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Table 1- Dominant weeds in Dragon’s head farm
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Figure 1- The interaction effect of Treflan herbicide application and weed management methods on the
number of weeds
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Treatments with at least one letter in common do not have a significant difference at the 1% probability level.
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Figure 2- The interaction effect of Treflan herbicide application and weed management methods on
weed height
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level.
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Figure 6- The interaction effect of Treflan herbicide application and weed management methods on
1000-seed weight
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Figure 7- The interaction effect of Treflan herbicide application and weed management methods on
seed yield per unit area
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Introduction:

Chemical weed control method is one of the important methods used in weed
control. but these herbicides can have a serious impact on the environment (Harker &
O’Donovan, 2013). Non-chemical weed control such as the use of mulch and cover plants
are the preferred methods for weed control (Zand et al., 2017; Yadollahi et al., 2014).
Considering the importance of weed control and the limited studies comparing various
methods for controlling L. iberica weeds, this experiment was conducted to evaluate the
effectiveness of different weed control methods in L. iberica fields.

Materials & Methods:

The field experiment was carried out at the research farm of the Faculty of
Agriculture of University of Tabriz, located eight kilometers east of Tabriz.
According to meteorological maps, the climate of this region is classified as steppe
and semi-arid. The elevation of this area is 1360 meters above sea level, with
coordinates of 17°46’ east latitude and 5°38’ north longitude. The experimental

design used in this study was a split plot based on a randomized complete
Email address of the corresponding author: shafagh.jalil@gmail.com
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block design with three replications. In this experiment, two levels of herbicide
application (use and non-use of Treflan herbicide) were assigned to the main plots.
The subplots included pure cultivation treatments of infected and weed-free L.
iberica, as well as cultivation with mulch and cover plants.

Results & Discussion:

During the sampling of weeds in the Dragon’s head farm, the species such
as Chenopodium album L., Cichorium intybus L., Setaria viridis L., Xanthium
strumarium L., Convolvulus arvensis L. and Salsola kali L. were found to be the
dominant weeds in the field. The highest weed density (48.03) and dry weight
(281.8 gr) were observed in pure cultivation of Dragon’s head without the use of
trifluralin herbicide. Conversely, the lowest values were recorded in the treatment
of Dragon’s head + straw and stubble mulch and the use of trifluralin. The average
height of weeds (44.59 cm) was at the maximum in the treatment of no weeding.
The comparison of average data showed that among the weed management
methods used in the Dragon’s head farm, the use of straw and stubble mulch and
the cover plant V. villosa resulted in the greatest reduction in weed height. Weed
contamination led to a decrease in the biological yield per unit area and the yield
index of the Dragon’s head plant. Based on the results of the variance analysis
table for traits related to the medicinal plant L. iberica, the simple effect of Treflan
herbicide on grain yield per unit area was significant at the 1% probability level,
and on biological yield per unit area at the 5% probability level. For the remaining
traits, the effects were insignificant. Also, the simple effect of weed management
methods, as well as the interaction effect of Treflan herbicide and management
methods on all measured traits was significant at the 1% probability level. Using
mulch of straw and stubble, as well as the cover plant Vicia villosa, significantly
increased the number of seeds in the capsule of L. iberica plants infected with
weeds compared to the pure cultivation. Weed contamination reduced the number
of seeds per plant, while the use of straw and stubble mulch and cover plants
increased the number of seeds per plant infected with weeds. Weed infestation
decreased the weight of 1,000 seeds, whereas the use of Treflan herbicide and weed

management methods inceased it. Seed yield per unit area in plants grown under
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weed interference conditions was significantly lower than in weed-free treatments.
According to the average data comparison, the biological yield per unit area of
urban sedge in plants grown under weed interference conditions was lower than in
plants grown in weed-free treatments.

Conclusions:

Weed infestation decreased the number of seeds per capsule, number of seeds
per plant, seed yield per plant, weight of 1000 seeds, biological yield per plant
and biological yield per plant area of L. iberica. Among the management methods
applied in this experiment, the use of straw and stubble mulch and the treatment
of the cover plant V. villosa, and the use of the herbicide Treflan had the greatest
effect in increasing the yield and yield components of L. iberica.
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