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Effect of water deficit stress and nitrogen application rate on corn-redroot pigweed
competition using replacement series experiments

Izadi, E, and M. H. Rashed Mohassel
Coniribution from the college of Agriculture, Ferdowsi University of Mashhad

Abstract

In order to study the effect of water deficit stress and nitrogen application rate on com-redroo pigweed interaction, a
factorial experiment based on randomized complete block design was conducted in _greenhouse conditions using
replacement scries method. Different mixing rafios of pigweed. maize including 0:100, 25:75, 50:50, 75:25 and 100:0
were studied. To com teascling stage. Treatments included soil water availability (25 and 50 FC) and nitrogen
application rates (0, 200 and 400 kg per hectare). Results showed that both corn and pigweed dry mater increased
significantly (p=0.05) with increasing nitrogen application rate in normal soil water condifion. It also enhanced corn
competitive ability with pigweed. But drought stress decreased both plants dry mater production. It also had not any
advantage for com yield.

Key words: com, redroot pigweed, nitrogen and drought siress.
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