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Table2- Varians analysis of dry weight weeds

Soa sl cille |5 St 055 by 45 k=Y Jsd>

Slas o oKilke (Mean square)

CBlS S e 0 A S S ey 3 P

S iy ¥

80 day after plant 60 day after plant 40 day after plant u’i g
3! 5
d.f s.av
177.344 289.179** 18.362* Y S5
Replication
8.875 594.495* * 960.296** \ S5
Density
597.593** 5364.524** 6901.536* * ¥ J&S B,
Control method
1.304 12.238 34.428 2 JRS iy xSt
densityxControl method
3.936 52.887 29.176 YY ialasl olasl
Error
10.59 9.92 4.15 (o3 ) Ol s

Coefficient of variation

* ** gresignificant at 0.05 and 0.01 , respectivity

5 bl S el () ) spd e b
ae oo 5 (Emamiet al, 2002) ol Kas
s Ll V¥ 5 Vel Ov (Sl
S A Gb gy dly Blaws o i )l
Ll sy o a5 Lucails ol (S5
Loys 5 ok il SIS sl e SSKS
o oLl Ols Bl 4l Jyams L &l S
i G sla e Lab plad ) gl oS 5
3w sk o4y 0l KT b s«
Hejazi et ) ol Ker 5 il das 2alS
Ldd o, S ws s 208 (@, 2000
o Ad) b s 5 sl il b Ol ST

u,:_e)w)\wmls Qﬁﬁ:o))bjbup)ﬁm.-

M)Ju@)@c]ﬂ.«;))}ﬁ@}wﬁw%jg ETNY

Gk s 4l sluss
obols s Jsds =l ol
sl oy 5w oSS Ll G (Fdsaer)
2 Che gl S op o g e J S
Sosb 4 Al e dos G i e
AT b s &l sl o i &S
Cale Sl oslinal 5 e e 53 S5 A WS15 e
S (S s GdoslE S5 e e S
) VS\J; Oled 53 VAA Ll b s &ls
= Aol ey 5 slacale xS pde
e Olapas 5 pls L35 S 2y cnl SOl
Slo (oS15 55 o pase Ol ST 5 5 sla
a3 Ol Kl lad nlsl el VL
&ls sl Sy (6ols g 5 e U 5 el A

ol sl Ju5 e Cel p s dales


www.SID.ir

fo

1090 )lgy () 8)Ladd «@gu Jlw - ¢,chy) @glc )s Jung)y alas

Lol s mpee 3 Gy V) SIS
RSP J R AR WP S PUN{ SPRES)
L Cuby s w4 badils 4 Jlegl olie sl
O TR DX SR AR INCPIIt P
S B syd 5 S sS b als oIl B sl
Al e alS Ll A O3 ‘VS‘JJ o=l L
g sldde Jas gl s U
S et S dlen mha s 50 cds
4 bge dls w05 o i (Ydgds) Al
O cpeS 5 05 00 L sl o5 sl
33 50 Sl e J a8 ade s 4 by
Sy S 3l opl el opl s 4L (0 s0)
o S ge sl e Bl s Cile
Slaplll js ot 5 ails LSS S el
03 s S ol Goo dls fie (glas sl
3l e 5 el LS5 gla 4l 4t
L grdse nl Lo 5,55 (Ss o5l
(Hashemi Jazi, (> _wols glaasl
a4l sl ols sl 5,96 55 1375)
Gob 3 agm e sla sy Ul 48 A
e o s el (65 3 Slse Sl
IS 5 s als 0 5 K el 3 m sl

RGO PSS AP K Q)‘g

335 6 S sl s e dls Sl sl

238 o b s Al sl el ames

S 3 Ao
Ol (Fdsdr) iyl 4o Jodr mls
Sao s oS BlEe I 0ad ls e sdas
Tl 3 Sk ke n s sl e J S
S Ao b oy Ao gy el
phe 5 o3 S WSS Dles w0 by e
3 am A WS Sl sy e e JrS
O 4 (Sarhays osls 7 A8 ile
534S Ay (Y K8 ) ralSTYE/e
s Blge e sly el GG la 0 S1 S
s Gl s Gl 51 pae Uedd ol )6
Lelicalg 5oy ekl OIFL ale slse
5 Sl el sdd s dls S il
(Zafaroni and Schneiter, 1991) L.l
Oren b essed oLl ol Rl 4 g
53 s sl ialS 5 4l Sty Sl
Lol s Rl s 4 ol Sl gb
O 5 ol bws 5 glacile
el ol 1S 5o (Hejazi et al, 1379)

&ls deo O3
Gl Ao O3 el Cews 4 =B bl
Jrs sl 5 ds oS5 G0 ces
033 2 85 oS5 a8 8 5 e glacile
S e Aoy K Jlaxs| ck..» 53 &l Ao
DY L wls ds O35 it (Pl L3

S1OT praS 5 e 53 G A oS5 5l S


www.SID.ir

La)8lac shal g s)Slac Jaell guSc . saib) g sxan)

F5

Table3- Varians analysis experimental traits of sonflower
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