at dough grain stage and grain yield, biological yield
were also measured at the end of maize crop life cycle. Results revealed that different weed free periods had
significant effects on total LAI as well as maize plant height. With shortening the weed free period to < 6-leaf
stage , LAI, grain and biological yields of maize significantly reduced. Lengthening the weed free period up to
6-leaf stage had no significant effect on maize plant height and LAI in different canopy layers. However,
shortening the weed free period to < 4-leaf stage reduced maize plant height and more leaf area developed in
higher canopy layers. In full season weed interference treatment the greatest leaf area was recorded in 0.5-1
meter canopy layer. As weed- free period shortened the maize crop maitained its leaf area and grain yield by

developing more leaf area in higher canopy layers.

Key words: Canopy layer, Canopy structure, Grain yield and Biologic yield, Leaf Area Index, Maize and Weed
free period.
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