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ABSTRACT

In order to investigate the effect of different chemical and non-chemical weed control approaches in
strawberry fields, this study was conducted as a randomized complete block design with three replications
in a perennial strawberry field in Sanandaj in 2019. Treatments included some pre (indaziflam and
trifluralin) and post-emergence (tribenuron methyl and clodinafop propargyl) emergence herbicides and
non-chemical methods including hand weeding, vinegar, mulches (transparent and black poly ethylene,
straw and sawdust), flaming and check. The results showed that different treatments had significant
effects on most of the studied traits of strawberry and weeds. Weed biomass had a significant decrease
(97%) after indaziflam application compared to weed infested treatment. Tribenuron methyl and sawdust
mulch had no differences from hand weeding and reduced weed biomass by 86% compared to weed
infested. Also, sawdust and indaziflam resulted in the highest strawberry yield (703.02 and 686.51 g.m)
compared to the other methods. In general, indaziflam and sawdust not only had not negative effect on
strawberry fruit, but also due to the proper weed control effects, they increase the strawberry yield (126
and 131%, respectively, compared to the weed-infested check) and can be used as recommended weed
control method in these fields.

Keywords: Black mulch, flaming, indaziflam, organic farming, sawdust.
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Table 1. Weed control treatments applied in the research, amount and the time of their application

Hand weeding

Once every two weeks

30 kg.ha!

Treatments Time of application dose
1 Indaziflams Soil applied and pre-emergence 70 g.a.e.ha
2 Trifluraling Soil applied and pre-emergence 15li.aehat
3 Tribenuron methylf Post-emergence 17 g.a.e.ha
4 Clodinafop propargyli Post-emergence 15 li.a.e.ha?
5 Black plastic mulch Pre-emergence 1.5 mm thickness
6 Transparent plastic mulch Pre-emergence 1.5 mm thickness
7 Sawdust mulch Pre-emergence 10 ton.ha*
8 Straw mulch Pre-emergence 10 ton.ha*
9 Vinegar Post-emergence 20 li.hat
10 Flaming (propane gas) Post-emergence
11
12

Non- weeding control
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* Non-selective herbicide to control annual narrow and broad-leaved and perennial weeds that germinate by seeds
% Non-selective herbicide to control a wide range of broad and narrow-leaf weeds

T Selective herbicide to control annual broad-leaf weeds
1 Selective herbicide to control annual narrow-leaf weeds
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Table 2. Variance analysis of the effect of different treatments on weeds and strawberry traits.

Source of Variation 2?g§g;f Weed density Weed dry weight Strawberry LAI Strawberry yield
Block 2 3532.33** 410.33"™ 415.62" 357.90"™
Treatment 11 3249.09** 245730.11** 28482.83** 65319.47**
Error 22 242.18 381.66 858.80 849.20
C.V. - 13.80 5.01 7.17 6.56

DB e w9 doyd g 9 S Jlein] e )3 ) xe Gold (S Sy NS g s
** *and ns: Significant differences at 1% and %% of probability levels and non-significant, respectively.
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Figure 1. Effect of different treatments on weed density (plant m?). Columns with the same letters are not significantly
different based on Duncan's multiple range test P<0.0S.
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Figure 2. Mean comparison of the different treatments effect on above ground weed dry weight (g m2). Columns with
similar are not significantly different according to Duncan's multiple range test P<0.05.
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Figure 3. Effect of different treatments on strawberry leaf area index. Columns with similar letters are not significantly
different according to Duncan's multiple range test P<0.05.
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Figure 5. Effect of different treatments on chlorophyll b content (mg g~ fresh weight). Column with the similar letters are
not significantly different according to Duncan's multiple range test P<0.05.
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Figure 6. Effect of different treatments on carotenoid content (mg g fresh weight. Columns with similar letters are not
significantly different according to Duncan's multiple range test P<0.05).
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Figure 7. Effect of different treatments on strawberry fruit yield (g m?). Column with similar letters are not significantly
different according to Duncan's multiple range test P<0.05.
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