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Table 1- Parameter estimates of Gousen 3 parameter equation for soybean leaf area index

. Density of 2 Decrease of
Cultivar weed(plant/n?) Xo a b R LAI(%)
0 91(3.4) 3.4(0.2) 21(3.4) 0.97 -
4 80(2.5) 1.7(0.3) 14(3) 0.96 48
8 78(1.4) 1.2(0.07) 21(1.8) 0.98 62
0 93(3.5) 6.6(0.4) 19(3.3) 0.97 -
Sole Clark 2 89(4.6) 6(0.5) 22(4.7) 0.95 9
4 91(4.9) 5.9(0.5) 21(4.9) 0.94 10
8 89(4.4) 5.8(0.5) 19(4.5) 0.94 12
0 81(1) 3.4(0.08) 23(1.1) 0.96 -
Mix Enterprise 2 82(2.4) 2.3(0.1) 20(2.6) 0.99 30
4 83(2.3) 1.5(0.07) 21(2.4) 0.98 56
8 83(4.8) 1.4(0.06) 27(4) 0.92 57
0 90(2.4) 6.7(0.5) 18(2.7) 0.96 -
Mix Clark 2 87(2.1) 6.3(0.5) 17(2.5) 0.97 6
4 85(2.8) 5.9(0.6) 16(3.3) 0.95 12
8 83(3) 5.2(.4) 17(3.3) 0.95 22

X, Day to soybean LAl maximum, a: maximum of soybean LAl during the growth period, b: slope of GuceeffRient of determination
*The numbers in parentheses are standard errors
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Table 2- Parameter estimates of Sigmoidal equation for soybean dry matter

Density of

Decrease of

: 2
Cultivar weed(plant/n?) m a b R LAI(%)
0 72(2.2) 871(65) 86 0.99 -
4 65(7.1) 397(81) -14.2 0.83 54
8 60(6.6) 329(68) 9.6 0.83 62
0 74(2.7) 1227(140) -12.8 0.97 -
Sole Clark 2 72(6.9) 1067(224) -8.3 0.93 13
4 70(5.2) 889(155) -10.2 0.93 27
8 70(5.6) 788(143) 123 0.89 36
0 77(4.8) 877(351) 5.4 0.95 -
4 74(13.5) 560(206) 5.3 0.95 36
8 73(9.7) 458(134) 6.3 0.95 48
0 72(2.2) 1158(92) 8.2 0.99 -
Mix Clark 2 73(9.7) 936(305) -7.8 0.91 21
4 72(7.6) 834(210) -8 0/93 30
8 69(4.4) 754(101) 146 0.93 36

M: Day to soybean biomass maximum, a: maximum of soybean beimass during the growth period, b: slope 8faeffi€nt of determination

*The numbers in parentheses are standard errors
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Figure 1- cumulative biomass of two soybean cultivars
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Competition of Red Root PigweedAmaranthus retroflexus) with Two Soybean
(Glysine max) Cultivars under Sole and Intercropping Systems
2- Light Absorption, Soybean Growth Indices

Pershang HossefhiHamid Rahimian MashhafliHassan Alizadéh
MSc of weed science, University of Tehrdfaculty members of University of Tehran

Abstract

Field experiment was conducted to evaluate competition effect of red root pigweed on growth analysis, light absorption and yield
loss of two soybean cultivars under sole and intercropping. A randomized complete block design with three replications was carried
out in experimental farm of College of Agriculture, University of Tehran, Karaj. Two soybean cultivars: Clark (tall) and Enterprise
(dwarf) were planted under sole and intercropping in competition with redroot pigweed at densities of 0, 2, 4 and® Phet m

results showed that the decrease of soybean LAl under intercropping was less than of sole cropping in both two cultivars. Clark under
intercropping and weed free condition and Enterprise under sole cropping and competing with 8 (pfjveedmaximum (7.6)

and minimum of LAl (2.1) respectively. Maximum light absorption in the canopy for Clark and Enterprise were 84% and 64%

respectively. Leaf area density in the upper levels of the intercropped canopies were much denser, which resulted in less availability
of light to pigweed plants.

Key words: light competition, canopy, tall and dwarf cultivars
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