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Fig. 5. RUE in sesame varieties affected by the erference of various pigweed densities.
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Table 1. The parameter estimates for 3 parametric yperbolic model (Cousens, 1985) relating sesame RUE
variation to red root pigweed density.

Sesame cultivar

Model parameters

Oltan Naz Varamin2822 Karajl
Ywf 3.04(0.159) 1.96 (0.0629) 2.38 (0.024) 1.61 (0. 123)
| 5.22 (3.689) 4.5 (1.733) 12.45 (1.18) 10.27 (6.236)
A 53.08 (27.008) 81.42 (37.322) 56.71 (2.38) 76.23 (27.87)
R2 0.95 0.98 0.99 0.96

(SE) 5,1kl sls™
5o cdle 5l ol lal s (gmjol)m? RUE i = YF
5 cile (S15 sty e bl 4 RUE jlds [2als as s =1
ooadle |25 5 SURUE Sluds )3 2alS s Slu==A
**Values in parentheses indicate +SE.
YF= RUE amount (g/mjol)m-2 in weed-free conditions

|=the percentage of RUE reduction per each unitedd density
A= the maximum reduction in RUE caused by weedfetence
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Light Interception and Radiation use Efficiency (RLE) of Sesame Cultivars as
Affected by Interference the RedrootPigweed(AmaranthusretroflexusL.)
Different Densities

Saeed Shahbazi, Hamid Rahimain, Hassan Alizadeh

Faculty of Agriculter, University of Tehran

Abstract

Field experiment was carried out during 2008 grgnseason at the research farm of University of dehKaraj, Iran,
to evaluate the interference effects of redrootvpigd Amaranthus retroflexus L.) on light interception and RUE of
four Sesame cultivars. Experimental design wasxdamized complete block with three replications tpeatment. The
first factor was the sesame cultivars includinda®{Multiculum), Varamin 2822, Naz Uniculm and &g (Uniculm
cultivars). The second was the redroot pigweediteasfive levels: 0, 2, 4, 8, and 16 plant.fthe results indicated
that leaf area distribution in the canopy has angular function and the height, in which maximwraflarea redroot
pigweed was observed, was not the same among erttnlight interception by sesame cultivars uneeiroot
pigweed interference decreased by 12, 47, 32, @npedcent for Oltan, Varamin 2822, Naz Uniculum &tataj 1,
respectively, compared to control. Redroot pigwererference reduced RUE by 18.6, 35, 27.7, and p#&rcent for
Oltan, Varamin 2822, Naz Uniculum and Karajl retipety, compared to control. The highest RUE wasesbed in
Oltan cultivar.
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