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Fig. 1. Elongation of sugarcane stem under different
sugarcane densities and weeds. T2 = 1 sugarcane, T3
= 1 sugarcane+ 4 weeds, T4 = 2 sugarcanes + 4
weeds, T5 = 3 sugarcanes + 4 weeds, T6 = 4
sugarcanes + 4 weeds.
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Fig. 2. Changes in number of sugarcane tillers
under different sugarcane densities and weeds. T2
= 1 sugarcane, T3 = 1 sugarcane + 4 weeds, T4 =
2 sugarcanes + 4 weeds, T5 = 3 sugarcanes + 4
weeds, T6 = 4 sugarcanes + 4 weeds.
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Fig. 3. Elongation of torpedograss stem under
different sugarcane densities. T1 = 4 weeds, T3 = 1
sugarcane + 4 weeds, T4 = 2 sugarcanes + 4 weeds,
TS5 = 3 sugarcanes + 4 weeds, T6 = 4 sugarcanes +
4 weeds.
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Fig. 4. Changes in number of torpedograss tillers
under different sugarcane densities. T1 = 4 weeds,
T3 =1 sugarcane + 4 weeds, T4 =2 sugarcanes + 4
weeds, TS5 = 3 sugarcanes + 4 weeds, T6 = 4
sugarcanes + 4 weeds.
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Table 1. Torpedograss biomass production under different densities of sugarcane

Treatments Shoot Rhizome Total
g/pot

T1 (4 weeds) 487a 312a 839a

T3 (1 sugarcane + 4 weeds) 288b 136b 428b

T4 (2 sugarcanes + 4 weeds) 217bc 95be 295¢

T5 (3 sugarcanes + 4 weeds) 148c 67cd 216d

T6 (4 sugarcanes + 4 weeds) 127¢ 63d 190d

Note: Means in each column not followed by the same letter are different at 5% level of

significance, as determined by Duncan's Multiple Range Test.
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Table 2. Root, shoot, yield and yield contributing parameters of sugarcane under different

densities of sugarcane

Treatments Root  Shoot Stalk  Millable Diameter Yield  Brix
dry wt. dry wt. length  stalk
g/pot g/pot  cm/pot no.Jpot cm/stalk  g/pot %
T2 (1 sugarcane) 299a 719a 456a 32 1.97ab 15352 17.9a
299) (719) (456) 3.2) (1535)
T3 (1 sugarcane + 4 weeds) 150c 277d 181c 1.3 2.00a 625¢ 18.4a
(150) 277y  (181) (1.3) (625)
T4 (2 sugarcanes + 4 weeds) 210bc  409c 296b 2.0 1.84bc 945b 18.4a
(105) (204) (148) (1.0) 473)
T5 (3 sugarcanes + 4 weeds) 225b  514bc  423a 3.0 1.75¢ 1130b  18.2a
(75 (171)  (141) (1.0) 377
T6 (4 sugarcanes + 4 weeds) 214b  453b  498a 4.0 1.72¢ 1168b 18.0a
(54) (113) (125) (1.0) (292)

Note: Means in each column not followed by the same letter are different at 5% level

ofsignificance, as determined by Duncan's Multiple Range Test. Figures in parentheses

indicate the average content per plant.
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Table 3. Suppression effect of sugarcane on torpedograss and vice versa in plant

sugarcane cultivated fields under different days of weeding

a. Sugarcane yield suppressed b . Torpedograss total biomass

by torpedograss suppressed by sugarcane
Treatments
%

T3(45), weeding at 45 DAP 11 100

T4(60), weeding at 45 DAP 31 94

T5(90), weeding at 45 DAP 49 88
T6(120), weeding at 45 DAP 55 82
T7(NW), non-weeding 59 51

Note:

Fresh wt. of S. stalk in pure plot - Fresh wt. of S. stalk in mixed plot

a. x 100
Fresh wt. of S. stalk in pure plot

Dry wt. of weed in pure plot - dry wt of weed in mixed plot
b. x 100
Dry wt of weed in mixed plot

S.= Sugarcane, mixed= Sugarcane + Weed, wt.= weight
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Fig. 5. Torpedograss control with asulam SL (soluble
concentrate, 37%) and asulam WG (water soluble
granule, 80%) in sugarcane. 2, 3 and 4 indicate rate in
kg ai/ha).

366

EDORERIL, 7 a7 LABE2RN4ke ai/
haTHE, TNEN0~81% TH-7=7, HEHD
EROBEMERICHE T IERE2> T
%, SEIDOEBRE INETOEROERNS
ERLINTFEDRRITIE, 7225408
MARONENRD D ENbhoTz, FELRE
HE2, 3RWN4kg ai/haTiE, WIFhoFIE
b, HAMTERIOE O TIIBABIC, £/~
A AT 408 OQEE TI335 H R ICHIZERIL
100%iC7e o7z MAMITH20~408 THLER X
N7 bUFEQEBE, NTFEOHERR
NHICED FTRO NN, Zhg,
WTFENERI NN o720y, EREHTER
AUNTET, HEETEAN-ZEEDN S,
INELEOHETIE, MAMTEOFLAT,
K 7O FEOREEZRESNTWS), £
FEROMETIE, a7 IA0BENMT
FITaThERALEZEE, BEEOHE
PERIBEVEEHBD, SEOWRSERH
ETOWED, 72T, 3kg ai/haTHEAA
TER40E NS BEA L T40HRR T 3 EIRAE L T,
T EIFEMDONA FEZBRRL 2iH5e % 58
LTns8),

AT HICBTS 2, 3ke ai/haT
DT a7 LWHNL, 4kg ai/hanBe ks
BICEWER, ZEEBIVNEEZRL, hD7
a7 NERUKBEIO 2 kg ai/hald, hoglrE
KEXOFBEIIEVWEERE, ERBIOREZEL
7zo 4kg ai/ha®7 ¥ a5 ABRIKERNT, W
FUFEQREB LN EHRERICEL W
FEEUZ, NEERERE, HEOHKICHE
S THEAL (Fag. 6). S EOBIZEOFERIL,
T 75 FBERET T UMICB B HE & Wi
5%, 2~3%E, 4~5EBRIUNE~7E
DAz thifensul firon: tribenuron(2 : 18

_9___



367

3
SL2
< SL 3
2
) B sus 4,
E
3 B wo:
>
% B was
o
go B wos
72}
O s
B s+w 5
Applied at 20 DAP Applied at 40 DAP
Fig. 6. Effect of asulam SL (soluble concentrate, 37%) and asulam
WG (water soluble granule, 80%) on sugarcane yield. 2, 3 and 4
indicate rate in kg ai/ha. S=sugarcane, S+W=untreated sugarcane
planted with weed. Means followed by the same letter are not
significantly different at the 5% level by Duncan's multiple range test. 6
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