Iranian Journal of Field Crop Science el el - bls
Vol 47, No 4, Winter 2017 (575-583) o "c’f o P"h
DOI: 10.22059/ijfcs.2017.138201.653998 (BYB-0AY () YWAD (Lo oF &)Ll FV 5,00

D35 3 Kot 9 05 S T 59 » Gl 9 0sle S fob 9 g o515 W

* .
:birf A1y O si5T o &sls el 655 (sl
OYRENV/TY 15 50y 5o )6 = VFRE/N +/0 10dly o o ,0)

oS>

JL.,;Q;ETE;&‘(V% w‘;Jg;.:ust‘ga) IPY :ﬂw}g;.séujg}ﬁc,.isg}..a’p,uﬁ rSljS j:S"\S w)ﬁ_)‘,ﬁ.uq
‘5LnVS|JJ Al Sag kil dakaie s S aw b dolas Jos LS ok C,!a B s ki 5 oo S O, pen \TAE ol )
Sl 5 (2555 0) o)lg paw 93 3 S5 Juad 5 ool G S 53 LS jo g 5152 90 5 A0 VO 10) )b il
JUd oS sled s sz 2590 BB S0 Red 5 6 (515 ST 45 ol O gl i £ 15 o5 e S 55 (5 YY)
L').:‘”J J";;."" 45‘:;'}& b).}j v.‘:-ﬁt uS/j..s ;J\.o’ ‘5\.&»5/]:1 JL«...':? xile &h‘;}_"ﬁ C.JSJJJ}‘ X J‘bb;'.sa r.‘:-ﬁ’ ss/ﬁ_,
Gy 5 Shes oy 2des 3L el YL ‘5u$'5‘/: 2 e P 5 Bale s Sas [USa )5 g Hla VO 40 ) rS|JJ o=l
S dge bﬂe—ﬁé&i{dﬁﬁ)"bq‘gﬁbjiw‘ sl @Hﬁ.:ﬁohgwqwjjmja g0 vSIJSJA
JU ol e bl:...ljljfiaf\&!a;.a.\;;’»ﬁ ﬁhﬂ,lﬁs QS jo W A0 VSIJS Jlesl g o,lg oS 55 (LS s 5 VY/0)

P e s Shes ils 3 Slas (S )0 (0 S ST (SS9

Effects of plant density and sowing season spring and summer on quantitative
characteristics and yield of corn
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ABSTRACT

This experiment was conducted to study the effect of plant density and sowing season spring and Summer on
quantitative characteristics and yield of corn (704 maize hybrids), Split-plot arrangement in randomized block design
with three replications was used and during 2015 in Andimeshk. The different densities of 65, 75, 85 and 95 thousand
plant per hectare was considered as main plots and sowing season in two levels sowing Spring (25 March) and
sowing Summer (21 July) were randomized in sub-plots. Results showed that The effect of plant density on was
significant in all the tested characters exception The number of active leaves and leaf fag. The effect season sowing
on traits such as number of active leaves, leaf fag and 1000 grain weight were not significant. with of plant density
increasing from 65 to 75 thousand plant per hectare increased fresh forage yield, but in densities Above was
decreased. The highest grain yield in density of 65 thousand plant per hectare and Related was to sowing Summer.
based on the findings of this experiment and in order to achieve the highest fresh forage yield in sowing spring and
the plant density of 85 thousand plant per hectare in the Khuzestan and other regions with similar ecological
conditions are recommended.
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Table 1. Physical and chemical analysis of soil

Depth of sampling Text Sand Clay Silt EC H Organic matter N K P
(centimeter) exture ) (%) (%) (ds/m) P (%) (mg/kg)  (mg/kg)  (mglkg)
0-30 Clay loam 36 58 6 6.3 7.7 0.73 0.66 91 8.9
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Table 2. Analysis of variance of plant density and Planting season on the Quantitative Traits maize
Myankyn squares
S.0.V. df Plant Internodes Ear Ear Number Leaf fag
height length height yield of active leaves length
Replication 2 239 3.13 142 26962 2.6 6.5
Plant Dencety 3 784" 28" 76.4" 706580 0.37™ 0.61"™
Error 6 41.9 0.8 16.9 25789 0.79 4.6
Planting season 1 6633 66.6" 5517 87036 0.04™ 1.5™
Plant Dencety x Planting season 3 132" 0.44™ 110.3" 28357 0.93™ 1.05™
Error 8 66.3 0.4 12.8 3543 0.83 24
CV (%) 93 9.7 74 10.3 6.9 8.2

n.s, *, **: non-significan and significant at the 5% and 1%, respectively.
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Table 3. Analysis of variance of plant density and Planting season on the Quantitative Traits maize

Myankyn squares
S.0.V. df Kernel No. Row No. Per Forage 1000 Kernel Grain
Per Row Ear yield weight yield

Replication 2 0.29 0.5 1549814 17.5 761031
Plant Dencety 3 49" 8.4 5936545 89.4" 3383245™
Error 6 1.34 0.61 19603 15.6 340406
Planting season 1 227 9.3" 18651623 57" 7536147
Plant Dencety x Planting season 3 1.15™ 0.15™ 40293216 31.9™ 76151593
Error 8 0.75 1.58 23989 13.9 439120
CV (%) 9.3 8.7 11.5 8.5 9.7

n.s, *, **: non-significan and significant at the 5% and 1%, respectively.
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Table 4. Mean comparison of Plant Dencety on the Quantitative Traits maize.

Treatment  plant Internodes  Ear Ear Kernel Row Forage 1000 Kernel ~ Grain

height length height  vyield No. No. yield weight Yield

Plant dencety (ha™) (Meter) (cm) (cm)  (t/ha') PerRow  PerEar (t/ha™) (ar) (t/hah)
65000 209 13.3°¢ 96 ¢ 27472 38°? 18° 55.6 ¢ 304 ¢ 8472

75000 21°¢ 153°  101° 241° 37® 15° 65.6 301° 7.7°

85000 22° 17.3°  105° 234° 37® 14° 60.9° 300° 70°¢

95000 2472 18.1° 109 ® 21.9¢ 36° 14 ™ 58.9 ¢ 295 °¢ 6.7¢
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Means in each column followed by similar letter (s) are not significantly different.
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Table 5. Mean comparison of planting season on the Quantitative Traits maize.

Treatments Plant Internodes Ear Ear Kernel Row Forage  Grain
height length height  yield No. No. yield yield
Planting season (Meter) (cm) (cm)  (tha™ Per Row PerEar  (t/ha?) (t/ha™)
Spring 2.5 17.7° 106°  24.0° 35° 12° 69.8° 6.9°
Summer 2.5° 14.3° 99° 27.4 38 16° 52.2° 8.0°

s b o Sbee s lo gine il Dglds baiaslis eiw o )0 S e slald >
Means in each column followed by similar letter (s) are not significantly different.
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Figure 1. Mean comparison of interaction of plant density and Planting season on Forage yield of maize
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Table 6. Mean comparison of interaction of plant density and Planting season on the Quantitative Traits maize

Treatments Ear height Ear yield Grain yield
Plant density Planting season (cm) (tha™) (t/ha™)
65000 spring 100° 25.7° 7.4
65000 Summer 89° 29.2% 9.5°
75000 spring 105" 25.0° 7.0°
75000 Summer 89° 26.5® 8.3%®
85000 spring 110% 23.0° 6.8°
85000 Summer 99° 27.0° 7.3
95000 spring 1167 22.4° 6.4°
95000 Summer 08° 27.1° 7.1%

it Sl a0 g idlad Sglas basalid (gt ;2 10 S yiie slacd >
Means in each column followed by similar letter (s) are not significantly different.
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