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ABSTRACT
An experiment was conducted to evaluate the effect of different methods of weed control on lettuce yield
and its components, in the spring of 2014. The experiment was performed on a randomized complete block
design with three replications at the educational and research field of College of Agriculture and Natural
Resources of University of Tehran. Treatments were black polyethylene mulch, wheat straw mulch,
trifluralin (2 L/ha), trifluralin (2 L/ha) + hand weeding, pendimethalin (2 L/ha), pendimethalin (2 L/ha) +
hand weeding, paraquat (2 L/ha) (protected, just between rows), cultivation, two stages of hand weeding
and a weed infested plot. Results showed that different treatments influenced lettuce head (weight, number
of leaves, stem weight) and weed dry matter significantly. Black polyethylene mulch with 100%,
pendimethalin + hand weeding with 89% , two stages of hand weeding with 88% and trifluralin + hand
weeding with 86% influence were the best treatments in term of weed control, while cultivation with 40%,
showed lowest impact on weed control compare to weed infested plot. The highest yield of lettuce head
was observed in black polyethylene mulch (1063 g), pendimethalin + hand weeding (984 g) and two stages
of hand weeding (999 g) which were economically practical.
Keywords: Black polyethylene mulch, pendimethalin, trifluralin, wheat straw mulch.
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Table 1. Variance analysis of the effects of treatments on lettuce traits.

Source of variations Df head weight Number of leaves Stem weight Weed dry matter
Block 2 2391.63™ 85.61" 1172.6™ 4.549°
Treatment 9 154736.07" 92.67™ 2838.24™ 29733.76™
Error 18 2910.84 13.62 425.28 473.94
CV (%) 317 13.37 16/82 20.23
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,"and ns: significant at 1% and 5% of probability levels, and non significant, respectively.
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Figure 1. Mean comparison of the effect of treatments on lettuce single head weight (bar lines indicate the
standard error).
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Figure 2. Mean comparison of the effect of different methods of weed control on number of leaves of
lettuce head (bar lines indicate the standard error).
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Figure 3. Mean comparison of the effect of different methods of weed control on the stem weight of
lettuce head (bar lines indicate the standard error).
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Figure 4. Mean comparison of the effect of different methods of weed control on the weed dry weight
(bar lines indicate the standard error).
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Table 2. Cost-benefit ratio estimation in weed control methods.

Treatment Yield (kg/ha) Gross income (Rial) Cost (Rial) Net income (Rial) BCR
Black Polyethylene Mulch 58,509 306,207,000 126,160,000 180,047,000 1.42
Wheat Straw Mulch 39,307 184,140,000 401,940,000 -12,800,000 -0.54
Trifluralin 25,715 133,650,000 100,680,000 32,970,000 0.32
Trifluralin + Hand Weeding 37,931 190,080,000 106,980,000 83,100,000 0.77
Pendimethalin 45,739 198,990,000 105,080,000 93,910,000 0.89
Pendimethalin + Hand Weeding 54,154 261,360,000 111,380,000 149,980,000 1.34
Paraquat 36,439 181,170,000 110,280,000 70,890,000 0.64
- 29,513 143,860,000 100,080,000 43,780,000 0.43

Cultivation
Hand weeding 54,980 273,240,000 132,180,000 141,060,000 1.06
Weed infested 23,378 255,420,000 136,380,000 119,040,000 0.87
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