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A survey of natural weed population interference in wheat crop
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Table 1. Comparison of two indices in density and biomas in a single plant

reciprocal yield of wheat model
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Table 2. Estimating of regression coefficients, in a model that the dependent variable is reciprocal for weight of a
single plant of wheat seed, and also independent variables of wheat biomas and other weeds when harvesting

k=0.1 g, 2s) Soene 8 0500 55 B

Variable JEen Ridge method Usual multiple regression
—r s aiad s
Coefficient Partial R Coefficient Partial R
Intercept T 5l o2 0 - -174.738 -
SL,ls5L 5 lyls
Inhibitionary Effect
Triticum aestivum xS +0.551%* 0.236 +2.126%* 2
Rapistrum reugosum Sk +0.497** 0.133 €8 0.013
Avena fatua N +0.491** 0.104 +1.236%* 2)
Stellaria media Kaa +0.304%* 0.092 +175.184%* 0.106
Convolvulus arvensis Sons +0.027** 0.064 +21.560** 0.643
Lolium sp. o +0.023** 0.025 1) 0.031
Veronica persica o +0.020** 0.011 (D) 2)
Artemisia sp. a3 +0.019%* 0.014 1) 0.0009
Phleum sp. sla S e +.0013** 0.001 1) 0.108
Cyperus sp. Sl +0.001** 0.0002 -58.716%* 0.031
S8 S s Sl
Stimulationary Effect

Lathyrus aphaca S -0.478** 0.104 1) 0.032
Cirsium arvensis gl e S -0.254%* 0.090 1) 2)
Chenopodium album ale -0.055%** 0.074 +3.84%* )
Phalaris minor s Cale -0.026** 0.041 1) 0.032
Lathyrus annuus S -0.019%** 0.011 (1) 2)

(1) : This variable is one linear function in according to the other variables.

(2) : In this method wasn't capable calculate.

* and ** significant at the 5%nd  1%evels of probability

, respectively.
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Table 3. Plant equivalent ratios, average dry weigtht of a single plant during growth season and also average dry

matter of species when harvesting

NITRST - NITR T ¢S5 Lo e
el:f G ST S Jalee Olej s SCas Sl
Jab b s S s, 5
NE3) Sals ok
Plant Mean dry Crop Mean dry Mean weed
weight per equivalent weight at density at
growth season ratio harvest time harvest time
(g/Ph (g/?) (g/m’) (PUm’)
bbby 2bles b sraies”
Plants with high competition ability
(Triticum aestivum) (’““f 1.680 3695.35
(Rapistrum reugosum) Sk 0.224 0.133 16.155 35
(Avena fatua) N 0.201 0.119 96.215 29.5
(Lolium sp.) o 0.103 0.061 3.42 0.5
(Stellaria media) Kaa 0.050 0.029 0.265 4
(Convolvulus arvensis) Sons 0.028 0.016 3.952 22.5
el 2blg b slaaigs
Plants with low competition ability
(Euphorbia sp.) U5 b 0.013 0.007 2.450 -
(Veronica persica) ol e 0.008 0.004 - 55
(Artemisia sp.) U e T 0.0008 0.0004 1.865 6.5
P Ay oS O o (Slvdigs
Stimulator weeds wheat growth
(Phalaris minor) R H - - 26.155 27.5
(Lathyrus annuus) = - - 61.17 32.5
(Lathyrus aphaca) = - - 8.37 4.37
(Cirsium arvense) s - - 7.775 1
(Chenopodium album) AW - - 1.115 4
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Fig. 1. Growth pattern of Triticum, Rapistrum, Avena, Phalaris and Lathyrus per plant in the

degree days after planting
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Fig. 2. Growth pattern of Triticum, Lolium, Stellaria, Convolvulus and Chenopodium per

plant in the degree days after planting
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Fig. 3. Growth pattern of Triticum, Euphorbia, Veronica and Artemisia per plant

in the degree days after planting
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Table 4. Estimating of regression coefficients, in a model that the dependent variable is reciprocal for weitht of a

single plant of oat seed, and also independent variables are wheat biomas and other weeds when harvesting

K=0.01 5 0 £5 s

PP U SN-TT

Variable JUeH Ridge regression method Usual regression method
P s e et s e
Coefficient Partial R? Coefficient Partial R?

Intercept fas 3l Lo ,e 0 +1.697 -
(Phalaris minor) ©ols Cale +0.592 0.608 -0.118 0.237
(Phleum sp.) sl g p> +0.591 0.416 (1) ?2)
(Cyperus sp.) sl +0.392 0.106 1) 0.011
(Avena fatua) iy Yy +0.250 0.016 (1) ?2)
(Lathyrus aphaca) = +0.195 0.029 -0.18 0.548
(Chenopodium album) TN +0.175 0.007 (1) 2)
(Artemisia sp.) b jeas T +0.175 0.007 (1) 0.001
(Crisium arvense) Sy &S +0.175 0.007 (D 2)
(Convolvulus arvensis) Sony +0.154 0.012 (1) 2)
(Lathyrus annuus) = +0.132 0.196 +0.052 0.051
(Rapistrum reugosum) Sk +0.129 0.027 (1) 2)
(Triticum aestivum) puS +0.111 0.007 -0.04 0.201

e S i b ite e Sl (e S5 e VL et (V)

(1) : This Variable is one linear function in according to the other variables.

(2) : In this method wasn’t capable calculate. sl 03 35 Al LB YL 35, 512 (Y)
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