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A survey of natural weed population interference in wheat crop
in Mazandran Provience
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Table 1. Comparison of two indices in density and biomas in a single plant

reciprocal yield of wheat model
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Table 2. Estimating of regression coefficients, in a model that the dependent variable is reciprocal for weight of a

single plant of wheat seed, and also independent variables of wheat biomas and other weeds when harvesting

k=0.1 oo Ssonn 68 iz 050 S5 s

Variable e Ridge method Usual multiple regression

et e et s e

Coefficient Partial R? Coefficient Partial R?
Intercept T 5l o8 0 - -174.738 -
S L5305l
Inhibitionary Effect
Triticum aestivum Ny +0.551** 0.236 +2.126** 2)
Rapistrum reugosum Sl +0.497** 0.133 1) 0.013
Avena fatua N +0.491** 0.104 +1.236** 2)
Stellaria media aas +0.304** 0.092 +175.184** 0.106
Convolvulus arvensis Sony +0.027** 0.064 +21.560** 0.643
Lolium sp. P +0.023** 0.025 1) 0.031
Veronica persica O +0.020** 0.011 Q) 2)
Artemisia sp. 4y +0.019* 0.014 ) 0.0009
Phleum sp. sl S e +.0013** 0.001 (1) 0.108
Cyperus sp. )bl +0.001** 0.0002 -58.716** 0.031
;J\IJS i{;_)a? Alahls
Stimulationary Effect

Lathyrus aphaca s -0.478** 0.104 Q) 0.032
Cirsium arvensis gl e S -0.254** 0.090 A) 2)
Chenopodium album aoles -0.055** 0.074 +3.84** 2)
Phalaris minor o3 Cale -0.026** 0.041 1) 0.032
Lathyrus annuus s -0.019** 0.011 1) (2)

(1) : This variable is one linear function in according to the other variables. .cola sz jle 5 s S 5 &) s 4 ok ol Liza: (V)

(2) : In this method wasn't capable calculate.

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

el 03 95 dclone JB a9y cpl 53 (Y)

NARTY: JL«:’-‘C}EM)))‘J@M\T;::J;Q.**)*


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.3.1.3
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-371-en.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2026-01-30 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.3.1.3 ]

‘. )J.A Lglhul“r g_g":"b Cora J.>‘JJ g_s"')f.”

sl S 6Sist 055 5Sle 5 iy Juad Jsb 45 @5 5 &S 6Kt 05 Jamn g0 ¢ ALS Uslas (gl ¥ Jgu

C_,.fd\.!ﬁ QLA) )b QSQL;

Table 3. Plant equivalent ratios, average dry weigtht of a single plant during growth season and also average dry

matter of species when harvesting
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Jrab b s P s, 5
B3 Csls Ol
Plant Mean dry Crop Mean dry Mean weed
weight per equivalent weight at density at
growth season ratio harvest time harvest time
(9/pl) (9/9) (g/m?) (PV/m?)
Plants with high competition ability
(Triticum aestivum) S 1.680 3695.35
(Rapistrum reugosum) Sk 0.224 0.133 16.155 35
(Avena fatua) Yy 0.201 0.119 96.215 29.5
(Lolium sp.) e 0.103 0.061 3.42 0.5
(Stellaria media) BNty 0.050 0.029 0.265 4
(Convolvulus arvensis) Sony 0.028 0.016 3.952 225
Plants with low competition ability
(Euphorbia sp.) 05 0.013 0.007 2.450 -
(Veronica persica) s 0.008 0.004 - 55
(Artemisia sp.) b e, T 0.0008 0.0004 1.865 6.5
Stimulator weeds wheat growth
(Phalaris minor) ERRE - - 26.155 27.5
(Lathyrus annuus) S - - 61.17 325
(Lathyrus aphaca) S - - 8.37 4.37
(Cirsium arvense) Ky - - 7.775 1
(Chenopodium album) W - - 1.115 4
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Fig . 1 . Growth pattern of Triticum, Rapistrum, Avena, Phalaris and Lathyrus per plant in the
degree days after plating.
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Fig. 2. Growth pattern of Triticum, Lolium, Stellaria, Convolvulus and Chenopodium per

plant in the degree days after planting
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A Survey of natural weed population interference in wheat crop
in Mazandran Provience

H. Salehian®, H. Rahimian?, E. Majidi® and A. Ghanbari*

ABSTRACT

To study the extent of yield loss that weeds may cause, and the most suitable index for estimating the
reduction of wheat yield a survey has been conducted in Ghaemshahr in 1998-1999. For this purpose 27 plots
in a farm with dimensions of 5x5 were indentified, and in different stages the density of weeds were counted
and recorded. At the end of growing season, every single species in each plot was measured, seperately. For
calculation and comparison of coefficient of damage in species, indices such as dry weight , plant equivalent
ratio, and also average dry weight of a single weed plant was measured. The results shown that the ratio of
weeds biomass to their number, provided a better index for estimating of wheet reduction in wheat yield.
Yeild eguation was developed using multivariate regression, in which the effect of weeds in wheat crop is
divided in two different groups; the first inhibiting and the second as possitive effect. Intra specific
competition of wheat plants was more than the inter specific competition.Two species (Rapistrum reugosum)
and (Avena fatua) had the most effect on reducing wheat yield in this study. However Veronica persica and
Artemisia sp. had the least effect on wheat yield reduction. In the next survey conducted, we found the
positive effect of some species of weeds in inhibiting of those species with the of high competitive ability in
wheat crop.

Key Words: Weeds, Interference, Yield loss, Intra-specific competition, Inter-specific competition.
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