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The effect of sesbania (Sesbania sesban L.) and millet (Panicum miliaceum L.) intercropping
on weeds control
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Table 1- Soil properties of experimental field

Sl Dol g S Gas
Soil Properties Soil depth
0-30 cm 30-60 cm
Sle il s o
. Sandy
Soil texture Loam Sandy
( 5) JT esle
o) 0.47 0.23
Organic matter (%)
pH 7.92 8.10
(o ss) IS o550 23
o) J5 035 0.02 0.01
Total nitrogen (%)
( )
oo 0.001 0.001
Phosphorous (%)
(S p SV 530 8 L) by
e\ e “‘L’“ = 0.07 0.09
K (mg/100g soil)
(020 02 08 el 0.01 0.01
Na (mg/100g soil)
(S 8 30 5 L) T
A 2 00 ) 4.42 453
Fe (mg/kg)
(S 8 se 5 )
AT 2 00 s 0.89 1.18
Zn (mg/kg)
(¢S g 3o 5 )
S 1.84 1.15
Cu (mg/kg)
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Table 2 - Analysis for variance of the dry weight of weeds (g/m?)

3wl @i arss 50 glacale 055 gezme S 5T 1S K ssh ke
Source of Degree of Total weight of Heliotropium Centaurea Salsola kali
Variaion Freedem weeds Spp cyanus L. L.
s 2 2.54" 0.08™ 5.34"5 0.37"*
Block . ' ' .
bgles 53 0S5 o
Density ration of 6 8355.77 24.67" 3932.58™ 232.23
intercropping
o
12 17.18 0.73 4.05 94.4
Error
(1) s o o
R - 21.08 22.10 20.86 54.24

(C.V %)

SIS e b 5 53 65 Jlai| b 53 Jls e 5 5 4 NS we
** ns: respectively significant at 1% probability level and not significant

(g o33 0 5) 5.0 laciale oSas 055 80ke amlin ¥ J gl

Table3 — Comparison means for average dry weight of weeds ( gr/m?)

oles JA e 055 g sema S T r-*f K g5 Cale

Treatment Total weight of weeds  Heliotropium spp Centaurea cyanus  Salsola kali L.
L.

Moo 22279 3.01% 13.14°¢ 541°
M75:825 1.32¢ 0.001¢ 0.76 0.55¢
M67:S33 20.72¢ 152 14.27°¢ 1.53 %
M50:S50 27.11¢ 0.001 ¢ 20.50 ¢ 1.24%
M33:S67 41.94° 2.99 b 27.75°¢ 5.20°
M25:S75 103° 3.43° 75.59° 14.99°

S100 146 8.42° 97.74° 24.10°

.@hQTOﬁJh&Q}UﬂéﬁjtﬁaMJQLﬂbﬁﬂ}):gW;}}f

The same letters in each column represent no significant difference between them

Y USE 5s 0ds iyl gls s S5 gl byl 555T —F s

Table 4- Parameter estimation of regression models which presented in figurel

[P Pvalue R’ Intercept(by) b, b,
Parameters
6“‘5 K 0.009 %90 102.8£12 -2.240.001  0.0013+0.005
Centaurea cyanus
Ssh Cale 0.003 %94 25/V+2  -0.69++0.003 0.005+0.001
Salsola Kali
Sy BT 0.003 %94 8.5+0.1 -0.249+0.002  0.002+0.001
Heliotropium
0.005 %93 152+15 -3.5+£0.01 0.022+0.007

S slde ¢ pee
Total weeds weight

il 0 Y =bg + (by X 1)+ (by X £). dslas sl 0d 5,50 sl el,b b ol b o 5 4 Intercept s by by

b, , by and by are parameters which estimated for quadratic model : Y =bg + (b, x t) + (b, x t2).
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Figurel- trend models of weed dry weights in different ratios of intercropping systems
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Table5- Analysis of variance for forage yield of different ratios of intercropping systems

@3l3Ter

Sl il Sl Sl
L Degree of
Source of variations Mean squares
freedom
Bl 628 gle 3 Shas 051 oSt e s Shas
Dry forage yield of sesbania Dry forage yield of Millet
gs-{_’l-: n.s
2 35712.343 ™ 75318.629
Block
Lslinn 55 0S5 S
Density ration of 5 827992.833 %+ 592912.816**
intercropping
U
10 63302.968 73963.409
Error
(1) s s
Sl P B 15.36 104

(C.V %)

.)‘b&}}“)b&dw‘ch‘n)b)b&%jQZnSc%‘-HK'

** ns: Significant at 1% probability level and not significant

oA 5 bies CiS Calides Gl j abgle IS5 Shes aibyls 4 —F Jsd>

Table6- Analysis of variance for total forage yield of intercropping and sole cropping systems

B gle 3 Shas Slas o Sl
Mean squares of forage yield
Sl mle 63137 4=y
Source of variations Degree of freedom
S 2 146923.3 "
Block
ST 5 b glos (slajles .
Intercropping and Sole 6 39430000
treatments
L
12 79807.2
Error
() pois g o ~ 762

(C.V %)

.):@nﬁ;“piﬁdk}\&ﬁ);&%}m.:nSw:sxe

** ns: Significant at 1% probability level and not significant.
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Table7- Mean comparison of yield and land equivalent ratio under sole and intercropping system

Sas il S e IS5 Shes Ll d5ke 5 Slos 05,1 b5k > Shos
treatments (LER) (S s 85k G 3 p S5k8) Gl s p Sk
Total dry forage Forage yield of Forage yield of
(kg/ha) Sesbania (kg/ha) Millet (kg/ha)
Migo 1.00° 11437° - 11437°
M75:825 1.18°¢ 11228° 426.53 ¢ 10802°
M67:S33 1.24 " 11284° 5432 10740
M50:S50 1.46% 11619* 905.1 " 10714
M33:S67 1.02° 11350° 259.16 ¢ 10212°
M25:S75 1.56° 10471° 1091.3° 10259°¢
S100 - 1680¢ 1680 ° -

.C,.wLAQTQﬁ)\.)@xAQj[ﬁf)ﬁ}r&a“)bwo}:wﬁjbdiuﬁdjf

The same letters in each column represent no significant difference between them

¥ Y US55 eds bl sla g ) sla el )50 AT s
Table 8- parameter estimation of rogation models presented in figures 2 and 3

s bl

Pvalue R? Intercept(bg) b, b,
Parameters
SRR ,Qw.o
o , -0.016 %96 10060+34515  5.12+12.5 0.0830.1
Yield of millet
S J5, ) 0.027 %92 3030+1660 281.9+72.4 -2.08+0.69
Total forage yield

b o Y =bg + (by x t) + (by ¥ 1), ke (51 0kt 3550 el )l b sl s o5 5 « Intercept 5 by b,

b, b; and by are parameters which estimated for quadratic model: Y = b, + (b; x t) + (b, x t%).

millet dry forage yield

{kg/ha)
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Figure 3- Forage yield of millet in the different

planting rate
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Figure 2- Total forage yield in the different

planting rate
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