155 OB Wy 4y pls

¢
2@ A bl (093 8 ylowd (pdd jaw M

AY-2A
[©) Y
] http://ejcp.gau.ac.ir %ﬁaviwu‘%"‘»%
DOI:10.22069/ejcp.2020.17945.2324

P suls j9a0 40 395 pd 5 Ty 419 O yShos g (i ) Dlao (B 9 (o y ¥

"o yan slga M usis Grussssi
GF o Ol s ol 5 (55,5LES i3 gel 5 Sliios S0 (2l ol psle Slidou io sk
Ol «SUl 350U s 5 5 3ol elidos Olajla
Ol Ol bws o5 o801 (3, 5LaS 0aSiils (bl el s elises S SLasls”

VAN iy sl VYA YYY 1l s s
S
Ji_.i.c NGI-TvE Sy PO VU S PEE oS3 e J.a\}o U.USL;L,D\ 3 L;Ql I slacdle (gi,slis s iae aale
slacide 555 555lS 53 oolaidladas la, po 4 e Kl o &S ool gl 5o 3 eull S S 58 lacile
L 15 55038 S pamms L35 o 55 5 ghE Slse el e Sl L s RIS ) S (s sl e 5 e 50
Sl 53 i JLw VO s 550> oS es Ui& SLa S op 5 el 3l S (Cicer arietinum L.) el,5 5 56 .S
o Sl (S sl 5 el g b S5 ‘mﬁjﬂ@ujwai_ja_liﬁ 33 e o olS il el plulis
3, Ses Ghoyn A il ol byl 5 S gs s ol o3 o lacdls jsam 550 sled a4 ann g b s bl
235 5 glacids syl 535550 055 w4l S Slee 5 s Slie F o s Bda L g ol il ol
A il s Lyl 2

Jab) b o g olKiils (55,5158 0aSLiils Sliios as 50 L3 \WAY 5AYAY el 5 Jl 55 3 SilesTiba iy, 5 slge
JoosSU o Sralesl s L) (e ) PAr gLl 5 (3,0 o ™) 5 s YA (250 5 et aids 5 ax 3 YO
ples 5 ers) 3 ea e J S Lels el Glasles 3 S el 1SS aw 55 bl JalS a5k b 6 s
p33 3 dsh dlw oo (a3l gl dsb s (SUL S Ol sy (Uloe 5 35T 0le)T cedila (S 3) 355 pBl 5 (s
G 2 Ses s 53 4t la ol S e i gLl B Gl s Slie s e A VR s L S
oo . ealized (/Y w503) SAS (g bl asli 51 Luills asass (6l Lng oS O3y 5 2l 5 by IS Laxtls s

W IS M)J@Ju:}\ch.ﬂﬁ)\;w Ol Pl S, lales

Slio IS 3 35 iman 350l i Dlis S 5 a slacile J S 1S sl LS Lsesls il sl a s slaasdly
Gt 3523 me I3 5 (s 3 Sas p Lad 53 35 55 e e J RS Bl A s g J35 IS (et o w
Ol 5 A sdaline 5 8 glacile s ¢w)u;)>aj§g),,>l45,yjjlsdbu Wy > 4l Wy gl Ol e
00 5 (e e 2 p SR/ ) il 5 Shas Olsn o iy AL ()l ime S 50 slacdls jpam 3 s S5 o0
4 RS o3 VO s b (e e 53 p SYTT00) (Sis ol Ol S el oty 5 acile s il 0 o3l
5 =tla 0 4 o S 58 5a e (SIS 5 008 S S 5 i (38 T o ple Bl s (e o)
ol Aol s wile 635 4 Ghate (Y19) Sy el Ol o VL oS 513 OLE sl (eimas .l oliant] Joms

m.seyedi98@areeo.ac.ir 45K J gius”

AY



YA (Y) 035w sl (o815 SOLS slgF 4

S s slacale p;r_aﬁ\ﬁ): &U\jj J;QSL;\JBJNV_E) ‘JfU.»): Ceils 3 glacale

I pl bl a8l S2alS 5 aslacile s 3 3 g cile o1 3 Shae a8 5ls 0L (5lesT ool il 1 S womst

l_.ggl_%)y%w;éjérj)g\j&m%;mg)»;ﬁl.mﬁ%\m;;@y>yuL.._<iul:>urb)l)>;J§.l.gprlS

e Ll i s Ll plUS oS edls Ol 53 o Sk, jaxli gopei s Sae SL3ILLLAS pluls 58 slacile
Soa ke IS e s s bS5 55 oS Wl ) el cpl 5 s Sla) 55 ot by SULS Sl e slacile

jﬁéuhﬂ&}egbjgfﬁiﬂcbjlobu&d‘
SLailS 5l s slacile 358 (i Ol o yont
ol 503 ke olys QLS B, Ulse w50
Sladllas el (1) Wsd o Ol A5 2alS
:w;xﬂdﬁjﬁdu_ﬂpﬁ\mﬁ¢bd\
S slacile Cb) oUly @ ane ol OLS
A0 AY Y ) al e alS dops Ve B
Sl= s Julse Sl 5 aplacile o ik (YO
eslerwl .cul gislis u g dlle SO it 4
slajlpl 5l S Olmsas La iscale 3l os 28
O3 Fsl 5o, glacile Corer o pde Lo
Sla,sds s plde ps W5 Ll Eel
ol b b (T ) il el sl ann
sl 33l G glacde s b iScale & Cuglas
Sy & 5550 50 e;}f&b@\ﬁ}u@ﬁ
el ol Esl 0T 5L G peas 3 50 e
et Sa s S sl sl s bl S
esls QLA s S ide O pme JalS g ol
l_zdbL;Awiﬁszs&QmM\yi.(\V):ﬁ
}éjﬁé@;ﬂ&@“@:ﬁuc&ﬁbjrujﬂ:ﬁ'
o3 oS S i oLl 5l e kS
Sl b pad s ad) Spbine sla Sy lils

2 (ol o Ses G, cale Wiy &u:)\ (stls” slaols

AY

Aoddo
CiS lanins 53 Sl o fage S0 50
l—zdbl—'nﬂﬁr\g)j’.'li%)uﬁuﬂj&“fﬁﬁ
Ol asls e ey w05 Sl
5Ol AR 3 sage A& 5 035 a2 5l L
sl e am g Lopl sl LYY OA) 5l f"’hf:}
Lol saolS ol &8 28 5 ol (galadl
Slin S S s S s oS
534S Gosba ey ol sl s el oS
s Gbloe s Of Co2ls elys sty sla il
Olgl b 055 5 Sl 3 .(TV) sl 0l o o8
0 S0 sloml Eel Sl g 03l st GlalS wis ) o
Slist a5 Slit gble 53 0 Cils &
A sl S s s s B s Ll IR
bs cule Ll 5 0 055, 2SS O
BLS| ey 4 odd S aly ) SlanaslEls S
Slas S G yae JalS Eol bl cpl aS 558 s
35,8 o )5 glads o alS 4 53 5 435
33 0lalS g,sliS Caidite clawlelu L .(FF)
K o033 Ayl sie UYL (655 ool Lol 3
aalie o Shes ol ke 4 (ol 20150 50
Culy 30 S e sy bable pl & @t.» 3l

5 der a1 Ol g e badlile 658 o0l s



(o300 Blgd 9 (G Cpmodaw

Jlss 51 S0 Ol 5 slaci e o K
Shdla a5 a Bl e 5550 CAS 53 ys gl
5 1 s e eslinad O J 28 cgr e iSale
3 S Sl (o 2 A R
S slacdls jpam 50 05 03 ey 4l 5 Sas
ol 4ty (Y VF) we e ab bl 3 55 g
s A5 L 55 e OF el b

23S Bose e slacils e js s Sles

W sdg; 9 dlge

SO \TAY S YAY el Jle s o besl ol

e & isls SosleS eaills Slis a5
Sl e 3 S plonil ST ale 55 Bl Lo
5 St i3y SO 5 am Y0 Jsb s il
):,a\f"\' CUJ)\JJEJ,L a3sYY) a3 FA U2
Jw Yo (Sl oSl 350 15 s e )
Dyadl s el o 218 e s YO ailas
ol el Y Jsd s (bl o S
Il s Syl gl b 53 SaoL IS Ol

Jﬁj_LdflMA' )Vf' S gk > g_M.':'J.':'A.: ﬁ)})d}\

S i (1) 333 e e 35 S 5 oL
Sl le Lledd 3 yme CB)‘ B, Ol b s e
5 Colae (asasls Wy Cu:,\ QLS o S8y
Ay My S 5 IS 0w oSy L
.(*V)
s oS Ws S ES (Y ) Wy s Slesl
S cile flas s CJSJNLSLA;MS}:) b,
3 035 sl (Goldbachia laevigata L.) KU
3 Sidse sl Sy an ) osls ol
B P Lol 5450 58
wﬂtﬁﬂcb_“yucﬁa&;}uu
Llesls Coid o S o 5 e LS
Sl & L3S SIS 55 Kas pdioms (0)
L ol o, SUls ol olals il
S Sss e gl Sy 5 bl 3 glacile
255 05 Ll 53 S e 5 6 il i
Ol cdles s a5 L0V CF) s oge Sl
u)f;j_l:mfl_é)\ﬁ:w.x_:lj:@)ﬂmm
e 503y Soolite e slacile sl s ol
Dl o e 53 Il S Olse 4 Ll e ele
i Lo, S 5 eslinad 550 58 slacale

bl o S gland 5 (S5 Slo gaas —) g
Table 1- Experiment local soil physical and chemical properties.
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Table 3- Mean comparison for the effect of weed control and cultivar on some properties of chickpea.
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Plant (er No. of Nodule
: Chlorophy  Nodule No. .
height Leafarea  branches per . weight
1l index per plant
(cm) (cm?) plant (mg)
-cde J xS “’A?J 40.804 145.554 7.764 38.704 39.534 47.93A
) Weeding
o T e
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Means in each column, followed by similar letter are not significant.
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Table 4- Slicing mean square of weed control x cultivar interaction in chickpea grain and biological yield.

saaile J xS 3l am s als 3 Slas sy 3 Sloe
Weed Control df Grain yield Biological yield
“’A}J 4 4070.25™ 31947.00™
Weeding
S 4 1744.40°* 13076.00"
Non-weeding
=
Cultivar
“5_}5 sk ok
1 9324.18 86785.00
Tork
151
> 1 10561.00™ 90915.00""
Azad
uL")I sk sk
1 12288.00 105375.00
Arman
;"":’LA ok ok
1 10473.00 80852.00
Hashem
A 1 4200.02" 28082.02"
Mahali

Aoy ) 50 Jlexsl c]a,.u D03 Lls e g Ll pme B LS S e 5 % DS
ns, * and ** are non-significant and significant at 5 and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Figure 1- Mean comparison for the effect of weed control and cultivar on grain yield of chickpea (W: weeding and N:
Non-weeding and C1 to C5: Tork, Azad, Arman, Hashem. Mahali chickpea cultivars, respectively).
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Figure 2- Mean comparison for the effect of weed control and cultivar on biological yield of chickpea (W: weeding
and N: Non-weeding and C1 to C5: Tork, Azad, Arman, Hashem. Mahali chickpea cultivars, respectively)
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Table 5- Mean comparison for the effect of cultivar on weed number and biomass.
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ns, * and ** are non-significant and significant at 5 and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Figure 3- Mean comparison for the effect of cultivar weed number and biomass of chickpea (C1 to C5: Tork, Azad,
Arman, Hashem. Mahali chickpea cultivars, respectively).
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Table 6- Competition index of chickpea varieties in infested treatment at faced with weeds.
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