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Study of competitive ability of four weed species and two wheat cultivars under
zlasshouse condition
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Figure |: Schematic design study of wheat and weed canopy structure as target and neighbor plants.
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Figure 2: Effects of weed specics on wheat height (P<0.05).
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Fig. 4: Effect of weeds on light that reached beneath canopy of different varieties of wheat in comparison
with control.
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Fig. 5: Effect of weeds on leaf area production by wheat cultivars (P<0.05).
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Table 1. Equation coefficients of Pishtaz aboveground weight in competition with weed

Density

Weeds (plants/pot) bco Bce hcw R’ F
Descurainia Sophia 4 .51 0.023 (1008 62 U001
| 6 0.51 0027  0.018 0.68 <0.0001
Sinanis arvensis 2 0.48 0.026 0028 0.57 <0.0001
P 4 0.48 0031 0032 0.61 <0.0001
Avena fatua 4 0.54 0.027 0011 0.7] <0.0001
6 0.54 0.032 0022 0.77 <0.0001
4 039 0.031 0.017 0.59 <0.0001
Hordeum spontancum 6 0.39 0.033 0019 0.55 <0.0001
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Table 2. Equation coefficients of Tabasi aboveground weight in competition with weed

r—-'<-"' Y slas L"‘l‘}"o Y SFEEY

“

Density
Weeds (plants/pol) bco bee how R’ P
Descurainia Sophia 4 0.26 0.026 0.017 .73 <(0.000 1
6 0.26 0.032 0.023 0.72 <0.0001(
Sinapis arvensis 2 0.24 0.033 0.019 0.55 <0.0001
4 0.24 0.039 0.028 0.53 <(0.0001
Avena farua 4 0.19 0.035 0.008 0.74 <0.0001
6 0.19 0.038 0.027 0.69 <(0.0001
Hordeum spontaneum 4 0.22 0.030 0.021 0.55 <(0.0001
) 6 022 0.037 0.024 0.57 <(0.0001
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