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ABSTRACT

Four Experiments were conducted at the premises ¢f the
Eastern Univarsity, - the first two experiments to
study the effact of weed control at different stages in
the growth cycle on the growth and yieid of onions and
the other two to study the effect of different forms and
levels of potassium on leaf tip scorch on growth and

yield of onions (Alliun ascolonicun L.).

Experiment |

Effect of duration of weed-free periods on growth and

yield of onions.

. Treatments
I Weedy throughout
T2 - Weed-free for the first 2 weeks
T3 - Weed-free for the first 4 weeks
T4 - Weed-free for the first 6 weeks
T5 - Weed-free throughout

At the harvest done at 28 days after planting (2&.DAP)
weediness for 28 days depressed leaf fresh weight‘by 58%
leaf, dry weight by 44%, bulb fresh weight by 43%, bulb
dry weight by 43%, root fresh weight by 2&%, root dry
weight by 24%, nurber of bulbs by 3C% and d%aneter of
bulbs ‘by 27% compared with that in weed-frg& piGis. At
the same it Weea SRS condition for 14 days and
weediness for 14 days depressed leaf fresh weight by_SFk
leaf dry weight by 23%, bulb freéh weight by 38%, bulb dry
weight by 38%, root fresh weight by 26%, root dry weight
by 16%, nurber of bulbs by 21% and diameter of bulbs by

&% compared to that in weed-free plots.



At the second assessment dofie at 42 DAP weed!n%ss for

the en*ire 42 days depres3ad leaf fresh weight by T2%,
leaf dry weight by 58%, bilb fresh weight by 352%, bulb
dry weight by 52, fresh welght roots by 64%, dry welght
roots by 67%, nurmber of bulbs Dy 4;%% and diameter of

bulbs by 36% compared to that in weed—free plots. In

the treatment where the plots remained weed-free for First
2 weeks and weedy for the balance 4 weeks leaf fresh wSignt
was reduced by 630, leaf dry we:an by 61%, bulb fresh
weight by 48%, bulb dry weight by 48%, root fresh vigight
by 5%, root dry weight by 61%, number of bulbs by 36%,
apd diameter of bulbs by 29%% compared with that i %eed-
free plots.

At the final harvest done at 80 DAP in plots that remained
weedy-throughout leaf fresh weight was reduced by 76%,
leaf dry weight by 74%, bulb fresh weight by 7%, bulb

dry weight by 72%, root fresh weight by 72%, root dry weight

by 676, number of bulbs by 4%, bulb diameter by 58%. In
plots that remained weedy for the first 2 WAP and weedy
thereafter leaf fresh weight was reduced by 66%, leaf dry
weight by 63%, bulb fresh weight by 6%, bulb dry weight
by 61%, root fresh weight by 6%%, root dry weight by 6 717%,
nutber of bulbs by 24% and diameter of bulbs by 2F6. In
plots tHpi FOTR!fed weed-free for the firet four wee S and
weedy thef@atter 1841 Tresh weioht wizxj reauceq by 220,

teaf ﬁ?w watgnt by 203, Dulb fresh weight by 2345, bulb

dry W“qut by 20%, roct Tresh weipht Dy 35@, FOOt dryeeidht
py 4%, nureer 1ot bliibs by 12% and diameter of pbulp by 2&%
compared with that in weed free plots throughout.

In plots that remained weed-free for the first 6 WAP
leaf fresh weight was reduced by 13%, leaf dry weight
similar, bulb fresh weight by 2(0%, bulb dry weight



similar (&%), root fréesh weight by 17%, root cry weight
similar, nuvber of b!lbs similar, diameter of bulbs by
25)/0-

Leaf number declined from 9 weeks after planting in weed-
free throughout treatment and this decline was from 8 weeks,
7 weeks, 6 weeks and 5 weeks after planting in plots that
remained weed-free for the first 6 weeks, 4 weeks, 2 weeks

and in plots that remained weedy throughout respectively.

Length of leaves declined from 8 WAP in weed-free plots
and this declined occured from 7 weeks, 6 weeks, 5 weeks
and 3 WAP in plots that remained weed-free for the first

6 weeks, 4 weeks, 2 weeks and in plots that remained weedy

througout respectively.

With increase in weed free period dry weight of bulbs
increased sharply up to a weed-free period of 6 WAP. A

weed-free period of 2 WAP increased yield by 1.3 fold,

4 weeks by 2.8 fold, 6 weeks by 3.3 fold and entire
duration by 3.6 fold.

- The predominant weed species in the experimental plots

were Borreria laevis, Cleore viscosa, Dactyloctinium

aegyptium, Hedyotis biflora, Odidenlandia biflora and

cyperus species. While there was an increase in population
of some species, there was also-a decline in others with
tine.‘ (

|
Fresh weight of bulbs declined with ipcrease in total weed
density SharplF up to a density of 400 weeds/ﬁ? and there-
after increase in weed density did not affect yield which
remained almost static at a low level. A similar relations

ship was also seen for leaf dry weight vs weed density but



the decline in Ieér dry we:ght was gradual and IGVﬂllnng of f

of yield oOccured nt the same weed density of 400 v} eds/m .

In Experiment I dry weight of leaves in plots which remained
weedy-throughout was rmeducéa by 76% of that in weed—?fee
plots. Leaf dry weight in plots that remained weedy %Of
first 2 WAP and weed-free thé%eafter, weedy for firé; 4 WAP
and weedy thereafter, weedy for first 6 WAP and weedy there-

after was reduced by 1%6,52 and 67 respectively.

In plots that remained weedy-throughout dry weight of bulbs
and dry weight of roots was reduced by 84%. In plots that

remained weedy for first 2 WAP and weedy therea%ter, first

4 WAP and weedy thereafter , 6 WAP and weedy thereafter

dry weight of bulbs was reduced by 81%,66% and 20°% respect-
ively. For the same treatments reduction in d%y we ight,

of roots was by 78%, 5F6, and 12% respectivefy.

Nutber of bulbs in treatments which remained weedy throughout

and weedy for first 2 WAP and weedy thereafter was similar

and did not differ significantly. In treatments which

remained weedy for first 4 WAP and for first 6 WAP number

of bulbs were similar (reduced by 14%). Reducticu in nunber
of bulbs brought about in plots that remained wéedy for

first 4 WAP, first 6 WAP and throughout were similar and

Gid not differ significantly.

In radpedi of pulb Jdigmetel weed | eSS hr‘)uUﬁOut recuced

|
it by 4%% and weediness 10 first & weeks by 47%. Weediness
Tor first 2 WAP and first 4 WAP reduced bulb diameter by

1Po.

In Experiment |11 fresh weight and dry weight of leaves

was highest in plants which did not receive any potassium



and lowest in plants which raceived K,0 at the tate of
£t . 1 5 A . : s 7
35.7 kg/ha. Increasz in K 'avel did not ificrease leaf

weight.

Dry weight of bulbs were higher in plants wHich received
potassiun. Increase iﬁ K |avel increased dry weight of
bulbs. Root fresh weight: and dry weight were highest

in plants which received the highest level [71.5 kg Kﬁo/ha)
of potassium and lowest in plants which did not receive

gny potassium. Increase in level of potassiuﬁ increased
root weight. Leaf tip scorch was more intensge in plants
which did not receive any potassium. Degree of scorch

was higher in plants which received lower (37.5 fg/ha)
level of K. Number of bulbs and diameter of bulbs were

not influenced by the level of K.

In Experiment |V fresh and dry weights of leaves were highest
in plants which did not receive any potassium. Trire was

no difference in effect due to either levels of K or forms

of potassium fertilizer. Increasing level of K increased
fresh and dry weight of bulbs. There was no influance of
levels of K or forms of potassic fartilizer in fresh or

dry weight of bulbs. Fresh and dry weight of roots were
lowest in plants which did not receive any potassium.

Root weight increased with increase in level of potassium.
Thers waz o iiifluence §F f8MS of potassium fartiiizer

ofi root weights. Nutber Of leaves per planty nurber of

buibs per plant &nd length ©f ieaves were not affected

by level of K or' by form of potassic, fertilizer. Leaf tip
scorch was more pronounced in plants which did not receive
any potassium. Form of potassium fertilizer did not influence

leaf tip scorch.
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