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2- Replacement series technique
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1- Weed control efficiency
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1- Land equivalent ratio
2- Competition relative
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Table 1- Analysis of variance (mean squares) of measured traits affected by experiment treatments
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Table 2(A)- Mean comparisons interaction of intercropping and wild safflower in studied feature
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spadle oy alit Sl alld cuis 2 996" ob 09
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jpadile oot aalat (U565 sl -%45 5) 2 797¢ 39932 0
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(65%Barley-35%common vetch)+ control ' '
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jpacile g als + (%65 sl-%35 5) 2 814° 35972 09
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jymcile (9 aalitey Lallb cuis oY 3.883° oY
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jyadile a5g 10+ (%35 Sslo-%65 42 2 701 3.093° 4,433
(65% Barley-35% common vetch+10 weeds
)').m_d_c Lo 10+(%54 Saslo =055 9>) 2 781Cde 3 3 633d_g
(55% Barley-45% common vetch)+ 10 weeds
jpadile wg 10 + (%65 Ssl-%35 4o) 2 801° 1 642 2 893°10
(35% Barley-65% common vetch)+10 weeds
sppails g 1045 (Al cuis 0° 3.6° 1.747"

Sole cropping of barley+10 weeds
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* Means with the same letters for each column haven’t significant difference at 5% probability level according to Duncans’ test.
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Table 2(B)- Mean comparisons interaction of intercropping and wild safflower in studied feature
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sppcile 53 15 Jgone Sile s a8 2.921" 0 12.00%°
Pure Cropping of common vetch-15 weeds
jpacile a4 15HUBE Joene Sslom Y45 52 2 801° 2 133 7 90
(45% Barley-55% common vetch)+ 15 weeds
jyacile a4 15HU35 Jgene Sslem %65 52) 2 701" 2 947 g o4t
(65% Barley-35% common vetch)+ 15 weeds
jpacile a4 15HMAD Jgene Sslm¥55 42) 5 7780 5 93 7 199
(55% Barley-45% common vetch)+ 15 weeds
sl &g 15+(%65 vy Sale=%35 5}) 2.802° 1.603% 5.77%9
(35% Barley-65% common vetch)+15 weeds
spdile 69 10t gs allb cuis 09 3.403 3.467%(0
Pure cropping of barley-15 weeds
syl &g 20+J9m Sile Ll s’ 2.95% o° 17.45%
Pure cropping of common vetch-20 weeds
jyacile a4 20455 Jgene Sslom Y45 52 2 802° 2 033 10.91%¢
(45% Barley-55% common vetch)+ 20 weeds
jyacile a4 20435 Jgene Sslem %65 52) 2 706°" 3.033° 12.83%
(65% Barley-35% common vetch)+ 20 weeds
sypcile dg 20+(%45 Jexe Sil=%55 9>) 9 774cdet 2 832 11.198bcd
(55% Barley-45% common vetch)+ 20 weeds
)').m_é.l.c Lo 20+(%65 J?"“’ Saslo=U%35 9>) 279 1.56ab 8.593b_f
(35% Barley-65% common vetch)+ 20 weeds
sl g 20+9> oAl cus 09 3.2872 5.3>¢

Pure cropping of barley-20 weeds
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* Means with the same letters for each column haven’t significant difference at 5% probability level according to Duncans’ test.
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L a8 59 1/83 Jolse smy> 20-35-65 oS 5 j> ( Jio y4bo
BM3] oyl g M3 soyd 1/08 (¢ll> canli-45-55 LERT
inlojl 5y90 cli ol plas 15 bole cuiS (caiodgmw ;Soby junb
Sl Coms |y sl JBLG 9 o515 38 3929 (ol b il e
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(Hauggaard-Nielsen et )15 e ilae yoSho Liolel 5l Juols
Ly 5 baylogs g9 el ;3 alas pie cle Vil al., 2001)
OhlSan 5 190 izman il oo Sialojl 3,90 blio )3 39290
3 byl b5 Logme,d bl cuss’ (Tsubo et al., 2004)
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0545 by be | Jsome Sile )3 (> (05 Sl S
o cpyieS 9 0/96 ply 5ymcale wgy 10 L aoy> 65-35 4wy
93 oy Cpmr 3,5 dsle aali w0 y3 35 =65 S5 )3 (0/9)
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Table 3- Land equivalent ratio in different treatments of intercropping weed Interference with wild safflower

Silo F32 o) SRlp G i ey Sy Camd e Sl S
Sos Syexe 9 5
Treatments Partial LER of common vetch Partial LER of barley Total LER

jpacile g aalit (U5 Jgens Silo U045 42) 0.93 0.85 178

(45% Barley-55% common vetch) +control
jpacile gt 2aLit(U35 Jgane Sile - %65 42) 0.9 0.8 17

(65% Barley -35% common vetch) +control ' ' '
jpacile gt aalit(I45 Jgane Silo - %55 42) 0.93 0.43 136
(55% Barley-45% common vetch) + Control
jpadile ga 1alt(U65 Jgane Silo - %35 42) 0.93 0.92 185
(35% Barley-65% common vetch) + Control

jpacile dg 10 HU55 Jgane Silo - %45 42) 0.96 0.58 154
(45% Barley -55% common vetch) +10 weeds

il a5 (! Al =0

jpadile dg 10 HU35 Jgane Silo - %65 42) 0.93 0.85 178
(65% Barley-35% common vetch) +10 weeds

e a5 (! Al =0

jpacile dg 10 045 Jgane Silo - %55 42) 0.95 0.83 178
(55% Barley-45% common vetch) +10 weeds

jyacile ag 10HYB5 Jgeno Sslo - %35 ) 0.96 0.45 141
(35% Barley -65% common vetch)+ 10 weeds

jpacile 4 15 +(% 55 Jgene Sislo - 945 o) 0.95 0.62 157
(45% Barley-55% common vetch)+ 15 weeds

jpadile 15y 15 HU35 Jgane Silo - %65 42) 0.92 0.86 178
(65% Barley -35% common vetch)+ 15 weeds

il a5 (! il =0

jpacile 15y 15 045 Jgane Silo - %55 42) 0.95 0.86 181
(55% Barley-45% common vetch)+ 15 weeds

jpadile 15y 15 HUB5 Jgane Silo - %35 42) 0.95 0.47 142
(35% Barley -65% common vetch)+ 15 weeds

jpacile dg 20 HU55 Jgane Silo - %45 42) 0.95 061 156
(45% Barley -55% common vetch)+ 20 weeds

il a5 (! il =0

jpadile dg 20 HU35 Jgane Silo - %65 42) 091 0.92 183
(65% Barley-35% common vetch)+ 20 weeds

jpadile dg 20 HU45 Jgane Silo - %55 42) 0.94 0.86 18
(55% Barley -45% common vetch)+ 20 weeds

o ile s Y Al =0

jacile dig 20H(%65  Jgeno Sslo - %35 ) 0.94 0.47 141

(35% Barley -65% common vetch) +20 weeds
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015 CR Lials cosly 5 a5 Sitlo s pae 59 (oaljil
cuiS oy $9y SWlae gols Daraeimofrad et al., 2013)
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Table 4- Competition relative (CR) of intercropping (common vetch-barley) with weed wild safflower

e Frore Swilo Culdy Comi g2 Coldy S
Treatments CR of common vetch CR of barley
spacile g anlat (55 Jgene Sl -U45 &) 0.89 111
(45% Barley-55% common vetch) +control
jpadile ot aalit(%35 Jsane ko - %65 42) 0.47 208
(65% Barley -35% common vetch) +control
jpadile oot aalit (45 Jsane Sl - %55 42) 264 0.37
(55% Barley-45% common vetch) + Control
jpadile ot aalst(U65 Jgene Sl - %35 42) 054 183
(35% Barley-65% common vetch) + Control
jpacile @54 10 HU55 Jgane Silo - 945 42 135 073
(45% Barley -55% common vetch) +10 weeds
jpacile 6y 10 %35 Jgeno Sislo - %65 02) 203 0.49
(65% Barley-35% common vetch) +10 weeds
jpacile 6y 10 %45 Jgeno Silo - %55 ) 139 071
(55%Barley-45% common vetch) +10 weeds
jpaile ag 10HUB5 Jgano Silo - %35 o2) 114 0.87
(35% Barley -65% common vetch)+10 weeds
jpacile 4 15 4% 55 Jgane Silo - Y45 45) 195 0.79
(45%Barley-55% common vetch)+15 weeds
jpacile gy 15 HU35  Jyeno Sislo - %65 ) 198 05
(65% Barley -35% common vetch)+15 weeds
jpacile gy 15 W45 Jgeno Sislo - %55 52) 135 0.74
(55%Barley-45% common vetch)+15 weeds
jpacile gy 15 HUB5  Jyeno Sislo - %35 02) 108 091
(35% Barley -65% common vetch)+15 weeds
jpacile gy 20 HU55  Jyeno Sislo - %45 02) 127 0.78
(45% Barley -55% common vetch)+20 weeds
jpacile gy 20 %35 Jyeno Sislo - %65 02) 183 0.54
(65% Barley-35% common vetch)+20 weeds
jpacile gy 20 %45 Jgeno Sislo - %55 52) 133 0.74
(55% Barley -45% common vetch)+20 weeds
jpaile ag 20465 Jgane Silo - %35 o2) 107 0.92

(35% Barley -65% common vetch) +20 weeds
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Introduction

In agronomy, natural outlook has been expressed in different forms which stable agriculture is an example.
Stable agriculture is ascribed to the authentic management of agricultural resources, which in addition to
fulfilling the ever-changing needs of humans, maintains the health of environment and capacity of water and soil
resources. Application of herbicides, besides being costly, resulted in the selection of herbicide resistant weed
species and has become an environmental contamination factor. However, reduction of herbicide consumption is
one of the goals of modern agriculture, with several methods being suggested, including intercropping. In natural
conditions of production, environment conservation of weed existence requires cost. One of the important
preparations in weed control from the perspective of sustainable agriculture, is using intercropping system. The
aim of this study was to determine the role of crop diversity on weed and crop production based on the beneficial
effects of intercropping system than pure.

Materials and methods

In order to study effects of mixed and sole cropping of barley with common vetch on their biologic yield and
utilization indices, an experiment was conducted in Agricultural college of the University of Lorestan, during the
growing season of 2013-2014 with 24 treatments using the method of rows replacement series technique by the
randomized complete block design in a factorial arrangement with three replications. First factor included 6
levels of intercropping: sole cropping of common vetch (100%), 55-45 (Common vetch-barley), 35-65, 45-55,
65-35 and sole cropping of barley and second factor included 4 levels of weed wild safflower, control, 10, 15
and 20 plants per m. In this experiment WCE, LER and CR were measured. The data were subjected to analysis
of variance (ANOVA) using Mstat-C computer software. Mean comparisons were performed using Duncan s
multiple range test at two levels of significant 1% and 5%.

Results and discussion

There was significant difference between minimum and maximum dry weight of weeds, the results showed
that barley have important role in weed control wild safflower. Therefore, weed control efficiency in 15 plant in
m?was higher thantwo 10 and 20 plant in m% The lowest WCE (161.27%) was found at 15-35-65 treatment,
but, the highest WCE (51.99) was obtained from 15-65-35 (Wild safflower-common vetch-barley) treatment.
Computes showed that WCE, in 15 plants of wild safflower/m? was more than 10 and 20 p/m’. The reduction in
weed population and biomass in intercropping systems with barley may be attributed to shading effect and
competition stress created by the canopy.

Thus, result showed that reduction rate of common vetch in intercropping, with bearing compatibility power
to weeds reduced LER. CR for common vetch intercropping component in comparison with barley in total
treatments was>1. The highest CR, for vetch obtained from treatment 45-55-control (2.64) and for barley from
seed ratio 65-35-control (1.83).

Conclusion
The results in this study showed various seed rate had noticeable effect on forage yield, LER and weed
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control. In this experiment changing seed rate in two tested plants (barly- commen vetch) changed the number
and weed species, as a result noticeable changing was created in their competitive power. Result showed that
seed rate (35% barley-65% common vetch) was better than other treatment, not only in use efficiency of
environment, but also it had more dry forage yield. Also, former seed rate had effective role in decreasing the
weed biomass. This important result was related to reduced light penetrate at the bottom of cover crop and
probably lack of competition in access to environmental resources was also affected. So using this seed density
for mentioned area is recommended for reducing weed competition and improving the quality and quantity of
dry forage.
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