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2016. The treatments of this experiment consisted weeding and no-weeding
as the main factor and also, monoculture of savory, monoculture of
fenugreek, ratio of 75:25, 50:50 and 25:75% (savory and fenugreek) as sub
plots. Dominant weeds were identified as velvetleaf (Abutilon theophrassti
Medic.), giant foxtail (Setaria glauca L.), wild melon (Cucumis melo var.
agrestis), and bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon). The studied traits
included: leaf fresh and dry weight of savory and fenugreek, stem fresh and
dry weight of savory and fenugreek, total fresh and dry weight of savory
and fenugreek, photosynthetic pigments (chlorophyll a, b and total
chlorophyll), total phenol, total flavonoids, antioxidant activity of them and
weeds biomass.

Results: The simple effect of experimental treatments was significant on
photosynthetic pigments savory and fenugreek. Phenolic and flavonoid
content of leaf and antioxidant capacity for both plants were maximum in
50% savory: 50% fenugreek ratio in weed infestation and showed
significant increament in weed infestation compare to weed free.
Monoculture showed maximum total fresh weight of savory and
fenugreek (1586.67 and 1813.33 g/m?, respectively) and total dry weight
of savory and fenugreek (842.33 and 649.20 g/m?, respectively) in weed
controlled conditions. The results of the data analysis showed that in all
of the three sampling, the highest and lowest biomass of weed species
was related to the pure stand of savory and the ratio of 25:75% of savory:
fenugreek, and the highest weed biomass was observed in the second
stage of sampling.




Conclusion: Overall, the results showed that the intercropping of savory
and fenugreek could stabilize the production and betterment biochemical
characteristics by improving the use of resources. In addition by decrease
of weeds dry weight reduces the weed damage and as well as reducing
herbicide use, consequently, it is effective for the sustainable production of
medicinal plants.
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Table 1. Analysis of variance effect of experimental treatments on photosynthetic pigments of savory and fenugreek.
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o " - . * « A) ; lacale
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x - - . - - B) c2ls o I
220.30 47.43 63.37 161.83 50.85 32.94 3 ( ) s
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"™, ** and * are non-significant and significant at 1 and 5% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 2. Mean comparison effect of experimental treatments on photosynthetic pigments of savory and fenugreek.
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Means which follow the same letter are not statistically different at 5% probability level based on LSD test.
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Table 3. Mean comparison effect of experimental treatments on chlorophyll b and total chlorophyll of fenugreek.
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Means which follow the same letter are not statistically different at 5% probability level based on LSD test.

AU e 5 ocis oS Llae
didod 5 o3 oS WSEOL Ul ol e
O oiym doys O Lles (F Jsdr) ol azils
Ol o AYL Lo, S5 s O i Ao
SapS 53 eSSk YIVE) o5 o a5l
Sy e 2 p S OVAD) dilis 5 (Sax
A5 55 Ol 2 308 (0 Jsir) ol 03 52 (2
i oAl CiS Sl 4 by o5 oS s
py (Kot S e 8 55 2 8 ke YY) sl
VO laslad o oS al 5o S el S5 4 oY
OS5 s Ok allid As 53 YO o) e oo
A edalie golel Bl 5l glae sl sl
iS55 il ol A5 5 Olpe o 50 s
Casy i sbacile J S Ll s oS pl el
Sl s O aklid Gl clis s LS Al
O lasles o (O Jsd) il Gl gl
VO ioj,m Loy YO 5 aldid Loy O i) 0 Aoy
i ,a slacile 5 Lald s dlid Aoy
(0 Jsax) s sdalie (golal Ll 51 Sl

Yo

Wl s ml bl i S A g 5 S
Golsgme 6 Lmlesl slajlas blize 5 osle 3
dlid 5 ojpe oS g p s S 8 Glse
o3, olS 53 IS I Ol aniy (F Jads) il
i A3 O tej e don O Ll 4 by
(e S 08 02 08 o £UAD) prs 05
dlid Aeo)s YO tej e doys VO Slas LS 5y
(i S 08 55 0 Ske 0F8) rs O
(O Jstx) cill bl bl 51 Sl ol
Or 030 do s 00 Slass 55 aldid olS 3 ppizren
oS 53 p S ke OVAY) (s 05 it Aoy
LoS s 5 3 Olgm o VL Lls (2 S
e O il Ao 3 VO i) e Ao )3 YO Slad
S sl (K2 S e 8 55 0 5 e 04/VY)
U8 Olee 50 (0 i) Sl bl Ll sl
Qﬁ'}@uﬂjl’;wﬂ@ﬁﬂ;ﬁﬁﬁg}s
syam kil jled pea LS S sdalis

S ol Slaer (bl sl 5 ,a glacile



Ol o2 5 ori pro (631 St [ e 830 3 yShoS g (o2 boowd S § o oy 51

L aS s0)) 553 5,15 ol 508 olS 4 b 1S
O 55,405 5 (Y0 0)) O 5 Oy ol
S ols s (FF 5 Y8 syl cillas (Y0)Y)
Cel s dibe i ol b bl @l e
Sibesl s s e lelss pl g S 2alS
s pBl s (Y1 8) OLan 5 o
Ll s s &8 as o8 «(Cicer arietinum)
Lol oM slse 5 OF 25aS G ile JEl
Blpd oo Wl opdpe S5 SlS 5 i Sl
SRIB ) s Sglize pBl Gl JFIL pue
e Jdsas Wls o (2B, Ll 0 55 A3 5500 Ol 5
A3l e dd sl 15 Sl g el g5l Oul
SiAeee O SOl ols S bag gl

Al e OalS w5l LS

55 S Ul e edd 53 s lse 4 a5 L

L oS col ale o5,m oo 4 allid s oS
53 sl S plie Fote WS & O, S
Sl s b Ko Sk lcwle S S olS
B, Jole G Ol 4 a g olS s byl miS
soo) 3 ekl Sl 4 ol 53 a gl 25
O lo 3 b DLS 5 Sk sl W5 Ol
by ey Ok addid dos 00 e Ao
s G OLS S ay eh el B sl
ool Ll s & A oS 45U sl sl
Slr OlalS s o el 1 ol il el il
SLl5mS! 5 ol glacile Ll 150 L alle
Gl sl el o s g a2 Lol 3 a8 Jles
O 4 S s chle il il | Lol els

it 5050 ST ST Calld Ao 5 JS Mg JS 5 5 halesT sl 1 ilesls 4 —F g
Table 4. Analysis of variance effect of experimental treatments on total phenol, total flavonoids and
antioxidant activity of savory and fenugreek.
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**and * are significant at 1 and 5% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 5. Mean comparison effect of experimental treatments on total phenol, total flavonoids and antioxidant
activity of savory and fenugreek.
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Means which follow the same letter are not statistically different at 5% probability level based on LSD test.
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Table 8. Mean comparison effect of experimental treatments on dry weight of leaf of savory.
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Means which follow the same letter are not statistically different at 5% probability level based on LSD test.
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Table 9. Analysis of variance effect of experimental treatments on shoot fresh weight and shoot dry weight of
savory and fenugreek.
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Shoot dry weigh

sl eldl 5055
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1 o L i df s.o.v
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Block
x x . o A) 5 » slacils
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bl U
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s
5.87 3.78 6.95 8.30 (002) Sl o 25

CV (%)
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** and * are significant at 1 and 5% probability levels, respectively.
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Fig. 1. The interaction effect of planting pattern and weed on A: total fresh weight of savory (g/m?), B: total dry

weight of savory (g/m’), C: total fresh weight of fenugreek (g/m?) and D: total dry weight of fenugreek (g/m?).
Means which follow the same letter are not statistically different at 5% probability level based on LSD test.
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Table 10. Analysis of variance effect of planting pattern on weeds biomass in three stage of sampling.

Y s Y a6 Vo e &35l 4y Q‘MC\”’
Stage 3 Stage 2 Stage 1 df S.0.v
S
109.82 1890.53 206.90 2 &
Block
aox . wox ol g S
3629.26 18460.28 12840.506 4 s
Planting pattern
u,:iuj Lo
249.37 1577.10 472.82 8
Error
Sl
1352 17.01 14.05 (ho2) Dl o 2

CV (%)
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** are significant at 1% probability levels.
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Table 11. Mean comparison effect of planting pattern on weeds biomass in three stage of sampling.

(prre 03 05 5,0 slacdle oo o
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Treatment Y o Y d> e Vo s
Stage 3 Stage 2 Stage 1
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Means which follow the same letter are not statistically different at 5% probability level based on LSD test.
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