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Table 1- Analysis of variance of weeds density and biomass as affected by experimental treatments

first harvest

second harvest

Source of variation df Weed densn?y at.'ter second Weed bloma.ss a.fter second density Weed biomass Weed
cultivation cultivation

Block (B) 2 0.14 0.14 0.1 2.02
Cultivation (C) 2 0.18 * 0.08 ns 1.04%* 0.05 ns
Error a 4 0.009 0.04 0.07 0.63
Density (D) 1 0.007 ns 0.05 ns 0.008 ns 0.003 ns
Plant pattern (P) 1 0.01 ns 0.000007 ns 0.002 ns 0.12 ns
C*D 2 0.01 ns 0.06 ns 0.0003 ns 0.03 ns
C*P 2 0.02 ns 0.01 ns 0.003 ns 0.007 ns
D*P 1 0.0002 ns 0.01 ns 0.0006 ns 0.05 ns
C*D*P 2 0.01 ns 0.009 ns 0.001 ns 0.002 ns
Error b 18 0.005 0.02 0.005 0.05
CV (%) - 3.5 7.08 9.2 17.06

*: significant at 5% levels and ns: not significant
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Table 2- Mean comparison of the effect of cultivation on weeds density and biomass

after second cultivation in the first harvest

after second harvest

Treatments Weed density Weed biomass Weed density Weed biomass
Plant/m’ g/m’ Plant/m’ g/m*

1 time cultivation during 3-leaved 134.67 b 155.14 a 54804 31164

stage of Sorghum

2 times cultivation during 3 and 5- 10033 ¢ 105.00 a 025b 2917

leaved stage of Sorghum

Weedy check 186.55 a 134.19 a 61.33 a 61.79 a

means in each column followed by the same letter (s) are not significantly different at 5% of probability level using Duncan's Multiple Range Test.
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Table 3- Analysis of variance of weeds density and biomass as affected experimental treatments

Source of variation df first harvest second harvest total of the first and second harvest
Block (B) 2 4.98 1.0 12.58
Cultivation (C) 3 8./56 ns 0.5 ns 35.30ns
Error a 6 23.68 0.56 67.23
Density (D) 1 10.52* 0.04 ns 17.4 ns
Plant pattern (P) 1 9.13%* 0.003 ns 11.36ns
C*D 3 1.88 ns 0.06 ns 5.28ns
C*P 3 0.52 ns 0.29 * 4.15ns
D*P 1 5.19 ns 0.32* 21.03*
C*D*P 3 4.36 ns 0.51 ns 9.46ns
Error b 24 2.1 0.05 4.35
CV (%) - 26.28 9.6 19.9

*: significant at 5% levels and ns: not significant
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Table 4- Mean comparison of the effect of cultivation on Sorghum biomass at the first harvesting

Treatment Sorghum biomass (Tone/ha)
density 190000 plant/ha 598a
density 266000 plant/ha 5.04b
one row plant pattern 5.08 b
two row plant pattern 5.94 a

Means followed by the same letter (s) are not significantly different at 5% of probability level using Duncan's Multiple Range Test.
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Table 5- Mean comparison of interaction of cultivation and plant pattern on Sorghum biomass at the second harvesting

Interaction of cultivation and plant pattern

Sorghum biomass (Tone/ha)

Weedy check+ one row plant pattern

2 times cultivation+ two row plant pattern
Weedy check+ two row plant pattern

1 time cultivation+ one row plant pattern
2 times cultivation+ one row plant pattern
Weed free check+ two row plant pattern

1 time cultivation+ two row plant pattern

Weed free check+ one row plant pattern

362a
436 ab
4.84 ab
508b
55bc
5.77 be
6.68 ¢
6.75 ¢

Means followed by the same letter (s) are not significantly different at 5% of probability level using Duncan's Multiple Range Test.
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Table 6- Mean comparison of the interaction of density and plant pattern on Sorghum biomass at the second and both the harvesting

Sorghum biomass (Tone/ha) at the second Sorghum biomass (Tone/ha) at the

Interaction of cultivation and plant pattern

harvesting both harvesting
266000 plant/ha+ two row plant pattern 494 a 10.9a
190000 plant/ha+ one row plant pattern 5.1 ab 10.33a
266000 plant/ha+ one row plant pattern 5.51 ab 10.45a
190000 plant/ha+ two row plant pattern 5.88b 12.6b

means in each column followed by the same letter (s) are not significantly different at 5% of probability level using Duncan's Multiple Range Test.
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Investigating Efficiency of Non-chemical Methods to Management of Weeds
in Forage Sorghum (Sorghum bicolor)
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Abstract

In order to investigate the efficiency of non-chemical methods management of weeds in forage Sorghum, an
experiment was conducted in Varamin Research farm during 2010. The experiment was carried out in split factorial
design with three replications. Treatments included cultivation at 3 leaf stage of sorghum, cultivation at 3 and 5 leaf
stages of sorghum, weed free and weed infested as main plots and two levels of sorghum densities (190000 and
266000 plant/ha) and two levels of sorghum planting patterns (one and two row plant pattern) as factorial treatments
in subplots. Weed density and biomass were measured 30 days after second cultivation and before second forage
harvesting. Forage biomass was also measured at each harvesting. According to the results, weed density was
decreased by cultivation (about 50%) but as the density of weed was very high, the effect of cultivation on weed
biomass was not significant. Increasing density of sorghum+ two row planting pattern had positive effect on the
final yield of sorghum. In general, integrating cultivation, density and planting pattern did not have significant effect
on the final yield of sorghum and weed population, but the effects of cultivation at 3 leaf stage of sorghum + two
row planting pattern and 19000 plant/ha+ two row planting pattern) on final yield were more favorable than other
treaatment. It seemed that these treatments can be recommended in integrated weed management of sorghum.

Key words: Cultivation, cultural management, density, mechanical management, planting pattern
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