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Fig. 1- Weed density (a), and biomass (b) in different sampling stages
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. 2- Dry matter accumulation of soybean intercropped with sweet basil (a), and borage (b)

800
—— Borage-weed free B
------- Borage-weed inf.
=== Soybean75: Borage 25
600 | —..— Soybean50: Borage50
— — Soybean25: Borage75

®  Borage-weed free

©  Borage-weed inf.

v Soybean75: Borage 25

a

-

400

Soybean50: Borage50
Soybean25: Borage75

200

Dry matter accumulation (g.m'z)

(=]

0 20 40 60 80 100 120
Time (days after planting)

Lgw b blseo CulS )3 () (alyg)! 0jel 9 (W) ol S 03l Ol s —F S
Fig. 3-Dry matter changes of sweet basil (a), and borage (b) intercropped with soybean
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Fig. 5- Height changes of sweet basil (a), and borage (b) intercropped with soybean
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Table 2-Analysis of variance for biological and seed yield and harvest index of soybean

Olptd gl o351 anyd  Sujglom 0,80as  (gobaidl ,Slas  Cuildyr bl
S.0.vV df Biological yield Economic yield Harvest index
ol 2 736239.1 174977.17 64.043379
Replication
s 7 20266233 2935886.74"  30.3648851"
Treatment
s
14 62962.5 8050.6 5.7849458
Error
(102) S e - 5.97 6.12 7.05
C.V (%)
ksk

Sopd o[ gV Jleas] pdaws p3 (655 gxe s dimd LS a5 )5 & FEE

** and ***: are significant at 1 and 0.01 probability levels, respectively.
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Table 3-Effect of treatments on biological and seed yield (kg.ha™) and harvest index of soybean

b Lo (LU 5 0)59kS) S 55lom 3,5os

Treatments Biological yield (kg.ha™)

(LS o 0 )5 9hS) (ooladl 2ydas  (wwo,d) Culils p b Ll
Economic yield (kg.ha™) Harvest Index (%)
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Soybean-weed free
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Soybean-weed infestation
VAT TEVAT P 4600¢
Soybeanss: sweet basilys
B gy 78+ Ly 3130e
Soybeans,: sweet basilsy
TN oo, +Y0 Lgu 281§
Soybean,s: sweet basilss
AL u‘«L?.»?)I Qli)'ﬁlf A l’?“’ 3836.7d
Soybeanss: boragess
XA'&L&)‘ Olijﬁg +Xb'l:'.5“’ 2856.7¢
Soybeans,: borages,
AL L_#.li%l Obbg +/¥0 l’?“’ 1538.3g

Soybean,s: borage;s

3636.67a 37.04ab
1802b 32.58cde
1690b 36.7abc
1216¢ 38.86a
690.67¢ 31.01de
1265¢ 32.94bcde
969.33d 34.02bcd
453.67f 29.68e

At I e BB WBBLSD 9031 Lpolul ys duoyd gt Jloiol o 55 ()bl bl 5 S yie By G JBlis (sl (slay uSilio oyt o0 y3°
* Means with the same letters for each column haven’t significant difference at 5% probability level according to LSD’s test.
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{(Mirhashemi et al., 2009)
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(Maffei & Mucciarelli, 2003)
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A8l a0 Sy Camd (YL pod e )0 i odaliie uf«g.LojT
s e Sl le baulyd 3 gbuy palls cutS 4 byje (VYR)
4 Sy o e VL 5y dile 4 039)] ollosd e )3 g2
Sas b aS ((JAY) 39y lony b thgus /0 o 45 bgyye dlus
Ly lses iy AV JS5) cadlss g3 sine BMS] Lalls i
bylsee slajlass ) glisd S doo)d (n VL 36 bgw b gl
(Maffei & Mucciarelli, 2003) cuol ouis 5,135
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2 5 gy el e lyd 3 lu) palls cuiS 4 by
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ale 5l gl bylyd > (Begum et al., 2010) cuwl o (3158
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Ol Sy 3 Shes (¥ Ji2) il (0 3 Sl o & Gl pg
FONO clajlos g 2l cuiS > Jol e 4 Cond ped (pa )
AFIYA F5[F U ol ey 4o olog, thgw YO Y0 4 0-:0-
O Alols Yls (¥ Jois) cudls (ialS 1oy BADS 5 2514
Sl 1y (ommlie Cum b o Do 13y g9, b o) Jgl il
did pialS eel Bl cnl 5l g 038l 5ya lacile i)
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Table 4- Fresh yield and dry yield of shoot and dry yield of leaves in both harvest of sweet basil

(U2 51 0,55kS) oy Jol (e 5 Sdes (U2 51 0,59LS) sy 093 (o 2o
First harvest yield (kg.ha™) Second harvest yield (kg.ha™)
W, Lo 5039 S 439 S 539 5039 SeS (339 Sus (339
Treatments lor ol Sy lor oIl lor ol Sy lon sl
Shoot fresh Leaf dry Shoot dry Shoot fresh Leaf dry Shoot dry
weight weight weight weight weight weight
cile o =l palls et 16523a" 1410.23a 2466.7a 34763a 2835.9a 4872.5a
Sweet basil-weed free
sy ile b=l palls et 12587b 1128.03b 2018.1b 7763b 608.7b 1331b
Sweet basil-weed infestation
ATO ooy 7YB g 927¢ 169.35¢ 307.6¢ 72d 6.3¢ 15.9d
Soybeanss: sweet basilas
70e ooy 7D+ g 4454d 373.17d 666.9d 222d 14.2¢ 30.4d
Soybeans: sweet basilsy
ACELIRALLTS 6993c 626.43c 1154.8¢ 3592¢ 259.6¢ 363.5¢
Soybean,s: sweet basil;s
Sl iz o sk sk sk sk sk seskok
Significant level
(052) e g 2 15.84 11.53 12.28 17.39 21.56 20.67
C.V (%)

Soyd o[} il o )3 (gl gixe odimd ol FFF
**%: is significant at 0.01 probability level.
At > e BB BBLSD (y90] bl p o ys s Jloin] gaws )3 (ol bl 51 S juiio s G ol (s (slapSilio ¢ygim yo p3”
* Means with the same letters for each column haven’t significant difference at 5% probability level according to LSD’s test.
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Fig. 6- Total fresh and dry yield of sweet basil (a), Dry stem and leaf yield of sweet basil (b)
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O: sole cropping of sweet basil without weed, OW: sole cropping of sweet basil with weed interference, JKO,: soybean 75%: sweet
basil 25%, JKO,: soybean 50%: sweet basil 50%, JKO;: soybean 25%: sweet basil 75%

ol LSD 905 Lol oy o Jlain! o 50 )l ime M5 pie osimd ylis JS5 p 50 isw yo )3 alie ys S Bl 3gag 3
* Means with the same letters for each part and each shape haven’t significant difference at 5% probability level according to LSD’s

test.
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2 8l 4 S Cod (i GBlo 9 S g olS 9 Ly SHS pae g Lugl 9 (b byl cutS adlllas )5V JS3)
Sl oad )35 Ladl palls cits’ o lalS 51 S e o 9 by Bl & Sy s Jlas 1 Gilel slajles o gine
{(Aynehband et al., 2010) o=l 5 Ll (Alizadeh et al., 2010) el oai iyl55 gl
16 a OFirst cutting @Second cutting
& ij ] - : - 2
E - be b
s 11
203 - ¢ c
206 4
504 -
0.2
0 r T T r
o} oW  JKOl JKO2 JKO3

Treatments

Ol Blise (b )3 lowy dBl & Sy o - IS
Fig. 7- Leaf to stem ratio in sweet basil harvest different (a), and Total fresh and dry yield of sweet basil (b)

TYD Glowy YD L gus JKO3 o0+ o)loxy ) /0« Lgus TKO, YD yloesy VD Lgus TKO) yp cile b )loryy (alld S :OW ¢pa dile (90 gl pall cuss 0
O: sole cropping of sweet basil without weed, OW: sole cropping of sweet basil with weed interference, JKO,: soybean75%: sweet
basil25%, JKO,: soybean50%: sweet basil50%, JKOs: soybean25%: sweet basil75%

Cal LSD 9051 bl p oy s Jlois] o 53 )l cime M5 pite s yLis JS5 pm 53 oy 50 50 ailiie By o J8las dgg
* Means with the same letters for each harvest and each shape haven’t significant difference at 5% probability level according to
LSD’s test.
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Table 5- Effect of treatments on fresh and dry flower yield, plant dry weight and seed yield of borage

(LU 51 0,5 5kS) JS 2,5k o Suis s L5 Shes
& .1 - : -1 b (S31] I
oalejl g low Flower yield (kg.ha™) ™ b a _
Treatments FERYT) SWiS 59 () )'!'P;?":s) } () '):' P;Slxs_l)
Fresh yield Yield Dry Plant dry weight (kg.ha™)  Seed yield (kg.ha™)
cile ogamial ohish oAb S g5 9,0 110.46a 4619a 40.63a
Borage-weed free
s il oyl ol pals 28 a 51.143b 2999.6b 13.94b
Borage-weed infestation
V0 ois)] oS +V0 Ly 9.81d 2.28d 553.4d 5.61e
Soybean;s: boragess
- ool obiglS +/0-bgw 47.29¢d 9.81cd 1415¢ 7.18d
Soybeans,: borages,
FVBbs)l olsglS +/ ¥l 117.26¢ 21.08¢ 1555.8¢ 10.97¢
Soybean,s: borage;s
Soisine gaw Kk ok ok
Significant level
(203) Sl a2 19.01 21.62 19.65 463
C.V (%)

Suoyd ol o il gdaws )3 (gl e odimsylis FH*
***: is significant at 0.01 probability level
At I ime B3 BB LSD 9051 ool s duoyd iy Jleinl grdaw 53 (g lal blod 1 S jnie By S JBlis gy (sl pSibie ¢ygim yo 0"
* Means with the same letters for each column haven’t significant difference at 5% probability level according to LSD’s test.
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Fig. 8-ATER for intercropping of soybean with sweet basil and borage, based on flower dry weight of borage (a), and based
on borage seed yield (b)
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JK: sole cropping of soybean with weed interference, O: sole cropping of sweet basil with weed interference, B: sole cropping of

borage with weed interference, JKO,: soybean 75%: sweet basil 25%, JKO,: soybean 50%: sweet basil 50%, JKO;: soybean 25%:
sweet basil 75%, JKB;: soybean 75%: borage 25%, JKB,: soybean50%: borage 50%, JKB;: soybean 25%: borage 75%
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* Means with the same letters for each part and each shape haven’t significant difference at 5% probability level according to LSD’s
test.
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