
The current high price of nitrogen fertilizer is
prompting the industry to place an increased
emphasis on the efficient use of nutrients. Here
are some suggestions for keeping fertilizer bills
as low as possible without compromising the

yield that brings much-needed revenue. 
• Account for nutrient supplies already in the soil.

Taking nitrogen (N) credits for previous crops is an impor-
tant part of buying only what’s needed. Consider doing a soil
nitrate test, especially if you had drought conditions, applied
manure or had poor yields this year. 

• Account for nutrient supplies on the farm or nearby.
The current economic and supply conditions may increase
the justifiable distance that manure can be hauled. Consider
spreader calibration, manure testing and replacing dated
application equipment. 

• Time nutrient applications for highest efficiency.
Spring N applications provide N at a time closer to crop

need, reducing the chances for N loss. Also, consider using a
nitrification inhibitor. Splitting the total N rate across various
times in the season can increase N recovery by the crop. 

• Place nutrients for greatest efficiency. Generally, banded
nutrient applications provide higher first-year recovery of
applied P and K than do broadcast applications. 

• Allocate money to the right nutrients. For instance,
when P levels are low, the plant has a reduced supply of
stored energy and may lack the energy to be effective in
absorbing limited soil N, P or K supplies. In such cases it is
best to apply at least some of each nutrient, rather than focus
on one alone. 

• Rectify low-pH soils. Liming acid soils produces many ben-
efits. Among these are improved nodulation of legumes, bet-
ter availability of P, higher exchangeable K and more effi-
cient use of N.

• Prioritize fields and areas within fields. Allocating nutri-
ent funds across the farm should be based not only on soil
tests but also on economic evaluations of each field or field
area. The goal is to ensure that consistently profitable fields
have the nutrients they need to maintain production and rev-
enue levels. 

• Examine yield goals. Averages of several years of yields are
often useful in setting realistic goals. 

• Re-examine the basis for nutrient recommendations.
Are they based on the best science available?  It may be time
to review recent university research and see how current
management practices compare. 

Keeping soil test information up to date, identifying prof-
itable fields or field areas, using all nutrients available, liming
acid soils and adopting nutrient management practices found-
ed on proven scientific principles assure the greatest chances
for success.

More information and additional management tools can be
found at www.ppi-ppic.org.
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Additional Resources
An N rate calculator allows the user to input various prices
of N fertilizer materials along with expected corn prices.
The calculator then determines the economic optimum N
rate for the most current corn and N prices. The calculator
is an Excel file that can be downloaded from the following
Web site: www.uwex.edu/ces/crops/NComparison.htm.

A thorough review of alternate nutrient sources was
published in 2000 by The Soil Science Society of America.
Land Application of Agricultural, Industrial and Municipal
By-Products is a 653-page volume discussing everything
from agricultural by-products to gypsum and wood ash.
More information is at https://secure.societystore.org/
more.php?id=55& or www.societystore.org.

www.soils.wisc.edu/extension University of Wisconsin
Soils Department Web site includes an 87-page list of Non-
Conventional Soil Additives: Products and Claims. 

continued on page 55…
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Marketing Update

In the 2005 Survey of CCAs, satisfaction with marketing
efforts aimed at increasing recognition of the CCA
Program in the agricultural industry earned a satisfac-
tion rate of 33 percent for the International program
and 20 percent for local programs. Fifty-seven respon-

dents provided written comments and expressed their desire for
more marketing to farmers. Clearly, we have our work cut out
for us — but where do we start?

CCA staff who attended the Agricultural Publishers’ and the
Farm Broadcasters’ trade shows in 2004 and 2005 report a very
high recognition of the CCA Program by the agricultural press
and radio broadcasters. Those reporters who do not recognize
that working with their local CCAs can make their jobs easier
and stories better are quickly briefed and given contact infor-
mation. That’s the easy part.

The hard part is marketing to farmers. In some areas the
media market is so segmented that neighbors don’t even read
the same farm papers or magazines. How, then, do we make the
CCA logo as recognizable as the Swoosh that we wear on our
shoes and clothing?  The answer may be one farmer at a time. 

AN IMPOSSIBLE TASK?
Impossible? Not with a sales force of 13,780 men and women.
That’s how many CCAs should have the CCA logo on their busi-
ness cards, stationery, vehicles, office desks and advertising fly-
ers. If your customers don’t know about the benefits you as a
CCA bring to their business, who is better qualified to tell them?  

The CCA Web site has a brochure you can download for free
to hand to your customers or include with a mailing. A busi-
ness card template in MS Word and a pdf of the CCA logo in
color, black and green are there, too, and can be pasted into ads
or stationery. A 60-second radio spot and a PowerPoint template
for your use can be found at www.certifiedcropadviser.org. Just
click on General Information and Promotional Materials.

Here in South Carolina we provided our CCAs with a three-
slide introduction to use in their PowerPoint presentations, and
we have CCA license plates for them to display on the fronts of
their vehicles. These are just simple ways that you can make the
CCA logo more visible, and there are bound to be many more
creative ways that 13,780 intelligent men and women can pro-
mote the CCA logo and what we as CCAs have to offer the world
of agriculture. 

It is up to each of us to do our part to market the CCA pro-
gram and the benefits it offers to farmers, even if we have to do
this one farmer at a time. Be proud to be a CCA, and sell your-
self and the CCA program. 

By Tom Kemp
Vice-Chair, ICCA Board of Directors,
Carolina Eastern Pamplico, Pamplico, SC 
e-mail: tkemp@sc.rr.com

On Sept. 9, 2005, Todd Buzzard, Michlig AgriCenter, was presented with
an Honorary Lifetime CCA Certification by CCA Board Chair, Steve
Dlugosz. Todd received his CCA certification on Aug.12, 2001, but has
been unable to work since March, when he fell from a ladder and suf-
fered a skull fracture, which led to a massive stroke and a life threaten-
ing infection. In writing the letter of nomination his co-worker Kristina
Church said, "Todd and his family are very proud of his CCA certifica-
tion. They asked me to contact you … since Todd will no longer be able
to earn his CEUs.Todd is a hard worker, a great employee and friend. I
would like to take away one worry from him, if I can with your help."   

CCAS IN THE MILITARY
CCAs deployed by the military should contact their staff
representative to place their certification on hold. Contact
information is at www.certifiedcropadviser.org and scroll
down to the bottom of the page. 

SOYBEAN RUST INSURANCE CLAIMS
A good part of the Midwest and South have escaped devasta-
tion by Asian soybean rust for the 2005 growing season.  For
those not so fortunate, documenting that they have followed
expert advice is an important step in the claims process for
crop insurance reimbursement. A brochure for farmers
wishing to submit claims and additional information are at
www.rma.usda.gov/news/soybeanrust/

CERTIFICATION RENEWAL
First reminders for CCA Certification Renewal were sent out
in October via e-mail. CCAs who renewed when they re-
ceived the first notice will not receive mailed invoices or
reminder e-mails. Hard copy invoices are being mailed to 
all non-renewed CCAs the second week of November. If you
do not receive notification to renew your certification
please contact your customer service representative at 
608-273-8085.

CHECK YOUR CEU’S
CCAs who are at the end of their two-year CEU cycle will
want to make sure they have the required number of CEUs.
Check online at www.certifiedcropadviser.org. Click on Check
CEUs in the green sidebar. A listing of CEU opportunities in
your area can also be found on the Web site; click on
Continuing Education and then on CEU Calendar.

REGISTRATION FOR THE FEBRUARY 3, 2006, EXAM
CLOSES DECEMBER 16.

CCA Update



for daily updates go to www.AgProfessional.com AgProfessional • November 2005 • 55

Executive Directors Report

VISION, MISSION, VALUE. We use these words a lot in busi-
ness. Do they really have any relevance to your daily life?  Do
you have a personal vision and mission statement for your work?
Vision is why you do what you do. Mission is how you do it. Both
are important to help motivate and set direction, but without
true value to someone, they are just well-intentioned sayings.

What about value?  If I followed you around one day and vis-
ited each of your customers just after you left their farm, what
would they tell me was the value that you brought to them?  

CCAs were recognized by the Risk Management Agency
(RMA) earlier this year as “agricultural experts,” but what does
that really mean?  The “expert” designation adds value to the
CCA but increases the level of professional responsibility.

Being certified, you must earn Continuing Educational
Units (CEUs) each year. Continuing education is important to
providing the best information or service, which is why it is a
centerpiece of the CCA Program. 

TAKING PART … OR JUST TAKING TIME
Do you take being certified very seriously or do you just show
up for the CEUs? At times I hear that the quality of CEU pro-

grams is not always good. I appreciate when a CCA lets me or a
board member know that a program was very good or not so
good because it shows the CCA cares about the quality of the
CEU session. That CCA doesn’t want to just fill a chair, but wants
to receive a high-quality education.  

When you are dissatisfied with a session, provide construc-
tive feedback to the sponsors so they can improve it. Let your
board members know, too, so they can encourage program
improvements. 

Again I ask, what value do you bring your clients?  We will
be making renewed efforts at promoting and communicating
the value of working with CCAs to growers. The survey told us
that it is a very important point to CCAs. 

The survey also told us that CCAs think their clients don’t
know or care if they are certified, only whether or not the agro-
nomic information they bring is accurate and important. How
do you get the accurate and important information?  I would
counter that you get this through high-quality continuing educa-
tion programs.

Vision and mission statements provide motivation, purpose
and direction, but the value I bring is by adding value to some-
one else. Did I help solve a problem?  Did I save them money or
expand their revenue?  Did I somehow improve their business?  

Becoming certified is not the end, it is only the beginning of
a commitment to do more than required. You have subjected
yourself to testing and peer review, signed a code of ethics and
earn continuing education credits. There is more value in this
than realized, but unless you communicate and demonstrate it,
no one will know or even care. 

By Luther Smith
CAE, Executive Director — CCA
ph: 608/268-4977
e-mail: lsmith@agronomy.org

www.scijournals.org Search six scientific journals on agron-
omy, crops and soils for the latest nutrient management
research.

http://ipcm.wisc.edu/programs/school/appendix/calibra-
tion.htm Wisconsin’s School Integrated Pest Management
Manual spreader calibration directions

http://muextension.missouri.edu/xplor/agguides/hort/g067
51.htm Calibrating Sprayers and Spreaders for Athletic Fields
and Golf Courses by Brad S. Fresenburg and Erik H. Ervin,
Department of Horticulture, University of Missouri
Extension

http://overton.tamu.edu/clover/forageres.htm Gerald Evers
of Texas A&M University at Overton recommends growing
forage legumes to offset high fertilizer prices.

www.cropsci.uiuc.edu/research/pubs/n-rate-2001.html
Getting the Most From Your 2001 Nitrogen Dollars, R.G. Hoeft
and E.D. Nafziger, Department of Crop Sciences University of
Illinois, January 2001

http://cropwatch.unl.edu/focusnitrogen.html Managing N
Effectively in Nebraska Crop Production

www.gov.mb.ca/agriculture/news/topics/daa61d06.html
Spring Options for Applying Fertilizer in 2005, Manitoba
Agriculture, Food and Rural Initiatives

http://westernfarmpress.com/mag/farming_desert_cover_cr
op/index.html Desert Cover Crop Project Watched, reports
on success with cowpeas in crop rotation

www.ppi-ppic.org/regionalfeatures Under “Quick Links”
click “Toolbox Resources” in the drop down menu. This area
contains several free software applications that help improve
nutrient management decisions, Potash & Phosphate
Institute, Potash & Phosphate Institute of Canada, and the
Foundation for Agronomic Research.

www.agry.purdue.edu/mmp Manure Management Planner, a
free software application developed by Purdue University
that helps advisers and farmers improve manure allocation
across a farm, B. Joern and P. Hess, Agronomy Department,
Purdue University.

Additional Resources (continued from page 53)
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The early soybean production system (ESPS) uses
early-maturing cultivars that are planted from late
March through late April in the mid-southern U.S.
The reason for using this system and its requisite
early-maturing cultivars is to avoid drought that

can adversely affect later-maturing, full-season cultivars. Using
the ESPS results in maximum yields in the mid-southern U.S. 

Tillage systems can affect growth of soybeans in ESPS plant-
ings, and this in turn may affect weed populations. These tillage-
related weed management possibilities may entail adopting differ-
ent weed control strategies for different tillage management sys-
tems. The effect of tillage in combination with varying weed man-
agement on weed populations in and yields from non-irrigated
ESPS plantings has not been determined.

Redvine is a perennial, woody dicot vine that is difficult to
control because it can propagate from a deep and extensive root
system. Shallow tillage is often ineffective for its control. In fact,
researchers in 1986 predicted increased populations of perennial
and biennial weeds such as redvine from using reduced-tillage
systems. It is surmised that deep tillage in the fall can physically
break up the network of rootstocks, and root segments that are
brought to the surface will be destroyed by exposure to conditions
in the winter and early spring. Thus, deep tillage of clay soils can
be considered for managing perennial weeds such as redvine.

Some herbicides effectively remove top growth of perennial
weeds but have little effect on the rootstock, and new sprouts subse-
quently arise. Glyphosate has activity on redvine, but effective con-
trol of redvine in transgenic soybeans requires glyphosate applied at
rates higher than those used for normal in-season weed control. The
challenge, then, is to develop an economical strategy to manage red-
vine in soybean production systems that exploit the benefits of deep

fall tillage and glyphosate-resistant (GR) soybean cultivars.
Weed management systems (WMSs) for soybeans generally

involve two basic approaches: use of pre-emergent (PRE) followed
by post-emergent (POST) herbicides and use of POST-only herbi-
cides. Herbicides applied only POST can be used effectively to con-
trol early-season weeds in mid-southern U.S. soybean plantings.
Economically feasible weed control strategies using PRE and POST
herbicides in non-irrigated ESPS plantings following shallow and
deep fall tillage have not been determined.

Clayey soils occupy about 50% of the land area in the lower
Mississippi River alluvial flood plain in the mid-southern U.S. These
soils crack when dried and swell when wetted, and have poor inter-
nal drainage when wet. Sharkey and Tunica are prominent clayey
series, with Tunica soils having coarser- textured materials starting
at about 24 to 30 inches below the upper clay layers. Much of the
area occupied by clayey soils in the region is cropped to soybeans,
and redvine and johnsongrass are prominent perennial weeds. 

The objective of this work was to assess perennial weed control
in and compare yields and economic returns from April plantings
of maturity group (MG) IV and MG V GR and non-GR soybeans
grown using two WMSs without irrigation following shallow and
deep tillage of clay soil in the fall. The reason for conducting this
research was based on the premise that fall tillage and in-season
WMSs might act synergistically to effectively control perennial
weeds and enhance soybean yield and economic return. Economic
analysis of 3 years of results was conducted to assess and compare
the profitability of WMSs in the two tillage environments.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Nonirrigated field studies were conducted on Tunica clay soil in
2000, 2001 and 2002 near the Delta Research and Extension Center at
Stoneville, MS. The site was chosen because it was infested with red-
vine and johnsongrass in past years. Separate but adjacent experi-
ments receiving either shallow fall tillage (ST) or deep fall tillage
(DT) were established and maintained for the duration of the study.
In the fall of 1998, deep tillage was performed on the entire study
area to ensure a uniform environment at the initiation of the exper-
iment. In the spring of 1999, the experiment was established by
assigning cultivars (main plot) and WMSs (subplot) to experimental
units where they remained for the duration of the research.

In early October of 1999 and subsequent years, one-half of the
area (same area each year) was deep-tilled and one-half of the area
was shallow-tilled. Rainfall during the 30 days preceding deep till-

EARN ONE CEU!
All CCAs may earn up to 20 Continuing Education Units
(CEUs) per two-year cycle as board-approved self-study arti-
cles which will include CCA Advantage articles. The CCA
CEU logo (above) marks all pre-approved material, with
the CEU value indicated by the number in the middle. To
receive one CEU in crop management, read this article, fill
out the attached exam and mail the tear-out form, along
with $10, to the American Society of Agronomy.

Continuing Education Self-Study Course
Crop Management

Weed Management in Nonirrigated
Glyphosate-Resistant and Non-Resistant
Soybean Following Deep and Shallow
Fall Tillage
By Larry G. Heatherly, Stan R. Spurlock, and Krishna N. Reddy
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age was 1.1 inches in 1999, 3.6 inches in 2000 and 0.8 inches in
2001; thus, soil was relatively dry preceding each year’s deep tillage.
Shallow tillage was conducted after completion of deep tillage each
year. 

Seed of MG IV GR and MG V GR and MG IV non-GR and MG
V non-GR cultivars were planted on April 20, 2000; March 29,
2001; and April 15, 2002. Cultivars were chosen because of their
consistent high performance on a large hectarage in the region. 

WMSs were selected along the following premises. First, uncon-
trolled weeds will reduce soybean yield; therefore, no weedy check
was included. Second, the inclusion of economic analyses in this
study dictated that both WMSs be practical and realistic. Also, there
was no intent to determine how WMSs related to an economically
unattainable or unfeasible weed-free environment. Therefore, a
weed-free check was not included. Finally, the intent was to assess
the effect of using the two accepted approaches for weed manage-
ment in soybeans, which are a system with a preemergent compo-
nent and a system that relies solely on postemergent control. Based
on this, the eight WMSs were: (1) MG IV GR cultivar with weed con-
trol using PRE nonglyphosate herbicides followed by POST applica-
tions of glyphosate; (2) MG V GR cultivar with weed control using
PRE nonglyphosate herbicides followed by POST applications of
glyphosate; (3) MG IV GR cultivar with weed control using POST
applications of glyphosate; (4) MG V GR cultivar with weed control
using POST applications of glyphosate; (5) MG IV non-GR cultivar
with weed control using PRE plus POST nonglyphosate herbicides;
(6) MG V non-GR cultivar with weed control using PRE plus POST
nonglyphosate herbicides; (7) MG IV non-GR cultivar with POST
weed control using nonglyphosate herbicides; and (8) MG V non-GR
cultivar with POST weed control using nonglyphosate herbicides.
Herbicides applied to each WMS across ST and DT were the same
and were applied at the same time each year.

Within each WMS for GR and non-GR cultivars, use of herbi-
cides and their combinations was dictated by expected weed popu-
lations (PRE + POST) or actual populations (POST). Selection of
POST herbicides for the non-GR cultivars was based on weekly
assessment of the presence and size of particular weed species in
plots of each WMS. The objective was to minimize weed competi-
tion within the constraints of each individual WMS. PRE herbi-
cides were applied immediately after planting each year. In each
year, rainfall of at least 0.5 inch occurred within 10 days of PRE
application. Herbicides were broadcast-applied each year at
labeled rates with recommended adjuvants and in recommended
tank mixes. 

Single and/or sequential applications of glyphosate at 0.75 lb
a.e./A were made POST to GR cultivars. This is less than the maxi-
mum allowable rate for a single application and, in all but one
case, less than the total allowable in-season rate. Thus, an increase
to the allowed maximum for individual and/or total in-season
applications of glyphosate may have changed the results. However,
the intent was to use a standard rate (0.75 lb a.e./A) of glyphosate
in conjunction with fall deep tillage to determine if the two acted
synergistically to control redvine.

The degree of weed control was assessed after soybean leaf
senescence each year to measure the season-long effect of WMSs
that were intended to provide complete weed control. Because the
extent of weed cover present in plots was related to the effect of
each WMS, the weed cover estimates were used to compare the
varying WMSs. 

Estimates of total expenses and returns were developed for
each annual cycle of each experimental unit. The 2000 and 2001
USDA loan rate of $5.35/bu for Mississippi was used to calculate

income from each experimental unit each year. Net return above
total specified expenses was determined for each experimental
unit each year. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
A review of air temperatures and rainfall during the years of the
study finds that weather conditions for manifestation of seed yield
were better in 2001 and 2002 than in 2000.

Weed Management Expense and Total Expense. Cost of weed
management for GR and non-GR cultivars was always less with
POST-only than with PRE + POST application of herbicides. The 3-
year average weed management cost for GR and non-GR cultivars
using POST was $30 and $51/A, and for PRE + POST was $43 and
$68/A, respectively. Thus, weed management expense for non-GR
cultivars was greater, even with a higher cost for seed of GR culti-
vars. Differences in total expenses among WMSs followed the same
pattern as differences in weed management expenses. Estimated
expenses for DT averaged $131 to $171/A, while those for ST aver-
aged $109 to $151/A.

Weed Control. In 1999 (first year following fall tillage), the fall
tillage x WMS interaction was not significant for redvine control.
Redvine control averaged across fall-tillage treatment ranged from
73% to 89%. In 2000 and 2001, the fall tillage x WMS interaction
was not significant for redvine control at soybean maturity. Thus,
average redvine control values across fall tillage treatment are dis-
cussed for those 2 years. In 2000, WMS did not significantly affect
redvine control, which ranged from 75% to 92%. In 2001, redvine
control in the MG V GR cultivar with PRE + POST weed manage-
ment was greater than that in MG IV non-GR cultivars and the MG
V non-GR cultivar with POST-only weed management. In 2002, the
fall tillage x WMS interaction was significant. In the ST treatment,
WMSs that had GR cultivars and glyphosate weed management
resulted in greater control than did the MG IV non-GR cultivar or
the MG V non-GR cultivar with POST-only weed management. The
more complete canopy of the MG V non-GR cultivar that resulted
from its longer growing season, in combination with PRE + POST
weed management, was effective in suppressing redvine in the ST
environment. In the DT treatment, all WMSs had statistically simi-
lar redvine control.

The finding in 2001 indicates that GR cultivars and glyphosate
herbicide are more effective in controlling redvine regardless of
fall tillage treatment. The finding in 2002 (last year of study) indi-
cates this is especially true when shallow fall tillage is used.
Greater translocation of glyphosate than of nonglyphosate herbi-
cides could have reduced regrowth of redvine, which may be
important with shallow fall tillage. When DT was used, both GR
and non-GR cultivars with their accompanying herbicides were
equally effective in controlling redvine. This may be attributable
to taller plants in the DT treatment, which would have been
important for the non-GR cultivars. A study in 1989 found that a
fuller soybean canopy resulted in less perennial vine ground cover
when non-GR cultivars were used.

In addition to redvine, johnsongrass and pitted morningglory
became dominant weed species by 2002. In 2002, johnsongrass
control was not significantly affected by the fall tillage treatment x
WMS interaction. Average control of johnsongrass following 4
years of the same WMSs applied to the same plots was statistically
equal between PRE + POST and POST when GR cultivars and
glyphosate were used. Control was significantly less in non-GR cul-
tivars compared with GR cultivars across fall tillage treatment.

Continuing Education Self-Study Course
Crop Management1CCA C
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When non-GR cultivars were used, PRE + POST weed management
controlled johnsongrass better than POST-only weed management;
however, control was low in all WMSs with non-GR cultivars. 

This population shift over the years may have been due to lack
of control of rhizome johnsongrass and inadequate control of
seedling johnsongrass with PRE herbicides as well as failure to
control late-emerging flushes with POST nonglyphosate herbicides
in non-GR cultivars. Failure to control johnsongrass with POST
herbicides in non-GR WMSs could have been due to antagonism
associated with tank mixtures of grass and broadleaf herbicides. A
study in 1995 demonstrated that broadleaf herbicides applied in
mixtures were antagonistic toward the activity of grass herbicides.
However, the premix of bentazon + acifluorfen + clethodim used
in 2000 and 2001 was a recommended product by the Mississippi
State University Extension Service, and the estimated level of john-
songrass control by this product was rated 9 out of 10. Therefore,
its use was expected to provide johnsongrass control. In 2002,
sethoxydim and fluazifop were applied following application of
the bentazon + acifluorfen premix to avoid the possibility that an
antagonism between the broadleaf and grass herbicides in the pre-
mix would contribute to poor johnsongrass control.

In 2002, pitted morningglory control was different among
WMSs across both fall tillage treatments. The MG IV GR cultivar
with POST-only glyphosate provided the lowest (84%) control, pre-
sumably because of the reduced efficacy of glyphosate and less
canopy development for MG IV compared with MG V cultivars. The
MG IV non-GR cultivar with POST-only weed management resulted
in 92% control, which was statistically equal to the 90% control with
the MG IV GR cultivar with PRE + POST weed management.

Seed Yield and Net Return. Across-years analyses revealed sig-
nificant interactions between tillage treatment and year and
between WMS and year for both seed yield and net return. Also,
weather patterns were different among the 3 years. Therefore, indi-
vidual-year results are discussed.

2000: The fall tillage x WMS interaction was not significant
for either seed yield or net return. WMS significantly affected both
variables. The four WMSs that included MG IV cultivars yielded the
most and resulted in the greatest net returns. Using GR or non-GR
cultivars and PRE + POST or POST-only weed control made no sig-
nificant difference in either the ST or DT fall tillage treatment. All
yields were relatively low, and only the MG IV cultivars produced
yields that resulted in positive net returns. Evidently, the factor
most affecting results in 2000 was the hot and dry July and August,
and the effect was greater for the late-maturing MG V cultivars.
Lack of a significant fall tillage x WMS interaction indicates that
tillage environment had no significant effect on results in this
extremely dry year.

2001: As in 2000, the fall tillage x WMS interaction was not
significant for either seed yield or net return. WMS significantly
affected both variables. The four WMSs that included MG V culti-
vars yielded the most and resulted in the greatest net returns. This
apparently resulted from above-normal rain in August that provid-
ed more water during seed fill of the MG V cultivars. Using GR or
non-GR cultivars and PRE + POST or POST-only weed control
made no significant difference when MG V cultivars were used.
Glyphosate-resistant MG IV cultivars produced greater net returns
than did non-GR MG IV cultivars. Using PRE + POST vs. POST-
only weed control resulted in greater net returns when non-GR
MG IV cultivars were used. As in 2000, the lack of a significant fall
tillage x WMS interaction indicates that tillage environment had
no significant effect on results.

2002: As in the previous 2 years, the fall tillage x WMS interac-
tion was not significant for either seed yield or net return. WMS
significantly affected both variables. Unlike the previous 2 years,
however, there was no advantage in yield or net return for either
MG IV or MG V cultivars. When MG IV cultivars were used,
glyphosate resistance had no significant effect on yield, but result-
ed in greater net returns because of the lower cost of weed control
for the GR cultivar. When MG V cultivars were used, glyphosate
resistance resulted in greater yield and net returns. Use of PRE +
POST vs. POST-only weed control did not significantly affect yield,
but did result in lower net returns when the MG IV GR cultivar was
used. As in the previous 2 years, lack of a significant fall tillage x
WMS interaction indicates that tillage environment had no effect
on results.

CONCLUSIONS
Fall ST compared with fall DT was associated with a decline in red-
vine control in non-GR cultivars but not in GR cultivars. However,
this increased redvine presence was not associated with a yield
decline. At the conclusion of the study in 2002, johnsongrass con-
trol was ≤40% in non-GR cultivars regardless of fall tillage treat-
ment. When GR cultivars were used in either tillage environment,
control of johnsongrass was ≥93%. These results indicate the extra
expense incurred from using DT for perennial weed control is not
justified when GR cultivars are used in this environment. This is
counter to the premise of a 1986 study that continued use of shal-
low or minimum tillage may result in increasing levels of perenni-
al weed infestations, which was proffered before GR cultivars were
in use. The heavy johnsongrass pressure in non-GR cultivars in
2002 was associated with lower yields and net returns from the
WMSs with non-GR cultivars.

The greater expense associated with use of PRE + POST com-
pared with POST did not translate into increased yields, but result-
ed in lower profits in some cases regardless of tillage treatment.
This finding supports those of earlier studies. It is noted that the
POST non-GR programs in 2001 and 2002 contained residual herbi-
cides, and these would have been beneficial for late-season weed
control in non-GR soybean. Total POST programs that would have
relied on non-residual herbicides may not have been as successful.

Direct comparisons between tillage treatments are not valid
because replicates are subsamples of tillage treatment. However,
trends did occur. In 2000 and 2001 when low and untimely rain
coincided with MG IV reproductive development, average yields
and profits from MG IV cultivars grown in DT were 35 bu/A and
$41/A, whereas those from ST were 25 bu/A and $8/A. In 2002,
when rain patterns were timely for MG IV reproductive develop-
ment, this trend did not occur. When later-maturing MG V cultivars
were used, there were no trends for differences in profits resulting
from using different fall tillage treatments. These trends support
the findings from earlier-cited reports.

Editor’s note: Content was adapted from the paper “Weed Manage-
ment in Nonirrigated Glyphosate-Resistant and Non-Resistant Soy-
bean following Deep and Shallow Fall Tillage,” which was published
in Agronomy Journal, Vol. 96, May-June 2004, and is courtesy of the
authors Larry G. Heatherly, Stan R. Spurlock, and Krishna N. Reddy.
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1. A reason for this research included testing for
[    ] a. differences in yield among varieties from diverse

maturity groups.
[    ] b. combinations of weed management systems and

tillage to control perennial weeds.
[    ] c. the effects of tillage on overall soybean yields.
[    ] d. different rates of glyphosate herbicide.

2. A characteristic of clay soils is their
[    ] a. excessive drainage.
[    ] b. coarse texture.
[    ] c. cracking and swelling.
[    ] d. unsuitability for soybean production.

3. In addition to redvine and johnsongrass, another weed
species noted in this study was
[    ] a. pitted morningglory.
[    ] b. honeyvine milkweed.
[    ] c. yellow nutsedge.
[    ] d. redtop.

4. Variables in this work included all of the following EXCEPT
[    ] a. glyphosate-resistant and non-glyphosate-resistant

varieties.
[    ] b. Group IV and Group V soybean varieties.
[    ] c. shallow tillage and deep tillage.
[    ] d. irrigated and non-irrigated plots.

5. A research method used in this study included
[    ] a. PRE herbicides applied immediately before planting.
[    ] b. POST herbicide use dictated by actual weed

populations.
[    ] c. POST herbicides banded over the row.
[    ] d. herbicides applied sequentially, not in tank mixes.

6.Years in which there were significant interactions among
fall tillage and weed management systems for seed yield
were
[    ] a. 2000 and 2001.
[    ] b. 2001 and 2002.
[    ] c. none of the years.
[    ] d. all of the years.

7. A reason why redvine control may be superior using
glyphosate with glyphosate-resistant varieties in shallow
tillage as opposed to other weed management systems is
[    ] a.. translocation of glyphosate reduces regrowth of the

redvine weeds.
[    ] b. glyphosate-resistant varieties provide earlier canopy

closure.
[    ] c. shallow tillage causes more rapid herbicide

degradation.
[    ] d. glyphosate interferes with weed seed germination.

8. Factors where weed management expense was greater
include when using
[    ] a. shallow tillage, as opposed to deep tillage.
[    ] b. non-glyphosate-resistant varieties, as opposed to

glyphosate-resistant varieties.
[    ] c. POST, as opposed to PRE + POST herbicide

applications.
[    ] d. Group IV, as opposed to Group V varieties.
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9. A reason why johnsongrass became a dominant weed
species in non-glyphosate-resistant varieties by the end of
the study is the possibility of
[    ] a. antagonism of grass and broadleaf herbicides in

tank mixes.
[    ] b. changing johnsongrass biotypes.
[    ] c. poor herbicide efficacy of generic formulations of

herbicides.
[    ] d. tillage spreading johnsongrass tubers.

10. Based on the overall results at the end of the study, a
conclusion was that

[    ] a. a combination of PRE and POST herbicide treat-
ments can maximize yields and profits.

[    ] b. the extra expense of deep tillage is not justified for
weed control when using glyphosate-resistant
varieties.

[    ] c. deep tillage is beneficial to soybean yields regard-
less of weather conditions.

[    ] d. glyphosate offers poor control of johnsongrass.
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