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Table 1. Profile herbicides tested

sogee o @)l o OseY 508 3525 og=i GSe 5o yid) B pae 5
Common Name Brand name Product Application Rate(Lha™)

095855 oS 9 o

(Rimsolfuron) Titus WG35%)  (post emergence) 40 gr
09585555 3955 =9 o

(Nicosolfuron) Kroz (SC4%) (post emergence) 2 Litr
099809 o2+ 09,98 g5 Lol 9y o=

(Rimsolfuron +Nicosolfuron) Aultima WGT75%) (post emergence) 175 gr
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Table 2. analysis of variance of density and dry weight of weeds

S0 Ay Som 05 el U5 oSl S 59
- Cynodondactylo Convolvulus arvensis Chenopodium album w3 slealke Js
e <) st .- o . o .- 3 2
s e g o oS5 SES () oS5 SES () oS5 i slacile i
SOV &= Dry Density Dry weight Density Dry weight Density Total
d.f weight weeds Total dry
density weight of
weeds
S5 2 2.167 26257 49.325™ 12.875" 114.170 0.125 34.125™ 51.292
Repeat
J; 7 2422807 49.9467 10153147 348286 7 28997717 441777 11951437 6902423 7
Treatment
s 14 8.690 0.339 41.522 2.304 26.746 0.423 14.696 56.530
Error
C.V(%) 2 15.90 12.59 18.30 14.45 11.11 9.04 16.67 7.77
Aoy ) g0 Jleisl o ;o jls Jxe g )l sine o S PR
ns ¥

,"and **: Non-significant and Significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 3. Mean comparisons of density and dry weight of weeds affected by experimental treatments

s S o el U5 oS U5 S5 s
. Cynodondactylo Convolvulus arvensis Chenopodium album
o Lo o - R . . R 32 sl 5o slacale
SaS oy WS S SES () oS5
Treatments . . . Total weeds Total dry weight
Dry Density Dry Density Dry Density - .
. . . density of weeds
weight weight weight
NISTEERTASE
Nicosolfuron (2lit.ha) 20.33 b 7.00 b 32.39¢ 6.33d 71.82b 9.00b 22.33b 1200b
0998 g
Rimsolfuron (40gr.ha) 21.67b 433cd 3796 bc 12.0b 41.83d 7.17c 24.00b 93.33 cd
Lo
Aultima (175gr.ha) 11.67d 2.00e 27.02 cd 533 de 18.23 ef 4.67d 12.33 cd 56.67 e
ez Al e 93
Twice weeding 19.00 be 5.00c 46.85b 933¢c 2640 e 8.00 bc 22.00b 91.67 cd
ez 9t 0998 g
Rimsolfuron+
weeding 14.00 cd 1.00e 3392c 9.00 ¢ 38.97d 4.34d 14.00 ¢ 85.00d
ez gt Ll
Aultima weeding 4.67 e 1.00e 15.15¢e 3.00e 1145¢ 234e 6.00d 3033 ¢
On 9t 0998995
Nicosolfuron+
weeding 21.67b 3.33d 16.08 de 3.00e 58.17¢ 7.00c¢ 1333 ¢ 1033 ¢
(A5 pgapaals 3533a 1333 a 7237 a 36.0a 1055 a 15.00 a 70.00 a 1933 a
Weedy check

Al 0S5 b syl se WSO mhaw 10 et ;o 10 S ie By, sl slo . Sike
Means in each row followed by similar letters are not significantly different at 5% probability level.

09,9905 &S (Fhge ;0 oS (LS, 0,55l

& o SShee Gl 50y 1Y il el

38ee alS Galojl cal jo 0,8 J5S ooy sald
(D Jg392) 093 20,0 YY 50 slacale L culd, o &)3

Lo, ;o @)d 0Slee ol Sldlas plo o

4o 9 (Rahman, 1985) vo,0 ¥+ 5l iw 50 slacile

Mickelson et al., 1999) s A+ b o)lge S p
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599 bl e 4 Cad (gauo ;0 O /FF uuli8l el
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3, Slas oy yidon Woges olgxe a5 (and Akhtar, 2001
Ot S el s 4 QoS L opd (sl
Cewd 4 b culls callas wails |y 50 ale Jus
o, e clacale S iolidl boas ols las oul
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Table 4. Analysis of variance for maize traits measured affected by experimental treatments

. 4z 5 il slaas Lo asle olass N
i gl R s JN(')’Of seeds als e ois sl o ,Shee wls 5 Slos Eashil cls
Sov ‘Z f) K}R) “Bar' TKW(g) BM(Kg ha™) Yield(Kg ha™) Retrieval Harvest
i Index (%) index(%)
1,55 Repeat 2 3.468 267.250 0.617 20301673.126%*%  438139.835™ 6.125% 8.292
. 7
T ot 42.392%%  7653.623%* 1545.676%*  6900954.308+*  2991844.768 **  109.089%*  139.661%**
reatment
Uas 14
. 8.661 1171.231 81.623 1335893.967 137087.330 1411 7054
ITOr
s o 2
'g*\;“(g} ;f‘ 10.86 10.39 12.44 8.91 12.76 4.04 12.62
‘0

oy ) 50 Jlisl mhaw ;o s ee oS i 4 PR ‘SAAA).A.CH
™ Non-significant, “ and *": Significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.

sinboj] lajless Cod )3 sals (g e jlail Slao (1Sl dunlio -0 Jga

Table 5. Means comparison of maize traits measured affected by experimental treatments

Lo &ls olaas 5o als slaws BUCIST) >, Sles >, Sles oW el bl
Treatments @) ) S als So5e05m als Sslib g <l
K/R (No. of TKW (g) BM (Kg ha-") Yield Retrieval Harvest
seeds. ear’) (Kg ha) Index (%) index(%)
S 24bc 305bc 67.27d 1270b 2431c 27¢ 19¢
Nicosolfuron(2lit.ha)
B e 28.70ab 344ab 74.62cd 12700b 2706¢ 30.33b 21.33bc
Rimsolfuron(40gr.ha)
Lol 30a 315ab 76.64bcd 12480b 2543¢ 28.67bc 20bc
Aultima (175gr.ha)
oS Ao » 28.63ab 350ab 91.95ab 15000a 3646b 34.67a 23.67bc
Twice weeding
S e el 28.63ab 352ab 89.54abc 14230ab 3586b 34a 24.67b
Rimsolfuron+ weeding
ezt Lol 31.28a 379.4a 94.38a 13910ab 4514a 36.67a 32.33a
Aultima weeding
5 09985 26.33ab 315.8ab 62.03d 12790b 2574c 29.33b 19.33¢
Nicosolfuron+ weeding
(A pgaaals 19.98¢ 243.22¢ 24.53¢ 9954¢ 1209d 16.33d 8d
Weedy check

Al 0S5 byl gime BN D mhaw 10 st ;2 10 S e By slls slo .Sl
Means in each column, followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% probability level using

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Abstract

To investigate the effect of post emergence sulfonyl urea herbicides on weed population of maize,
an experiment was conducted in a randomized block design with 8 treatments and 3 replications in
Arak region, Iran, in 2012. The treatments were including rimsolfuron + once hand weeding,
nicosolfuron + once hand weeding, nicosolfuron + rimsolfuron + once hand weeding, twice hand
weeding and weedy check. The most important weeds in this experiment were common lambsquarters
(Chenopodium album), field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) and bermudagrass (Cynodon ductylon).
Results showed that average weed dry matter for the treatment of weedy check was 40.18 g.m™ and
nicosolfuron + rimsolfuron + once hand weeding was the most effective treatment, because it had the
lowest weed dry matter with 88.96% reduction in comparison with weedy check. The treatment of 40
g.ha' rimsolfuron had the lowest affectivity by controlling only 58.57% of the weeds. Even though
none of the treated herbicide showed crop injury, but nicosolfuron + rimsolfuron +once hand weeding
with 4514 kg.ha and the weedy check with 1209.25 kg.ha™ grain yields produced the highest and the
lowest amount of yields, respectively. Thereby, yield reduction of weeds in corn cost 27% in
comparison with weed free treatments.

Keywords: Bermudagrass, Common lambsquarters, Field bindweed, Maize, Nicosulforon,
Rimsolfuron, Ultima,
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