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Phenology and Grain Yield of Maize cv. Hybrid 604 at Interference with
Lambsquarters (Chenopodium album L.)
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Table 1. Analysis of variance for effect of density and emergence time of lambsquarters on phenology and grain yield of maize and biomass of weed

o BT A RTS! BT ARTS! YA TS BT A NTT 09,5 5k 09,5 5k 09,5 sk G 3, BIBTS olese 5 Shos
I3 s el ey e of i o, o BPN-Y/Y b sl 5 lals <l
&y &y &y &y poler oo e seoler b ey FRTIN Y sl
df. Days to 3™ Days to 4" Days to 5" Days to 6" 3rd4h 4h_gh shgth Days to Days from Weed Grain
leaf pairs leaf pairs leaf pairs leaf pairs leaf pairs leaf pairs leaf pairs 50% sowing to biomass ield
S.0.V. R R appearance appearance appearance appearance phyllochron phyllochron phyllochron tasseling harvesting y
Mean squares Sla e 580k
Replication A 2 0.05 16.8 0.05 212.55 1.35 0.05 0.80 23.45 45.15 24641.0 345222 .45
Density (D) S 4 0.01™ 0.01™ 2.4m 58.067 0.15" 2.4 40.50" 90.525"  174.60"  159903.05  23716663.73"
Emergence time (E) OAb w0l 3 0.014"™ 0.18™ 1.00™ 17.80™ 0.19™ 1.00™ 10.20™ 26.20™ 51.75™  295555.28"  43345274.80"
DxE Ob s L e85 12 0.018™ 0.20" 0.50™ 5.411™ 0.15"™ 0.50™ 270" 6.325" 13.00™  209978.70  2981746.93"
Error L= 38 8.313 9.537 7.734 19.287 3.245 1.997 1.589 16.292 60.887 20111.11 126998.45
C.V. (%) (1) S o s 2 - 10.68 9.64 7.46 10.28 16.03 26.67 22.92 6.38 16.88 25.02 17.62

* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively.

ns: Non- significant.
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Table 2- Analysis of variance for effect of density and emergence time of lambsquarters and control on phenology and grain yield of maize and biomass of weed
w2 B LB bl osB s b Uy 035 sk 035 sk 035 sk TS BIBTY oles > Slas
e s ool ey e o T S V1Y b ol 5 cals <l
Epcir  Spoir Shoe o plerses emiopler Ry AT I
df  Daysto3® Daysto4™ Daysto5" Daysto 6" 34t 4.5t sh6n ;
leaf pairs leaf pairs leaf pairs leaf pairs leaf pairs leaf pairs leaf pairs 7 )
appearance  appearance appearance appearance  phyllochron  phyllochron  phyllochron =~ Days to Days from Weed Grain
50% sowing to biomass yield
S.0.V. S e tasseling  harvesting
Mean squares Sl o ke
Replication IS 2 0.333 22.286 0.048 202.429 1.857 0.143 0.619 22.333 45.048 4441.50 239865.571
Treatment S 20 0.01™ 0.143"  0.943™  179.43** 0.15™ 0.943™ 115717 40.586 129.086"  1556532.01" 13679018.571"
Error L= 40 8.083 9.386 7.348 18.829 3.207 1.943 1.569 15.533 62.998 84325.00 134314.521
C.V. (%) R 10.53 9.56 7.27 10.18 28.82 26.37 23.07 6.26 7.01 26.00 17.67

**: Significant at the 1% probability level.

ns: Non- significant.
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y =0.475x? - 0.854x +41.06, R Simultanous with maize
y =0.332x%-0.197x +40.46,R 10 days affer maize

y =0.309x? -1.088x +41.79, R 20 days affer maize
y=0.214x2-0.785x +41.6, Rz 30 days affer maize
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Fig. 1. Effect of weed density and emergence time on days to sixth leaf pairs
appearance in maize

y=0.214x%+0.214x+3.2,R,= 0.86 (W Simultamous 10 days after maize)

7 y=0.071x%+0.271x+3.4,R,= 0.62 (W 20 days after maize)

y= 0.214x2-0.785x+4.6,R,=0.98 (®30 days after maize)
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Fig. 2. Effect of weed density and emergence time on fifth-sixth leaf

pairs phyllochron in maize
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Fig. 3. Effect of weed density and emergence time on days to sixth leaf pairs appearance
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Table 3- Estimated values, standard error and asymptotic 95% confidence intervals for two parameters model of Cousens et al. (1987) based on grain
yield
el BIRVA 5 )luknl gl Asymptotic 95% confidence intervals
Parameter Value Standard error Low value High value
I 6.59 2.99 0.61 12.57
A 89.94 13.54 62.86 117.02
C 0.90 0.19 0.52 1.28

Y=6800(1-6.59d/100(Exp(0.90%1)+(6.59d)/89.94))

(Cousens et al., 1987) ol,es 5 w555 62l 55 Jbe Julol p Calibes slales 53 3 (6l ok 55,7 1 5 ol oalice (SIS s rﬁ,x;) PPV ) PRPS
Table 4- Observed and estimated grain yield (kgha™)for maize in different treatments for two parameters model of Cousens et al. (1987)

Weed density (plants per meter of row) (Cusy 5 b e 58 53 69 05wk (oS5

1 4 8 12 16

(@53 5V oy 550) 05 aakar O 5w OLe5
Weed emergence time (days after maize)

Obe jor Obe jor Ole jor Ole jor Ol jen
Simultanous 10 20 30 Simultanous 10 20 30 Simultanous 10 20 30 Simultanous 10 20 30 Simultanous 10 20 30
ol odalie lude 6790 6793 6800 6794 2733 5140 6358 6692 1571 3978 5887 6219 794 2082 5140 5887 494 2235 4559 5638
Observed yield
odd 3,57 5l dia 6850 6805 6809 6880 2794 5101 6500 6660 1604 4004 5999 6225 900 3109 5400 6010 639 2484 4695 5695

Estimated yield
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