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Table 1. Estimated parameters (SE) of surface respse analysis for the weed growth in response to slower density and wheat
residue at 3, 6 and 9 weeks after planting

9 week After Planting

6 week After Planting

3 week After Planting

t Estimate t Estimate t Estimate Parameter
611.4 465.89 23.2
*%
4.1 (150.3) 1.71ns (272.39) 1.19ns (19.41) Intercept
0.1 -0.003
_ *k - *k -
8.4 (0.02) 4.1 0.03 ) 12ns (0.0024) R
-0.008 -0.003 -0.0003
-1.9ns (0.004) -04ns (0.0000) -0.6ns (0.00056) D
0.0000003
0.00001 0.00001 ,
*% * - R#R
5.9 (0.0000022) 2.7 (0.0000) 1.2 ns (2.90E-07)
0.0000008 0.0000007 -0.0000001
*%k * - R %D
42 (0,0000) 21 (0.0000 ) 06 ns (0.0000)
1 -4.8E-9 2.60E-09
- - DD
3.09E-8ns (0.0000) 0.1ns (0.0000) 0.6ns (0.0000)

ns: non significant difference; * and **: significedifference at 5 & 1%, respectively.

R: Residue and D: Density
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Figure 1. Weed biomass response to increasing wheasidue and sunflower density at 3 weeks after
planting.
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Figure 2. Weed biomass response to increasing wheasidue and sunflower density at 6 weeks after
planting.
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Figure 3. Weed biomass response to increasing wheasidue and sunflower density at 9 weeks after

planting.
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Table 2. Estimated parameters (SE) of surface respse analysis for sunflower growth in response to stlower density and wheat
residue at 3, 6 and 9 weeks after planting

9 Week After Planting

6 Week After Planting

3 Week After Planting

t Estimate t Estimate t Estimate Parameter
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ns: non significant difference; * and **: signifioadifference at 5 & 1%, respectively.
R: Residue and D: Density
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Figure 4. Sunflower biomass response to increasingheat residue and sunflower density at 3 weeks aft

planting.
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planting.
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Abstract

A combination of plant residues and increased atepsity would play an important role in enhancimgpcgrowth
through weed suppression in organic agriculturertter to attain the best level of wheat residuewrhand sunflower
density, a factorial experiment based on RCBD witiee replications was conducted at research @ittde Faculty of
Agriculture of Birjand University (Amirabaad campua 2008 growing season. Treatments were 5 diferates of
wheat residue including 0, 250, 1250, 3750 and 3ap®a' and 3 sunflower densities including 50000, 70000 an
90000 plants hA Results showed that the maximum crop growth dsagethe lowest weed growth was observed at
the density of 70000 plants hand 3000 kg hhof wheat residue. Increasing crop density and uesamount to the
levels above these limits would have no effecewan in some cases reduce crop growth.

Keywords: Residue, Density, Weed suppression, Surface sisalggression





