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Table 1. Analysis of variance for grain yield, biomass and harvest index of sorghum in different sorghum and pigweed densities

ar)d MS ol St
63157 ls 5 Shes g > Shes Cils p atls
_,,i S.0.V. Sl s df. Grain yield Biomass yield ~ Harvest index
3 Replication IS 2 0.017™ 0.448™ 1.378™
_z Sorghum density (S) oS oSty 2 0.151" 5.631" 14.699™
}) Pigweed density (P) oAb 3 0.099™ 1.973"7 9.220"™
f SxP oS sy (S s gl (ST5 6 0.024™ 0.257° 15.932"
Error L 22 0.014 0.094 15.608
C.V.% S s s 24.63 12.09 20.57

WSS I WY Jm,\cbﬁ)u@”‘,u@”ﬁ;%;g:**)*‘ns

ns, * and **: Not significant, significant at 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively.
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Table 2. Parameters of parabolic equation used for determination of sorghum biomass and economic yield in different sorghum densities

Index Density YWF I A R®  Probability level
(kgm?) % %
ola s 30 4.045 8.10 31.43 0.99 P<0.0001
Biomass (kgm®) (001"  (0.68) (0.68)
15 3.12 6.68 83.70 0.91 P<0.0001
(0.1) (2.53) (26.41)
10 1.93 14.02 38.24 0.98 P<0.0001
(0.018) (1.93) (1.60)
Total 3.02 7.24  48.22 0.99 P<0.0001
(0.04) (1.55) (5.32)
30 0.764 359 69.70 0.96 P<0.0001
(0.01) (0.87) (21.24)
15 0.648 8.33 103.90 0.99 P<0.0001
613 3 Shes (0.002) (0.25) (2.72)
Grain yield (kgm™) 10 0.380 11.20 3552 0.99 P<0.0001
(0.002)  (0.75) (0.77)
Total 0.593 599 68.06 0.99 P<0.0001
(0.003) (0.44) (3.96)

Standard Error
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Fig. 1. Relationship between sorghum biomass yield and density of pigweed in three
parameter of parabolic equation at 30(—-#—),15(—-2..) and 10(—¥—) pm™ sorghum
density (simbols shown real data and lines are fitted equation)
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Fig. 2. Relationship between sorghum grain yield and pigweed density on parabolic
three parameter of parabolic equation at 30(—-9—),15(—.Q..) and 10(—¥—) pm?
sorghum density (simbols shown real data and lines are fitted equation)
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Fig. 3. Sorghum grain yield loss percent and pigweed density relationship compared
with check on different sorghum density basis on cousens two parameter equation at
30(— #9-),15(—-2...) and 10(—¥—) pm sorghum density (simbols shown real data and

lines are fitted equation)
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Table 3. Parabolic equation parameter for determined sorghum yield loss and pigweed
density relation in different sorghum densities

Sorghum density I A R? Probability level S
% %

30 3.01 80.95 0.95 P<0.0001 0.037
(0.61)"  (32.09)

15 8.5 101.6 0.99 P<0.0001 0.084
02)  (2.39)

10 11.08 35.48 0.99 P<0.0001 0.312
058)  (0.73)

* Standard Error
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Fig. 4. Response of sorghum grain yield to sorghum densit2y increasing on weed

free (—#-),2(-.2.-),8(—¥—) and 16(--*-) pigweed pm™(simbols shown real
data and lines are fitted equation)
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Fig. 5. Relationship between sorghum individual plant biomass and individual plant
grain yield (simbols shown real data and lines are fitted equation)
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Fig. 6. Relationship between biomass and sorghum yield per metter/square (simbols
shown real data and lines are fitted equation)

8L Bl e dg )3 el g 5 Shes 4
dﬁw.&;-b)bﬁ,_&\bj%ﬁu‘ﬂwf»s
G P 03 S s S Y oS a Gl
o B s g dnl 5 5l Jeolo 3l ge ol
Q)ngbabueﬂ'&‘f\w}»
ijbb‘)_ﬂd‘b‘w‘aﬁdii})f
4Bl e (alal 5, hee) ils S50
JZASW@QJH‘@’L@J)J}C,—»"
=105 oLS YL S5 s csls e s

RGN PR

¥5

2 g Ay 53 08 5 ol s

Sl ol 3 A sdalie ey Sl (sS85
# IS (RP=VAY) Wl Caco 5 55 4
S5 A5 6l 3ln i Ol bt b
O o 02Ol Sole widas s 0L
4l polasstl yd L5 4 8 Sl ey

s
ST i mlia Sl pldS mn Slas S
ST iz 315 s Szl (oS5 5 g
2 S35 (s 5 e S e
i3 L Wl () ) 555,13 ian il


www.sid.ir
www.sid.ir

T A BT LRI

1000

+
300 4
—
N -
) A e
S e
G - o
N— 500 4 . //8
k= e .
fal """ . -
= > 5 T,
R = 400 A I
= o o
E (;,____L_,__v————'——'v__'_
O v v v
200 M
0 T
14 16 18 20 22 24

Harvest index (%) casls, jesls dw s

G X )V 5 (—Q) N0 (—0) ¥ ‘guvs\; 33 Sl Lasls Ol Ly, — Y SKS
Cae b a3 o els 51 S ¥slae bglast 5 adly sl aailis) p 8 ) s e e 3
(Lzn 2

Fig. 7. Harvest index variation at 30(—#—),15(—..2..) and 10(—¥—) pm sorghum
density (simbols shown real data and lines are fitted equation)
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