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Table 2- LER and the share of soybean cultivars with pigweed density

Density of pigweed LER Clark share Enterprise share
0 1.11 56 44
2 1.05 53 41
4 1.02 54 46
8 1 58 42
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Figure 2-The percentage of soybean yield reduction in weed densities
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Table 3-Coefficients of Gousen 3 parameter equation for pigweed leaf area index estimation

Treatments a b Xo R’
Enterprise 0.92(0.08) 30(6.6) 102(9.8) 0.98
Clark 0.72(0.02) 19(1.7) 92(1.8)  0.98
Intercropping 0.58(0.07) 18(3.3) 83(2.6) 0.92

*The numbers in parentheses are standard errors.
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Table 4- parameter estimates of sigmoidal equation for pigweed dry matter in competition with soybean cultivar during the growth period

Treatments a b Xo R?
Enterprise 472(70) 14(25) 81(5.4) 0.99
Clark 276(15) 6(1.4) 71(1.6) 0.00
Intercropping 238(20) 11(2.3) 69(3.1) 0.97

*The numbers in parentheses are standard errors.
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Table 5- parameter estimates hyperbolic equation fodlecreasesoybean dry matter with increase pigweed dry matter

Treatments
Enterprise 78(0.19)
Clark 57(0.98)
Intercropping 43(2.82)

b R’
130(0.99) 1
136(5.82) 0.99
119(24) 0.99

*The numbers in parentheses are standard errors.
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Figure 6- Percent of decrease soybean dry matter with increase pigweed dry matter
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Figure 7- Pigweed cumulative dry matter and CGR in sole and intercropping during the growth period
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Figure 8- Accumulation of soybean dry matter relation with pigweed during growth period
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Competition of Red Root PigweedAmaranthus retroflexus) with Two Soybean

(Glysine max) Cultivars under Sole and Intercropping Systems
1- Soybean yeild and redroot pigweed growth analysis

Pershang Hosseini, Hamid Rahimian Mashhadi, Hassan Alizadeh

University of Tehran

Abstract

Field experiment was conducted in the College of Agriculture and Natural Resources of Tehran University, Karaj to evaluate the
effect of intercropping two soybean cultivars on redroot pigweed biomass. The experimental design was a completely randomized
block with factorial arrangement of treatments with three replications. Two soybean cultivars including Kelark (tall) and Interprice
(dwarf) were planted in sole and under intercropping in competition with redroot pigweed at (0, 2 ,4 and 8 plants/m2). The results
revealed that yield of both cultivars were decreased with increasing redroot pigweed density, but the yield of Interprice was reduced
45% more than Kelark. In comparison to Interprice, yield of Kelark in intercropping was higher than sole cropping. LER calculated
in intercropping under weed free condition was 1.11. Under intercropping, redroot pigweed had lower LAl (0.58), cumulative dry
matter (283 g/m2) and CGR (4.7 g/m2day) compared to when grown with sole crops.

Key words: sole culture, intercropping, soybean, redroot pigweed, yield and grow


www.sid.ir

