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Effects of Weed Removal Time on
Growth and Yield of Maize

Kang, Y. K* K.Y, Park* S. K. Jong** S. U. Park* and H. G. Moon*

ABSTRACT

Effects of weed removal time on maize growth and yield were evaluated in the fields dominated with Poli-

gonum spp., Chenopodium album, Echinochloa crusgalli and Digitaria adsendens from 1982 to 1983 in Suweon.

Weed removal treatments were as follows: (a) kept weedfree all season, (b) weeded at 10 day intervals after

maize emergence but stopped weeding at 3,5,7,9 leaf stages, (c) weeds initially removed at 3,5,7 and 9 leaf

stages and the plots then kept weed free, (d) weeds left all season, Maize kept weed free from maize emergence

to 7 leaf stages showed no grain yield reduction due to competition from weeds emerging later, but weeding

from emergence to 3 and 5 leaf stages reduced grain yield 46 and 44%, respectively, in 1982 and 29 and 18%,

respectively, in 1983. Weeding at 3 leaf stage and thereafter did not influence grain yield but injtial weedings

at §, 7 and 9 leaf stages reduced grain yield 10,36, and 67%, respectively, in 1982 and 14,18, and 21%, respec-

tively, in 1983, Responses of maize to weeding time in the dry matter yields were same as in the grain yields.
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Table 1. Precipitation during maize growing
seasons in 1982 and 1983

Month Period of 10

4 1982 1983 Normall/
ays
mm
April Mid 0 29 40
Late 0 57 47
May Early 20 36 34
Mid i 13 24
Late 35 7 24
June Early 3 0 31
Mid 2 28 27
Late 0 4 66
July Early 3 69 110
Mid 33 150 138
Late 231 64 96
Aug. Early 6 57 111
Mid 223 1 109
Late 32 80 78
Total 699 595 935

1,/ Average of from 1964 to 1980.
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Table 2. Weed dry weight at maize maturity as affected by last weeding times in 1982 and

1983.

Weed removal periodl/

Weed dry weight (g nf)

(From emergence) D.a.?” E.c. P.b. P.spp. C.a. R.p. C.c. Other Total
1982
Weedy check 66 52 3 332 82 0 68 1 604
To 3 leaf stage 115 27 18 84 0 0 3 3 250
» 5 ” 58 11 2 33 57 0 2 6 169
a7 ” 61 1 0 1 0 0 2 7 72
7 9 ” 48 0 3 1 0 0 5 4 61
1983
Weedy check 0 149 i1 30 124 0 3 0] 317
To 3 leaf stage 1 110 61 5 0 0 3 4 184
7 5 ” 1 35 13 2 0 1] 1 4 56
7T 4 3 22 5 0 0 0 0 4 34
7”9 ” 0 3 3 0 0 0 1 1 8
1./ Based on the maize growth stage.
2./ D.a. : Digitaria adscendens (813 1) E.c. : Echinochloa crusgalli(3])
P.b. : Panicum bisulcatum (A 71 4) P.spp. : Polygonum spp. (51 H)
C.a. : Chenopodium album (8 °}5-) R.p. : Rorippa palustris(£4&ol&)
C.c. : Commelina communis(g 2 &)

_ 52—



Table 3. Weed dry weight at various maize growth stages before weeding in 1983

Weed removal periodl”

Weed dry weight (g/m?)

(To maturity) D.a.2” E.c. P.b. P.spp. C.a. R.p. C.e. Other Total
From 3 leaf stage 0 1 1 2 1 1 0 0 ]
7 5 ” 0 6 4 21 7 14 2 3 57
» T % 1 28 10 66 36 103 4 4 252
9 ” 2 57 23 51 118 49 2 3 305

1/ Based on the maize growth stage.

2/ Abbreviations of weed species are same as in the table 2.

¢

Table 4, Growth and yield of single cross maize hybrid “Kwangok ” as affected by weed removal

period in 1982

. Days to Plant Plants” Ears.” Kernels” 100 kernel Grain
Weed Removal period v mid—Zilking height 1IOa ’ plant eaf i weigeht yield
cm no g kg 10a
Weed - free check 91d—2/ 161ab  5760a 1.00a 408a 19.7a 498a
Emer. to 3 leaf stage 94c¢ 140¢ 5760a  0.99a 238b 19.9a 271be
” 5 ” 95be 131¢ 57604 0.99a 250b 21.3a 280b
” 7 ” 914 169a 5700a 0.98a 460a 20.5a 513a
” 9 ” 91d 160 ab 5830a 1.01a 429a 19.6a 496a
3 leaf stage to maturity 91d 158b 5140ab 1.01a 439a 20.4a 482a
5 ” ” 91d 155b 5630a 0.98a 4344q 20.3a 450a
7 ” ” 94c 135¢ 5140ab 0.97a 277b 20.1a 328b
9 ot ” 96ab 1144 4320bc  0.98a 188b 19.6a 163cd
Weedy check 97a 110d 3820c  0.87a 76¢ 22.3a 77d
CV (%) 1.0 4.4 14.4 5.9 18.8 6.3 19.4

1./ Based on the maize growth stage.

2/ Means followed by the same letter within a column are not significantly different at the 5
% probability level according to Ducan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 5. Growth and yield of single cross maize hybrid “Suweon 19” as affected by weed remo-

val period in 1983.

Weed removal poriod. Py I?ays. te? Pljcmt Plants,” Ears/ Kernels,/ k(lal(')l?el ?ﬁeld Dry
mid-silking height 10a Plant ear weight  Grain matter
cm no g — kg 10a —
Weed - free check 9la 290a  5490a 096a  454ab 37.5ab 869ab 1800a
Emer. to 3 leaf stage 93a 279ab 5350a 0.83ab 439abc 34.8bc 614d 1160d
” 5 ” 9la 278ab 5490a 092a  386bcd 359abc 709bed 1410bed
” 7 ” 91a 28lab 5420a 094a  480a 35.7abc 896a 1580abc
" 9 7o 91a 282ab  5490a 0.93a 439abc 37.4ab 83labc 1670ab
3 leaf stage to maturity 92a 286a  5490a 0.98a  435abc 37.5ab 870ab 1760ab
5 ” ” 92a 281ab 5560a 0.91a  397bed 37.4ab 750a 1610ab
7 o ” 9la 278ab  5350a 095a  369cd 380a 714bed 1440bcd
9 ” o 93a 262bc  5560a 0.94a  351d 37.6ab 689cd 1240cd
Weedycheck 95a 259¢ 5000a 0.77b 245e 329¢ 368e 127e
CV (%) 2.0 4.6 4.4 9.4 119 5.2 14.2 14.8

1,/ Based on the maize growth stage.

2/ Means followed by the same letter within a column are not significantly different at the 5
% probability level according to Ducan’s Multiple Range Test.
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