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Table 1- Amount of minimum, maximum and mean of quantitative variables in this study
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Table 2- Abundance percentage of quality variables in this study
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Table 3- Plant density, life cycle and morphology of different weed species in two sampling stages
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_ SOl dless AL s FirstJsl
Sy = . °9
: Sy Perenni  Annu
Broad G al al Second
rass
leaf
- * - 20.10 8.72 Poaceaceae Avena ludoviciana Durieu. g BYgy
- - # 13.86 5.96 Brassicaceae Sinapis-arvensis L. sy oy
- - # 10.69 12.82 Poaceae Phalaris minor Retz. S ile
- ® - ® 0.84 5.89 Poaceae Alopecurtﬁun(}g/osumldes 04uiS 2l p>
B ~ N Lolium rigidum Weiss ex
0.91 2.74 Poaceae Nyman o
- - 0.51 1.55 Caryofillaceae Stellaria media (L.)Vill SouS
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Table 4- Parameters of the regression equation between weeds population and different quantitative variables with liner
simple regression model (y= a + bx)

Pr>F R b+SE atse G
Variable
0.6722"™ 0.0042 -0.0003+0.0006 63.4548+8.8206 LZ,:
0.0002** (0.2780  -0.3888+0.09557 116.2279+14.4472 PA5 g o515
Wheat plant density
00168 01259 -0.1398+0.0562  90.0975+12.9242 pa5 4l oSl
Wheat raceme density
0.1679° 00437 -05339+0.3807  79.5543+14.5869 gl il
Farmer experience
0.9901™ 0.0000 0.0129+1.0326  59.4712+80.5411 el &)
Planting date
0.6767™ 00041 0.6899+1.6429  1.9914+139.3887 <ty &,
Harvest date
0.6668 ™ 0.0044  0.0356+0.0822 52.6353+18.8688 rae ok
Amount of seed
0.6581™ 0.0046 -2.3033+5.1601  63.2139+8.1640 e Sl
Herbicide used
0.9494™ 00001 0.0003+0.0053  59.7254+12.9182 ;f:l‘;

il ge (g Gz pis g Mo Ve g0 ) Jloin] gdaw )3 (gl gime onind L iy 4 NS g + e
** * +: are significant at 1%, 5%, 20% probability levels, respectively and ns, non-significant.
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Table 5- Investigation of quality variables on the weed population

pr>  Cr obe gol3l ey " e
MS df Variable
\
f0d gy CulS
0.447  906.405"™ 1 2 Doped S8 9
Hand planting
0.447  906.404" 1 o550 Cogots <iB i)
Centrifuges planting
0075  4815.339" 1 )
Variety
0.24 2126.80 ™ 3 LS edl J5 S pae
All pesticides use
0503  703.119™ 1 LSl J5 S pae

All herbicides use
0426  993.144™ 1 e 2 g S e S e
2-4-D herbicide use before tillering
Bl Al po 5l dny (63,5895 S il B puae

0.94 7.6444 ™ 1 .
2-4-D herbicide use after stem
988.48 988.48 ™ 1 Ol LS 7B pas
Captan fungicide use
1561.488 43 ks
Error

el 035 ol il ylg 42355 31 e3litol L jyn (slacdle Cones U puiie 53T gy #
* Evaluation on the effect of Variables on weed population was performed by variance analysis.
il ge (6 pxe pas g lo)d Vo Jlein] e (3 ()0 gime 0dind LS s yF 4 NS 5 ++
+ + and ns: are significant at 10% probability level and not significant, respectively.
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Fig. 1- Regression relation between wheat density and weed density
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Table 6- Regression analysis of weeds density in 45 fields of wheat in order to estimate yield loss of main weeds
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In this equation, Yield: wheat yield, PDEN: wheat density, PHAMI: Phalaris minor, SINAR: Sinapis arvensis and AVELU: Avena sp.
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