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Table 1- Agronomic characteristics of soybean culiars and lines

Agronomic Soybean varieties Soybean lines
characteristics Hil Sahar Telar Sari 032 (B-8/27- 033 (B-7/31-
(B.P-692) (J.K-695) 70114) 70123)

Growth type Semi Semi Semi Semi Semi Semi

determinate determinate determinate determinate determinate determinate
Growth group 5 5 5 5 5
Height (cm) 88 68 87 105 102
Leaf shape broad broad linear broad linear broad
Germination good good good Excellent good good
ability
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Figure 1- Profile of leaf area of soybear- in nonereedy and weedy condition and also profile of le@rea of Abutilon theophrasti Medic.m. a= Hil, b= 033, c= Sahar, d= Sare= 032, f= Telar
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a, e and g=Cucumis melo var. agrestis; b, d and h=Sorghum halepense (L.)Pers.; ¢ and i=Chrozophora tinctoria (L.) A. Juss.
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Figure 3- Profile of soybear- dry matter in nonewveedy and weedy condion and also profile ofAbutilon theophrasti Medic
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Table 2- Analysis of variance (Mean Square) of weeddfestation and cultivars effects on soybean yieldnd
harvest index

. MS
Source of Variation d..f Yield Harvest index
Replication 2 15528.16* 0.00008*
Weed 1 65862963.36 ** 0.139 **
Error 2 39195.36 0.0001
Cultivars 5 1501442.08 ** 0.002 **
Weed*Cultivars 5 1006720.80 ** 0.0009 **
Error 20 24844.64 0.00021
CV (%) 6.511 3.95

" and **: non-significant and significant differenae1% level of probability
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Figure 5- Mean comparison of the interaction effecbetween weed and cultivars. In each group, the aohns with the same letter are not
significantly different at 5 % level (LSD).
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Table 3- Means of harvest index of soybean cultivar total weed dry matter and total weed leaf area.

soybean Harvest index (%) Total weed dry Total weed leaf
cultivars Weed free Weed infestation matter (kg/ha) area (cnf)
Hil 43b 34a 2230 ¢ 485

033 42b 27b 4502.4a 922.4C
Sahar 2 26° 416327 679.27°
Sari 268 3 2418.4° 066.4”

032 41b 30at 3087.4b 731.4d
Telar 2 26° 403567 1100.67

In column, means with the same letter are not ogmitly different at 5 % level (LSD).
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Response of Canopy Structure of Soybealycine max (L.) Merr.) Cultivars to
Weed Competition
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Abstract

Pattern of leaf area and plant dry matter distiéimytcan play key role in weed-crop competitiondgchieving the light.
A field study was undertaken to aim of investigataf leaf area and dry matter profile of soybealtivars and weeds.
The experimental design was a randomized completk lusing a split-plot arrangement with three iegilons. Main
plots were weed infested (natural infestation) weed free, and subplots were four soybean cultig@akar, Hil, Sari,
Telar) and two lines (033, 032). At soybean canolmsure stage, sampling of leaf area and dry maitefile of
cultivars and weeds was carried out. Interferenitk weeds caused different cultivars of soybeaift sié maximum
layer of leaf area and dry matter to the upperrl@jeanopy. Distribution of leaf area and dry raaih weeds canopy
was related to its species and the growth fokbutilon theophrasti increased its height and height of branching, and
spread its leaves on the soybean canopy. Theutiivar in weedy plots produced maximum grain yialtd had more
weed suppressive ability than other ones.

Keywords: soybean canopy structure, leaf area, dry mattmaglation Abutilon theophrasti, yield.
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