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Fig. 1. The predicted and actual yield (dry matter) produced by grass pea, redroot pigweed and tumble pigweed
affected by water stress and different planting ratios (grass pea, tumble pigweed and redroot pigweed). A: 80% of

field capacity of soil water and (b) 50% of field capacity of soil water. (The actual yield values include the yield
measured in each pot. The predicted yield values have been calculated by multiplication of the amount of crop yield in

pure stands at different crop ratios
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Table 1. Relative yield of grass pea, redroot pigweed, tumble pigweed, both weeds and total affected by different levels
of water stress and planting ratios of grass pea and weeds (Grass pea-tumble pigweed-redroot pigweed).

(1) cuins lizeo (gld s o O ySlos
S cugh, Different planting ratios (%) Relative yield
SIS ad )b 1) w9l el oerEl sl
(olals o A e ey s ke A SR
Soil moisture Grass Tumble Redroot Redroot Tumble Grass ”® &

(%FC) Pea pigweed pigweed Pigweed pigweed Pea Weed Total

80% fc 75 25 0 - 0.25 0.63 0.25 0.88
75 125 125 0.27 0.13 0.56 0.40 0.96
75 0 50 0.49 - 0.46 0.48 0.95
50 50 0 - 0.48 0.36 0.47 0.83
50 25 25 0.45 0.23 0.39 0.67 1.06
50 0 50 0.65 - 0.33 0.65 0.99
25 75 0 - 0.58 0.23 0.58 0.81
25 37.5 375 0.51 0.22 0.21 0.72 0.94
25 0 75 0.55 - 0.12 0.54 0.66
0 50 50 0.63 0.27 - - 0.90

50% fc 75 25 0 - 0.19 0.72 0.18 0.91
75 125 125 0.14 0.05 0.76 0.18 0.94
75 0 50 0.30 - 0.63 0.30 0.93
50 50 0 - 0.32 0.54 0.31 0.85
50 25 25 0.20 0.11 0.51 0.31 0.82
50 0 50 0.53 - 0.45 0.52 0.98
25 75 0 - 0.51 0.21 0.50 0.72
25 37.5 37.5 0.47 0.24 0.20 0.71 0.91
25 0 75 0.81 - 0.22 0.81 1.04
0 50 50 0.63 0.23 - - 0.86
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Fig. 2. Relative yield of grass pea (o) with tumble pigweed (A and B), redroot pigweed (C and D) and both weeds
together (E and F) (X),total relative yield (A), relative yield of tumble pigweed (M) and redroot pigweed (O) (E and F)
in different planting ratios affected by treatments of 80% (a, ¢ and e) and 50% (b, d, and r) of soil water field

capacity.
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Table 2. Relative competitive intensity index of grass pea, redroot pigweed, tumble pigweed and both weeds together
under different water stress levels and planting ratios of grass pea- weeds (grass pea-redroot pigweed-tumble

pigweed).

(/') oS s ‘SL“ . A R

cud b ) S cugh, The planting ratio (%)

Relative competitive intensity index

(oI5 T (gl w95l w95l
Soil moisture R w95El oatel R slaile
(%FC) A Tumble >3 >3 Tumble A »
Grass Pea pigweed  Pigweed Pigweed pigweed  Grass pea Weeds

80% fe 75 25 0 - 0.75 0.36 0.73
75 125 125 0.73 0.87 0.44 0.56
75 0 25 0.51 - 0.54 0.45
50 50 0 - 0.52 0.64 0.49
50 25 25 0.55 0.77 0.61 0.25
50 . 50 0.35 - 0.66 0.27
25 75 0 - 0.42 0.77 0.38
25 37.5 375 0.49 0.78 0.79 0.19
25 0 75 0.45 - 0.88 0.38
0 50 50 0.36 0.73 - -

50% fe 75 25 0 - 0.81 0.28 0.82
75 125 12.5 0.87 0.95 0.24 0.85
75 0 25 0.69 - 0.37 0.76
50 50 0 - 0.68 0.46 0.70
50 25 25 0.80 0.90 0.49 0.74
50 . 50 0.47 - 0.55 0.58
25 75 0 - 0.49 0.79 0.52
25 375 375 0.53 0.75 0.80 0.40
25 0 75 0.18 - 0.78 0.35
0 50 50 0.36 0.77 - -
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Table 3. Aggressivity index of grass pea-redroot pigweed, grass pea- tumble pigweed, redroot pigweed- tumble
pigweed and grass pea-weeds under different levels of drought stress

(1) cuins bz gldcaus Cadlé psli
REL At d The planting ratio (%) Aggressivity index
SIS b b T el T
NINCI| - - i
Car e e LT s S
moisture(%FC) A S 9 Grass Pea- pigweed- Grass Pea- )»® sbdils
Grass Tumble Redroot Redroot Tumble Tumble Grass Pea-
pea pigweed pigweed pigweed pigweed pigweed Weeds
80% fe 75 25 0 - - -0.22 -0.043
75 125 125 -0.41 0.15 -0.25 -0.25
75 0 25 -0.38 - - -0.39
50 50 0 - - -0.23 -0.06
50 25 25 -0.29 0.094 -0.20 -0.17
50 . 50 -0.18 - - -0.19
25 75 0 - - -0.1 0.03
25 375 375 -0.15 0.12 -0.03 -0.04
25 0 75 -0.08 - - -0.08
0 50 50 - 0.12 - -
50% fc 75 25 0 - - -0.12 -0.01
75 125 125 -0.02 0.038 0.014 0.03
75 0 25 -0.09 - - -0.04
50 50 0 - - -0.07 0.04
50 25 25 0.02 -0.01 0.01 0.05
50 . 50 -0.05 - - -0.05
25 75 0 - - -0.1 -0.01
25 37.5 37.5 -0.10 -0.01 -0.11 -0.06
25 0 75 -0.05 - - -0.06
0 50 50 - 0.07 - -
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