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Table 1- Type, origin, growth form and 1000-seed weight of Sumflower cultivars
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Table 2 - Some physical and chemical properties of soil
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Table 3- Analysis of variance for the effect of tumble pigweed density on yield and yield components of sunflower cultivars

(Mean of squares) le e Sl

s
s e &3l als 5 o3
o : S s - 5l S Rl Sl 2 O . Sl olows 5\,
(Sources of variance) (Degree ) "’BJ’,:J' ° i H Q"ﬂ‘“ e . o ‘f’ (1000 seed Gl o s slas o
of (Biological yield)  (Stubble yield) (Seed yield) (Harvest index) ieh (No.per head) Hollow seed)
freedom) weigh

Sok

Block) 2 5629656.97 466022.18 3053639.12%* 32.5588 89.9052 80372.680* 722776

(@l o SKolzs ol
Sunflower cultivars) 5 14031153.84%%* 9293733.88**  11447842.61%* 824.4234%* 585.4373%** 261999.75%%* 1628.12%*
A)
() 5,2 ale oS5
. 3 71123389.18** 17980656.6%*  17623434.36** 6.6941 1020.992%** 110625.66** 1960.797**
Weed density(B)

(Gl X &)

A xB) 15 1268099.71 1023116.99 6800118.19 89.0329 93.2983 25678.933 57.0525
Ls

(Erron) 46 1960245.166 1401461.99 582402.70 48.1516 59.2468 18003.158 96.6318
() St ey 1521 2481 1435 17.22 12.28 29.04

CV (%)

* and **: Means significant at 5 and 1% probability levels.
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Table 4 - Mean comparison of yield, yield components and harvest index of sunflower affected by cultivar and density of tumble pigweed

bls So5e0gm o Ses ALV als o Slas sl jasls als e 59 Gob yo ails slass als (S
(Trea)tn;en " (yield Biological)  ( Stubble yield) (Seed yield (Harvest index) (1000 seed weigh) ~ (No. per head)  (Hollow seed)
(Kg.ha™) (Kg ha) (Kg.ha™) (%) (2) (%)
—
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- YRTA
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Means with similar letters in each column have no significant difference based on LSD test (0=0.05)
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Figure 1: The percentage of different sunflower cultivars yield loss compared to the control in response to weed
density increase
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Figure 2 - Dendrogram resulted from cluster analysis of yield and yield components of six sunflower cultivar
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ABSTRACT

In order to evaluate the effect of tumble pigweed competition on yield, yield
components and seed quality of six cultivars of sunflower; an experiment
was conducted with factorial layout based on a completely randomized block
design at the research farm of College of Agriculture, University of Birjand in
2012. The factors were four weed densities (0, 5, 10 and 15 plants/m?) and
six cultivars of sunflower (Azargol, Jame Isfahan, Syrna, Farrukh, Progress and
Euroflour). The results showed that by increasing weed density, yield and
yield components of sunflower were decreased. By increasing weed density
from zero to 15 p.m?, grain yield of sunflower was decreased up to 40.2%.
Jame Isfahan cultivar produced the highest seed vyield (5.789 kg/ha), and
Farrukh cultivar had the least percentage of seed yield loss in weed density
of 15 p/m?. Generally, Progress, Euroflour and Jame Isfahan cultivars had the
most competitiveness and Azargol cultivar showed the least competitiveness
against tumble pigweed.
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