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Effect of integrated weed management on yield and yield components of
broomcorn (Sorghum vulgare L.)

L awli o e 5T (6505 o ¢ Studl Jodama (0L il ¢ (gle il 3

oS

(a;J}_.u:J&Lwé\}_?\jzj_(wjjﬁkgquﬁdi:ﬂ:giﬁh‘;l.\T’\‘ .l_u_sM‘L:J.).656})&'}9.6¢duh.é.ﬁ‘aw‘é.c.d4‘55lﬁ‘}u
04T - (MY Olpl (el pole doxo . o)l

Tl B 53 )96 D0 4 (hbdT (295l poTagw 3 s 1 (wrg § (A7l 3l o3l ST () sgkike 4
Gl sl .37 1o g b By OlmbydT bl aile Gbiw e 30 VFAY bl 33 5 4G dw b  Solai ol slaes gl
S ke Sl (T gt ol + S 909 3 9 T st P! +5338855 «39. 0980 9w P1599) e dw 33 A5l £98 ol (alo3T
T 93 33 (o9 9 (oMl duogi CLAkE 31 oS o33 YO § s o 33 YO (D)3 5150 (Sl g ol duogi CdE) otaw dw 33
=959 am & Slos il B 50 (5318 xo shuw F1 Liolo3T (Sl slowd dod 457 318 OLiS gmlS . Ndg (w9 PLxil PO § > 9)
03, S ine e il CBE ST (J9 391 513 gm0 cng 9 e E95 (Sbslos 3 35 413 3 Klas § WIS T yg
2015 410 & o 9 (0 5gdgw & 5oe (gl 1 Ol 3m0 oy s ol 3 40 Ao 33 TYIYY 9 o33 £T/0Y b O)gdl gu plogd i Lile
1S 418 8 pShos § K Sa-dgw S yhos Ol sme 1530 38 SIS e W 3 g sl LIS alo3T S AT Lile oy
oS e 099 (LhslodT S slod T O3gr SIS e I (Tl 3 AligS (590 @ Sl g Clild g Sl Slao by W
Olao 1351 el (T Sl pue b dwlio 33 9 (S1 1 9 Cabld 3 Slile J5u8™ 38 1) Wb o gl 09398 gus P19
St g =0 30 dbigs (939 § 41D U (A dligs U oy pmiy DS JF AlgS (5190 g LS 9 Cbld p Sl
3 o9 JLoa!l slowd Aol Cawd 4 398 gw p1Hgd i ile Hlowd 3T (P57 YRR 9 41D 11Y0- ¢ dzaligs TYYe Cui i @)
(S (18 20 (S ¥ 9 P Jlodd 4 S 3950 Dlio (Sl p mg0 g0 JO P e 9 IS V1AL dxdlgs YTl
9 4bg Job (p i b 5 4 P 5 VU 3 o o V/E b 095980 gw plogh (A5 il 31 odlisl (ialo)T cnf S (ool
159158 5 (g Jloel slod .25 gl (igd g0 Dgute (9)Lr LT Igu g 53 (AT o Dlho 14 1y Bl 039
09w g P 3 pa o Hlw OAY b dligs Job i

(S0 J 5 9 (2ol J 5057 (Al 5057 G Selile ( 299l poT sgm i ST SreSlg

ANY/E 2l s WAMNNY 22l 55 Gl

(o™ 431850) O 5l DB 3ol 5 el pske il guae  ORSTE ol Dol 315T o513 o yoke =
(farid.lotfi@gmail.com :¢$s 5 S0 )

TS o3 4 5 Ol Ol de o g Leils Y

2555 (S 5alE Dl a0 Y

Sl doly oDl 35T oKty e Sl poze —F

OLaSTE ol oDl 5157 o s axst ol tils -0

041


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1390.13.4.1.1
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-102-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2026-05-19 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1390.13.4.1.1]

WA s oF o5lad o3 o i 0120 (215 e alans”

byl (Zand et al., 2008) C—l ,» lacale
5 050580 smpl) 53 055 5 5 S5 G AS e
S0 i m gle Cade J ST o T g gl 463,55
5058w S la i S Cale a S s ol
IS (b an S Ble o i 53 O, 58 smpls 8
S5 1 e o sl ile (55T Sl
¢S s (Baghestani et al., 2007) wx_sls <5
I8 g 58 sy 50 S Cale S 2 lesT
W S 55 s 35 5me p3 5 m glaln e
elrsmd O e S sls 0L (i LasT (ol s
s slacade o e alS Eel 054 5
ds § aals Hled 4 s 3 3, Shes Ll 53l
oL 53 6,505 SielesT s (Bunting et al., 2004)
Srasbaciale 58 55 Caliiee sla 25 Cale 30
Gla fiS Cale aS Ul adte o)l pf);-“
o5 3m osle p B LSTYID Ol 4 palios s+ A
03La 0 8 S +/00 Dm0 095 58] g g ¢ S )
O 3on 41 03558 g g + o 3 350 3 S 3 0 5 3
21 S0 g rie OB 536350 05k (‘Jf}ls V/o
5 51 551 ol D58 a1 sle Cale J S
2l s Shee i 5 olS 4y ants alS
> {Ishaya et al., 2007) xxals o g5l 8 5 5w
03,5 plad 45 U [aseia ol plosil Ol ol
Eol s S el sy e s slacile
S g e &S5 s slacile Jls gme ialS
Aol e ol s Shas ol sl 5 Ol
G5 oU 3l s (Donald., 2006) ws 5 5 s Cae b
Slacis) o SO s 5 ol5 Ao s
JS blad jlas als jese e &)y cils
A S Eel s b s Jlesl o laale
(Buhler etal., 1995) s § 5 & slade
3 AS e e e s L Gl
3 e S eslimal g 2l Co e SE g p
Sl 53, Shes il 50l 55 olend J 257 ol jen 4

04y

-

FPRY-H
L Seis bl s a8 ol Jods s p 5 ) e
osliie 0 5b s Slesls g s Shae b sbo 8
Lis (s S Ctliien sla 5387 53 &5k 5 als 5
Ol 33 5 5 g ST 5 o ool 0k o S
NO-AF o1)5 e 53 (65,58 sl ST 4 4 5 L
(Anonymous., 2009) ol sl i1 8 e VAAA
AYAF Ol 3 (55,5508 sle oyl5s ST alul
Lo LSNP0 CiS 5 mban b (g s)br ¢S5
St S S VIS STy
it 5 035 ke Ol g8 oy OV e
w\\,\;,,_:s)g\)wﬁ;cb_dolﬁ
bl o)l (,,f,,_ﬂ (Shahrokhi et al., 2008)
08 g SLaails 3 b a s OT o Sone L
35 g J s Ol Lt s ool
9 oils r@)sm,ﬁ; Sl ol T o
550l LaOT 5l 5 ol a2 4 OIS 1 ay
Ay oS el ge s 53 3 b e A
a1y Sl Oljn g i 5,8 sla il (5 g
L 54 e sls Cale &l asls .S e 5,05 0T
DN ol pan Oliiee 15 ek 4 ol Lo ys AF
slacade Cu e sla_bs, 5 eslizul L 45 Liles S°
5 Shes il g esls [2al 1) LOT &yl o o
(Gricher et al., 2004) LS ¢SaS™ ol J gams
G slacide U ol sla, Sl 5 S
Cide ol b3S e Sl aslizal 5 sland Cu e
YU alal 6 o 5 oL s w050l b 257
Ll j gl Cade Oy s )5 6 5 i
S o B oslinal 5550 slos 28 ysb a g o3 S
Ol 5, iS anw g L .(Najafi et al., 2006)
glacale SIS J,m8 ae) 53 b jha o 1))
J=Ys o e 3 S s S 5LET 5
eSS i8S Gl Ay s, o iS
I8 5 ey Slas 0l UL S


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1390.13.4.1.1
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-102-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2026-05-19 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1390.13.4.1.1]

Vs Slas 58 gls Cale il &y e 1T

(Zand et Q)SC)\P‘_;\J,,@&W}:%;\%
e 5 e Jles! CL.»)J 23 =9 sal., 2007)
WAVIRINY 55 5 5 CalS s g s Jles!
Olj,sLisS 4™ o (‘jfjj—"" s 5l s w88 ol
jad.ﬁléw\i:fasuwhxfdwdbﬁdhu
Lads g abols 5 e sl Fr K0 5l csls” b
ol T O S g e Slw A CBlS s gy,
g & ST sl g SIS Lt ey ezt
S5 VWWAVIVINE 50,55 5o CBE a5 S
eV ol ay s gim slag,lyT e £
oS JalS O s I gy 28 8 5 g Uil 55T
o pll sy (S LY A e & Do) 5 205
S5 A3 a8 bt (655 53 0T 03,8 &S
Jlael b a8 8 55 55 ajo e )3 S VY U6
S slacae P BY Ol s bhew syl
Slas dlasl 5 Jobs Sl ol (i il S eslizal |
Lo S 035 a5 J s 4 5 03 e s
SLacias ) e (o o o 3l ealial b o iy lesT
Sdoes iy g (blaw bl sl day i1
Pl ol ol8 Oty 51 5 5 50 slacale
i 38 Sy g b g SO S 53 (5 e Sl
(=105 oS 3 Shee  (ula3T slajsles 1 b5l
L Lt O Sl g dnames (S by 0L 2
Loy Lot a1 m e e ) X VY Sl 3l ST Sl eslial
Jlas) Ll Cod 5 (Aals) SV Cd 55 a
chuaﬁwﬂc@j!w.uﬁ;ﬁbu«;
i g Jgb il Cu:,\ ccfejz.a.b-\)); & g sl
5365 sl cad g oS O el oS 05
u\_g;lf 33 asld sldal AT gy dad g Sl casle
Mdad cad g s adls slday camad g > il sluw
&1s sldws u,:i.l:.a (b g 3 ails O cad g )34345
5 odd (6,8 oIl &ils Ao 5y 5 Al a4 Sy
WS 5 P s 3 Shes il 530 o ys 0T bl o
JJ_:SCH\_Q)ML&MMWM\)JJ_(L@F

04A

ol 9l (‘jfjj*" > Ses

by 959 3l

e 30 53 WAV Jla Ol 5 5lg 53 Gaiows ol

ou\,aéljapouﬂgd,u,l;% 2D gl
S le cale Sl s (ST (3,8 0lml)3T
S poeds pold  adlate ol s 8|l sl
oS B Skl b oSist g sble s o 5 e
il e gl e 5 g e Sla0k ) 5 o2
3 e &S 03y gy p ) SislaT 3y a8 50 ST
wt_w\ﬂu':i\_aﬂ;u_awjdjuww,c.b,;
5 (sl an 5 055,25 gl S &Sl 05051 ol
e o o o (Jo 5 Slad g e S) jind
.uuuu:_;%m_ﬁj,wuﬁapffggm,\n
S ¥ LT e s o LT e S U b
Jlas! 5 e (5 5los LB 33 4 O, S 2 35
;;Jy;);om&igw);&uﬁdu)w
S S Olen dals Ol gie 4 OT (Vb Cad 5 258
Aol Ol 4 e o oD S o g Al a8 5 5 )
A3 Y LSS e sl s 8 B
Sl s AS 55 6okl G Jolb & ws a3 8
225 bogS Sy a b3l plop bSO
plosil S1SS aw b (ool JalS” (slacST ol - b JG
s 4SS Gade Jols aolesT glajlas 28 8
5SS T olas ol L 0555 spl ) 55 el
Yoldacw s Chle b g Lo ys YY/OOD O a4 3
L T el + 62,585 5ol o3le 51 S 53 2
PVIOSL O eV g0 p 5 A3 go oS F7 50 (g)lani b
ol I ,tSa,s 23 V/0 ol 4o 5 CLlE L 5 Aoy
ol P L T pl + S 505 5 S5l
Sl by Ao )3 FOEC sV se 5 5 T ol s les
(solms osl 1 LSy I VD ol b 4o g
,’l,;‘,.fuﬁmech_ﬂu);gﬁmdugﬁlb
Loy Y0 gl arw g Cble (i ap g Chale


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1390.13.4.1.1
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-102-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2026-05-19 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1390.13.4.1.1]

WA s oF o5lad o3 o i 0120 (215 e alans”

3 YN0 NO/F L 5 5 4 (Chenopodium  album)
L sladae Jlgl b doys op S Aoy Yo /#
Azils caole3Tas ) 5o
039 ;= (bl Slasles Sl ;51 5 (ol T
Ip sl s

48 315 0Lt il ol i 5l ol gl
O ged Jl o a3 g 5 S ade gl les
3035 I3 ian Ao y3 G Sl o 53 0651
oo G013 503 5 b 4 (B e Sl L
@Ju}‘cld_w)bd(@jﬁ‘ﬁj‘@jj)?a)
23 6ol s gl o ple 3 35 1 (Sme o)
ezl elas 55 5 sls Cale &S 035 2alS
el Sl (gl e ST s s 6
Jlize 51 Lgs 4S5l 0L s o lesT slayles
Gol3 m disad ol ado o 5 s 5 A S Cade
Aoy ey Jlazl o 5 (G54l 51 A 55, ¥0)
535 sl ine 5 glacale oSas 03y talS
235 sladide 6 035 6 S les Hl
() Jadar) L35 (615 = 4303 Jorl o 51 G mn
L&bﬂdu)lﬁs el ol S @Lﬁ S o)yl
sl 0 ds ASG

835 LS Ao ys 4 by e (sl Kol s lie
SS e Lol 5151 28G5 s glacale oSis
St 0y LEaALS Ao ys Oljae o i 457 305 OLES
055l o plysd A5 Cile 4y bss e 58 slaide
Ay by (5 Ko S ke 53 4 S S 5
Ojer (it Tspsmpl #8208 5 ST e OT
olie il 1) a glacale ¢St 0y halS
235 slacide oSist 05 2als do s ks
YD 5l o 513 0l A8 Cale Sl e - sl
o § Cble ol diano g Ll Sl i Ao
s Cade ¢Sist 03y talS 5 (g piw 50 ol
e s S Sl Sl Lo )3 YO Sl 4 Sl 5
a5 1,5 LS LT 05,8 53 5 dudls ods

044

a5 Sl el Ol 5 (s glacile
(\ aLal,) (Productivity index) a—i s (550 —¢
A3 5 aculows (Daneshian and Jabari, 2009)
sl ol s 05

S Sag ek patlis T X M)

08 o alesT laslas 36 gy shin
lacade 51l p god alo 0 4w 53 0 slalile
slasles dlasl 5155, F0 ¥ A0 Aol s ;5 ,n
5 LS CilS sla sy Code Sl e (sl T
SlyalsS Sl eslinul b 87 a0l 5 YU 51 e o
ol 5 (ala) YU Caud g 5zl VO x Yo
S sme Bz 5yl a5 DS e (Glas dles)
St 035 SalS a3 OT bl 5 cs 8
o S dlons Aalh Cad 4 S h sl
05T 53 Lads ges 0L I e Laplosl i O3
4‘3";&5:‘.\“" a5 Ve ey y3 s el FA Dl 4
Nl e 3 eslimal b asls il sls 4 o o beT o
Ao 05037 L La :lis anglie 5 plnil MSTAT-C
S s iy Jlail mhas s SSSls (glals
s g

I T L

Samim o y3 Kby 5 a sla Cale Sl 5 Ao s

S slacade il do s bl 5l sl
S sl ol u—:“iL‘).T sla)bs el 5l -3
«((Echinocloa crus-galli) Cs gy s § ,—a slaade
o) e $S5e ((Sorghum  halepens) GL_3
(Partulaca oleracea) 4 = «(Convolvulus arvensis)
L 55 4 (Amaranthus retroflexus) .5 =70 5
3 R 2y Y2IY 90« DY/A FF/IN AV/F
sp.) el 31 5 —a sl e
o — 4sd— 4 (Hibsicum

«(Oxalis

trionum) &S 54 &


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1390.13.4.1.1
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-102-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2026-05-19 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1390.13.4.1.1]

Vs Slas 58 gls Cale il &y e 1T

OT 3l dm 5 cb 5 51,5 laslus o LT 65 S 5s
5 e pos ol e g O g5l g ply 53 S e
b AU op it s ol om0 Tig gmpl 52585
Cade iz sls §,a glacale ¢S 05y Sl s
S 5 g pde ol en 4 Tpl s lag 5 257
Coils e sle Cade oSt 03y ShalS Ol e

Y Jsd>)

23 Sol3gme s S s Sl Jlasl (Y Jstr)
ol s sl e glacale oSis 0y alS
Wl e CilS gls (s s Cper s JLSS Jles
Db glacale $Sas 0y ol J 1S Esl,
S ohs 0L 55 oy 5 ST ale Jolime 1 b5
S glacale oSis 0y 2alS Ol o id

4S5 g ol yad 4 09 5l g pl) 8 las 4 b gy e

sk p?)yﬁjﬁdh e ¢S 039 28l Ay s 5 S Cale S (glajles il sl 4 - Jgkr

Table 1. Analysis of variance for weed dry weight reduction in herbicide doses and cultivation treatments in broomcorn

(MS) ol o o SiLe

£55 30 STl dn S
Days after planting of broomcorn

RTINS STRALY 59,00 39,70
S.0.V PR d.f 35 days 50 days 65 days
Replication (R) BRY 2 39.464 257.614 58.923
Herbicide (H) 2 Cale 2 6939 3500.72*  5954.57 "
Dose (D) bl 2 1254.64"" 1072.42** 473.1°
Cultivation (C) o 1 2877.6™ 12245.4* 5267.38™
HxD Chle x 1S Cale 4 30.937™ 90.458 " 42.805"™
HxC s X S Cale 2 162.27° 36.082" 24.262"™
DxC o xble 2 24.407 "™ 19.003™  136.505"™
HxDxC oy ) bile x seSlile 4 26.121™ 20.532™  156.594™
Error eleiT (gl 34 48.933 108.264 93.073
C.V(%) ¥ s 12.88 18.24 15.47

ns : Not significant Sl gme NS
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Table 2. Mean comparison of weed dry weight reduction rate in herbicide dose and cultivation treatments in broomcorn

@32 055 5 g LIS S ey )

Treatments olsT sbajlas Days after planting of broomcorn reduction (%)
AS ke okl ) 55¥0 35,00 35,70

Herbicide Dose Cultivation 35 days 50 days 65 days
Foramsulfuron * ® 76.3a 71.7a 77.3a
Bromoxynil+MCPA * ® 35.1c 439¢c 421c
2,4-D+MCPA #* * 53.5b 55.4b 67.6b
* <25% /X0 I S * 447 485b 574D

F:;C‘;;’;;: 60.1a 589a  6L9ab
® >25% Yol i 58.1a 63.6a 67.7a
* * Cultivation > 61.6a 72.1a 72.2a
* * No cultiv. ;s pae 47.1b 42b 52.5b
Foramsulfuron * Cultivation > 84.8a 85.3a 85.9a
Foramsulfuron * No cultiv. s pue 63.7b 56.1c 68.7b
Bromoxynil+MCPA * Cultivation > 39.7d 60.1bc 52.2c¢
Bromoxynil+MCPA * No cultiv. s pae 304e 278e 32.0d
2,4-D+MCPA #* Cultivation > 60.2b 68.9b 785a
2,4-D+MCPA * No cultiv. o e 46.8¢ 42.1d 56.7¢
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For treatment that have been separated with horizontal line, means in each column followed by similar letter(s) are not
significantly different at 5% probability level, using Dancan's Multiple Range Test
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Table 3. Analysis of variance for biological yield, grain yield, harvest index and productivity index increment

percent in herbicide doses and cultivation treatments in broomcorn
(MS) e Kl

Increment (%) sl ae)s (%) s,

@331 s s > Shes ol > Shes Sl pals G Sose e p2
S.0.V e plie d.f Biological yield Grain yield Harvest index Productivity index
Replication (R) kY 2 1935.722 711311 104.53 2.001
Herbicide (H) S e 2 1882.352* 525.359" 638.912* 911.029*
Dose (D) bl 2 343.795° 110.877"™ 359.321* 541.271%
Cultivation (C) ) 1 2400.013* 2388.015* 757.636* 618.284*
HxD Chale x2S Cale 4 527.858" 118.03™ 13.8™ 15.464 ™
HxC s XS Lale 2 201.038™ 82.095™ 21.132™ 44.736°
DxC ey XLl 2 42.138"™ 14.262"™ 16.041™ 1.766 ™
HXDXC s x o dale x 28" ale 4 548.414™ 61.947"™ 10.13™ 4.719™
Error sholeiT gl 34 97.537 104.387 10.899 9.428
C.V(%) ) 21.97 22.25 8.01 6.66
ns : Not significant Slagme NS

“and ™ Significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively Ao 6 5 gy il sl 53 Sl i et

Y


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1390.13.4.1.1
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-102-fa.html

A4 Ols ) oF o led ‘(.u;,,».um"o\,_\ =) psle aloes”

):&9—}}&fql:«g.lélbsb)ugjs4&}5-L;)jojeupp'-ujg,.ibﬁua.s-Li.\.p):mjb:ﬁwcéjjﬁs’,ﬂ*ﬁﬂ\}lezoﬁp4....;_\.5.«—? Jgd>
23 oS g
Table 4. Mean comparison of biological yeild, grain yield, productivity iffort and harvest index increment percent in herbicide doses and cultivation treatments in
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broomcorn
Treatments olasT glssles Increment (%) 5531 dw)s (%) as)s
oS e Ll o 65 P53 Shes <l > Sles W S50 pa L bl p et ls
Herbicide Dose Cultivation Biological yield . Grainyield  Productivity index  Harvest index
Foramsulfuron 425a 37.7a 46.9a 53.4a
Bromoxynil+MCPA 229b 26.7b 35.1¢c 39.2¢
2,4-D+MCPA * 27.9b 30.0b 414b 45.6b
2 <25% /Yol mS 26.3b 29.3a 36.2¢ 40.1c
Recom. dose . 4w g cble 32.7ab 31.3a 42.4b 475b
>25%  UY0 j sho 344a 33.7a 44.9a 50.7a
Cultivation . 379a 379a 449a 49.5a
# No cultiv. oy pae 244D 25.0b 34.4b 42.7b
Foramsulfuron <25%  Uve S * 26.6b 30.1b 41.7bc 458¢c
Foramsulfuron Recom. dose o.s 4w 5 ble ® 47.2a 39.5ab 49.2a 56.8a
Foramsulfuron >25%  Uve  mie ® 53.8a 435a 50.1a 57.5a
Bromoxynil+MCPA <25%  Uvb i S ® 21.3Db 259b 289e 33.5e
Bromoxynil+MCPA Recom. dose sus v 5 cbile ® 27.7b 27.8b 35.8d 40.2d
Bromoxynil+MCPA >25% Yo i i * 19.8b 26.3b 40.4 bc 43.8cd
2,4-D+MCPA <25% /Yol xS ® 30.9b 32ab 38.0cd 40.7d
2,4-D+MCPA Recom. dose sus v 5 ke ® 23.2b 26.6b 42.1bc 456 C
2,4-D+MCPA >25%  Uve 5l i # 29.5b 31l.4ab 44.2b 50.6 b
Foramsulfuron ® Cultivation > 53.1a 46.8a 58.6a 58.6a
Foramsulfuron * No cultiv. o ypae 32.0b 28.6 bc 48.2b 48.2b
Bromoxynil+MCPA ® Cultivation > 27.4hc 3l.4hc 416¢ 416¢
Bromoxynil+MCPA * No cultiv. o ypae 18.4c 22.1c 36.8d 36.8d
2,4-D+MCPA s Cultivation s 32.1b 355b 48.2b 48.2b
2,4-D+MCPA * No cultiv. oy pas 22.6 b 24.4¢ 43.1bc 43.1bc
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For treatment that have been separated with horizontal line, means in each column followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using Dancan's
Multiple Range Test
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Table 5. Mean comparison of plant characteristics of broomcorn in herbicide doses and cultivation

Treatments olsT gleles Plant characteristics 8 ol
oS ke bl ) @l 0js i db
Herbicide Dose Cultivation Stalk weight (g)  Panicle length (cm)

Foramsulfuron % 66.3a 6l4a

Bromoxynil+MCPA * 55.5b 51.8b

2,4-D+MCPA x 53.8b 48.4b

* * Cultivation > 60.6a 58.3a

* * No cultiv. o>jpue 56.5a 49.4b

Foramsulfuron <25% Uvo 3l S # 62.5b 60.6 ab

Foramsulfuron i o Bl 54.2b 57.9 abc
Recom. dose

Foramsulfuron >25% /Yo 3 i 82.3a 65.7a

Bromoxynil+MCPA <25% /Y0 3 S 52.6b 50.5 bed

Bromoxynil+MCPA i o g Bl 60.6b 51.7 bed
Recom. dose

Bromoxynil+MCPA >25%  7¥0 jl zhe 53.1b 53.4 bcd

2,4-D+MCPA <25% /Yo i S 54.2b 459d

2,4-D+MCPA e L 57.5b 485 cd
Recom. dose

2,4-D+MCPA >25% /Y0 ) mhe 49.8b 50.8 bed

@leclaw).sqgjlsé\wl:&;}ijwLu\}"MJp;})f61):45&1.&&;\1\.:‘;}};»,::):‘.\;1“\.&1.\?v.ajls&l_\a#liafdu)ugé\j

LI (6 )ls gre S glES Ao s

For treatment that have been separated with horizontal line, means in each column followed by similar letter(s) are not
significantly different at 5% probability level, using Dancan's Multiple Range Test
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Table 6. Mean comparison of grain yield and yield components of broomcorn in herbicide and cultivation treatments

Treatments il glalas Grin yield and yield components 3 Shas gl 5 4l 5 Shas
e bl s s o 53 13 3l 4S5 ails sl g o 53 48 sl g ans 455 0 s s34l 0 K o 53 a3l
Herbicide Dose Cultivation No. grain.m? No. grain.floret™ No. floret.m? Panicle weight (g.m?)  Grain weight (g.m?) No.racemes.m?
Foramsulfuron ® * 117.5a 5la 25.7a 29.9a 23.1a 32.7a
Bromoxynil+MCPA ® * 88.6b 4.4ab 15.4b 27.8ab 21.2b 24.7Db
2,4-D+MCPA * ® 110.8a 4.2bh 149b 26.1b 19.9b 26.5Db
<25% /Y0 5l S ® 80.9c 4.1b 15.7b 24.4c 18.9b 246D
e g S 112.9b 5.1a 20.1a 28.6b 222a 29.9a
Recom. dose

>25% X0 5l i * 139.2a 4.7a 20.3a 30.8a 23.2a 295a
Cultivation > 118.9a 5.1a 216a 309a 23.7a 30.3a
* * No cultiv. s pde 92.4b 4.1b 15.7b 25.1b 19.1b 25.6b

Ll gl fme sl M}J@kalch.a)adgjl: L;lul;.ua-oyﬂwujgmﬁ,:h Ty éljlsﬁ&l.ads.il?a()}:,uﬁjs cLlods l.l?r.m)'l il L#QJ@L&JL@ sl
For treatment that have been separated with horizontal line, means in each column followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using Dancan's
Multiple Range Test
Wlosd Voo ol 50 e )3 a5 Slilad 5 6l 05 e 5 05 Dldeo 5 )0 ,:V.:.JJd}nj;ﬁ):Agglfsl.w}db:l.w&u.aq.bxf;\,\;ﬁ
* The number of grains and number florets.m are been divided to 1000 and the panicle weight, grain weight and number racemes.m are been divided to 100

ath!
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Effect of integrated weed management on yield and yield components of
broomcorn (Sorghum vulgare L.)

Farid Lotfi Mavi', Jahanfar Daneshian?, Mohamad Ali Baghestani®,
Ali Faramarzi®, Alireza Shayestehnia

ABSTRACT

Lotfi Mavi,F. J. Daneshian, M. A. Baghestani, A. Faramarzi4, A.R. Shayestehnia. 2011. Effect of integrated weed
management on yield and yield components of broomcorn (Sorghum vulgare L.). Iranian Journal of Crop Sciences. 13(4):
596-610. (In Persian).

The experiment was carried out as factorial in randomized complete block design with three replications to
evaluate of the best combination of weed management practices on yield and yield components of broomcorn in
Mianeh region, East Azarbaijan, Iran, in the summer of 2008. Treatments included; herbicides; Foramsulfuron,
Bromoxynil+MCPA and 2,4-D+MCPA, application doses; recommended dose, 25% less and 25% more than
recommended dose and weeding (with or without weeding). Results indicated that all Treatments had
significantly effect on biological yield and grain yield of sorghum. Effect of herbicide and weeding was also
significant, Application of Foramsulfuron produced highest biological and grain yields by 42.57% and 37.73%,
respectively. Biological and grain yield was higher in weeding in comparison with non-weeding. Results
indicated that all treatments had significant effect on harvest index and panicle emergence. Application of

Foramsulfuron had the highest harvest index and panicle emergence, and was higher in weeding.

Keywords: Broomcorn, Chemical control, Mechanical control, Integrated control and Weed.
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