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Table 1. Physical and chemical properties of soil samples in the studied area
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Table 2. ANOVA results for yield and yield components affected by seed density and weed control
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Fig. 1. Linear regression of Mungbean seed quantity against grain yield in weedy and weedfree treatments
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Fig. 2. Linear regression of Mungbean seed quantity against bioligical yield in weedy and weedfree treatments
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Fig. 3. Linear regression of Mungbean seed quantity against grain yield in weedy and weedfree treatments

S8 w51 8l cou o )ls se yebd Lude dig o D
gk @15 0 DL i (n i S5 9k (235
4o (YAIAY) a59Y Y+ oST5 50 ol ol oS 5 (AY/VY)
o5 Lopez Bellido et al, (2005)  ,comen .ol cuss
Jdods gy o515 o381 L ML aigy ;o e sluwy a5 wisls
i bl g yralS wig )8 4l slaws o ialS
o o515 50 jreclacale a5 cusls bl Maron (1997)
yolie g cugby i ales 5l aoxe slo s ailes

gl oo AME slaws pals cely olde

ML o ailo sluwy
5o adils slass (g lo xe ,...l_. Sialesl 0,50 slales
slasd g )30 Gl oo s> dig, (Y Jgaz) ails BMe
So IS Sre (g pae 5 (g sled 90 sl IS o alls
2l b pSebSTO Jio b (S5l (G)le 4 (T J9u2)
SR A TRV AR RUPRIVEIFIC SV S RN CH PR IR g Jo)
o 0gi e dogy M o wils Sl SSTas a4y o,

VOV

gl 5 jymiile J,5S 5 i o1 eslo e

s ;o 90 ol Joliie Sl piomen 5 a0 Sl
bl giae ile aigr ;o D Slawi (59, » do,y00 Lol
S 3l s g 5 o9y 4 (eSlee Slaslie (T Jgu)
15 A3g 45 O Slawi b Ly e oyt 6 ld sine ot alal,
(V' Jgo2) 3,005 0929 (g poe 5 2y jles 99 52
sy iyl crse ot 39 5 5 e 6Vl o815 el sy
Sl S 53 0 ToLSYO J&y e 5 55,5 ol aTg 0 B
y9bdn 098 o Aoy Aig Ho B Sl ST 4 Haw,
909 Sho (pl Glp ey pas e Sl e ey e (IS
Jdodn (emmmed 39 (g Jlend yo dig po D STos
2= w55 Gl Jles 99 ;2 3 (a3 Wy (5)lo e poe
FB a4 oy gl LS 0 )00 SLSYO leS
Olgreas |, a5g 50 Be slaas Woolley et al, (1993)

3,5 (e 5 olacile S a0 Sles s (n S el
slaes a5 aisls 3,135 Maleki et al, (2013) > b



WAV Jol Ao 15 oy Al /o130 ©lgas GBI /... 50y e 15l £yl 5o g Goas!

L Ll e, 5 5 pmslaile 5105 o s by cas Y 3
30 il asls olasws (gas VW VAT ials coge ole iy
Al g eelacale S a4 s O

oais e o wlo slass Lili8l g YU A Jlade aS 0yl
Al olaes g o0gy ot Cald, YU o515 50 a5 Cewl e
595 )15 5 Ol sgeaS 25 3l Cow Wl e SO 5o
Al oo ulS 5 BMe jo slaws po YU LS slapSTy o
olass p 5 ,mslacile co paw 51.(Haggani et al., 1994)

Sgmt HIS s a0 )30 s o il ae ML jo als

spde b Jolad g (marg jload 90 50 alisie Wl g (pilo o515 jlado (Jas wig) dmslio -F Jgu
Table 3. Linear comparison of seed density of Mungbean against different traits in weed infested and weedfree

treatments
ol o prares S Slos el S7) 9 O oy L Slay PRURINTS)
sl O3S ) S 3gdgm 4l el 4iloyeee &y gy SUE o
Treatment Regression Biological ~ Seed Harvest 1000 Seed N. of pod N. of pod N. Seed
coefficients yield yield index weight per m? per plant per pod
e o2 3000.5 2123 72.02 25.47 848.3 12.9 10.11
) Intercept
Weed free S 902"  -7.18"  -0.05" -0.04™ -1.59™ -0.07™ -0.01™
Predictor
[RVEI - . . - . .
o o3l qge7q5m 18TLL 6995 20.94 619.35 5.98 10.49
sl 3l Intercept 5
Weed infested S s 979 7277 -0.03® 0.02" -2.78" -0.03™ -0.04™
Predictor
s T R
e el gg335r P8 Hge 453" 228.95" 6.2 0.38"
Gomile J5Ia- ars) Intercept
Difference (Weed free— b "’“)‘é 0.77" 0.09" -0.03" -0.06™ 1.19™ -0.04" 0.03"
weed infested) Predictor

*% % g

Ao,0) g 0o ,00 mhaw (3 () Lxe g 5o gixe pas KT g

ns, * and **: Non-Significant, Significant at %5 and %1 probability levels, respectively

Sl i LSl 50 0,89 LSTO Jlade 50,5 el (e
5 A 4 G,

932 Ol Joliie 151 il)ly 4528 @l (bl

g o0 dpog yole oLS o ailoV e s

s 00,8 samline i calize polde 0wl e v 5
Cils sy alols a8 ol llas ol e ;0 Slidss
(Ghanbari& Taheri- s las als) + + o35 5 (sl gine il
Cdo aS ol las a>g Ly Mazandarani, 2003)
S o il bae 53 o a1 5 G W)+ (3

g ATl Jol> gl 005 (o0 o gmains

spsile 595 olojT sl jloss il
(o9l @3S jracide a8V oyl o
(= yodmiy (B35 (Ol e (Sl o ek (@M )l
5 oanlive (ilo de 50 0 Can Bl g 0 S Stmg S
L simgl 5 485 jraslacile (285 )18 b5l s
L olomip s ing Slsl 3 asys o 5YL 3l as 08V /Y

YOA

13 Veee 339

S ailodgad (o,13 5 lddore ,iST(Y Jgaz) 09— ,lo
LY laae 4 aS ol (SG55 Coogas G dilo) oo v 5
WS 10 @8 o 18 e Lyl s 3T cou as ot
aloY e e 5 aled o do oV L S i sl
AA SRR RS IR ST WA ot ¥ IO S 7PN VIR Covd PR KL g
2 0l Sl 3l it a0V HTAY 0 SLSYO Hds lsen,
Ole L (Hy 092 )18 50 0 ol -+ )0 liets S
039 S YY) LsSa o 0,55 LS00
Sglay (asloV e v e 39 0, S YY/0) LSy 5,54 LSV
S5 cow Al e v e 39 (F Jgoz) Cullas 0929 (5,10 Sxe
@S 5ban () Jouz) <35 3 5 eledile o pae
JHI L 5l i 5 mslacale g jless 50 of (ke
abal; sl bt Hgew S, Ny 09 e S b paslacile
po=s g ey sloond 93 0 0 al) e e i g 5 Jlade (e
45 2B o dpmogs IS (Y Jguz) 905 jlocne S (g

5 (als) e e



WAV Jol Ao 15 oy Al /o130 ©lgas GBI /... 50y e 15l £yl 5o g Goas!

el Ll b oyl i cnlts ssimo Lt aisS (5 5
ae e 1515 nSilos YU polie a5 Jb> o el S
Foadsi 9 cnls; (pUlys sasmsplis ladssS I can

(Minbashi et al., 2008) coulaasss plo a4 Coms yiion

PRTRSPSRYAYVA g P Jt-3 P VE RPN L S X SR VSR 2 L G P JT-
@m0 Joboo (gl 3 Ly (img ug,SEls laaisS
G polid] 453 g0 aiols plaisl g 4 |, sum sloas,
) Slsld Blam hls 05,5 (oo oA Jlgly3 L el Ll 5
Gl 316G Slgld (YL polie (F Joaz) wisly LSis

olo 450 gl )0 @l 5 pdile ladiss oS (SIS 1PS (Slgld (il —F Jguar
Table 4. Different weed species and average density, distribution uniformity, frequency and degree of noxiousness
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Table 5. Analysis of variance dry weight data and weed density in mung bean farm
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s E 0.366 6.069
Sl 11.47 31.93
C.V(%)

**x x ns

00,0 5 duo,30 mhaw (0 (55lo Sxe g (5 o Sxe pas FF g
ns, *and **: Non-significant, significant at %5 and %1 probability levels, respectively
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Table 6. Effect of mung bean seed rate on dry weight and weeds density
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25kg.ht 154.8a 59.33ab
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Introduction

Mungbean [Vigna radiata (L.)Wilczek] is the most important source of protein in south and southeast
Asia. This plant, have the most important sources of protein in arid and semiarid regions and played a major
role in the economy of the regions. Seed mung bean has 51% carbohydrate, 26% protein, 10% moisture, 4%

mineral and 3% vitamin. This crop can be successfully grown on marginal lands where other crops perform
poorly. Legumes, have mainly poor competition against weeds. Yield decrease in crops due to the presence
of weed, depending on the area and specific weed species its area. Raman & Krishnamoorthy (2005)
reported that mungbean yield decreased in infested treatment to weeds to 35 percent. Optimum plant
population density is an important factor to realize the potential yields as it directly affects plant growth and
development. The sowing rate of 20 kg h* usually recommended for small to medium seed varieties might
be too low to obtain optimal yield. Barary et al. (2002) observed the effect of row and plant spacing on seed
yield but it was not significant. Among the yield components, number of pods plant?® and number of grains
pod™ and 1000 seed weight decreased with increasing seed rate. Determining the optimum plant density is
very important to obtain maximum quantity and quality of economic yield. Reports show that the suitable
density range of mung bean depends on the distance between plants. This study was conducted to investigate
the effect of density on the morpho-physiologic traits and seed yield of the mung bean and to determine the
optimum planting density on weed management in the Khorramabad.

Materials & Methods

Field experiments were conducted at Lorestan Agricultural and Natural Resources Research Center,
Khorramabad, Iran (48.36° E, 33.48° N, altitude), 1,125 m above the sea level with annual average
precipitation and temperature of 471.5 mm and 17.7 C°, respectively. The fields were in fallow in the
preceding year of the experiments. The soil at the test sites were a clay-silt with a pH of 7.7 and organic
matter of 1.0% in 2014. Prato cultivar has a 1000-seed weight of approximately 25 g. Layout system was
randomized complete block design (RCBD) with factorial arrangements, with 8 treatments in 3 replications.
Weed factor with two levels (controlled and uncontrolled) and seed rate per unit area (25, 50, 75 and 100 kg.
h™1) equivalent (6, 12, 18 and 24 plant m2) was calculated for each plot. In this experiment, after sowing
mapping, evaluated treatments were randomly assigned to experimental plots and any density considered on
the 6 lines with 6 meters length, rows spacing of 60 cm and 5 cm sowing depth. Seeds planting was done by
hand in June 12, 2014. Irrigation was done immediately after planting. Due to climatic conditions, farm
irrigation was carried out flooding until the end of the growing season (every 10 days). In the plots of
interference treatment no operations performed against the weed control. Assessing the density and weeds
biomass were randomly at flowering time of crop with samples of the two frame 0.5% 0.5m per plot. Density
and dry matter of weeds were counted and measured. At the end of the growing season after physiological
maturity with marginal effects deletion (half a meter from the beginning and end of each row) area of 6 m
from 4 central rows of each plot was measured to estimate biomass, yield and seed yield by 14% seed
moisture. Determining of morphological traits and yield components was selected 10 plants from each plot at
final harvest. The traits measured, including biological and seed yield, plant density, pod number per plant,
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seed number per plant and seed weight per plant. Analysis was done by analysis variance and by using SAS
9.1. For comparing regression coefficient and latitude of origin two treatments consisting weed free and
weed infested in level of seed amount was used.

Results & Discussion

The experimental maximum yield (2011 kg. h*) was achieved for weed control treatment with crop
density of 25 kg. h, while, the lowest yield (672.7 kg. h™) was related to weedy plots with crop density of
100 kg. ht. The study revealed that crop density of 25 kg. h"* mung bean (Vigna radiate) (equivalent to 60
plant. m?) is optimum to obtain maximum mung bean yield. Results also indicated mung bean yield
increased by 82.7 by weed control, the importance of weed interference in reducing mung bean yield and
necessity of weed control to achieve higher yields. Among the yield components, number of pods plant™
and number of grains pod? and 1000 seed weight decreased with increasing seeding rate. It seems that
seeding rate of 25 kg.h™ reduced mung bean density in area unit, and increased weed growth probably due to
abundance of resources. However, seed rate of 100 kg. ht, the

Conclusion

Generally, the results of this research showed that selecting mung bean varieties with runner type and
optimum density performance used against weeds can increase competitive pressure. Weeds management by
weeding out, not only makes more seed yield but also prevented environmental damage and will help
environmental sustainability.

Key words: Competition, Khoramabad, Plant density, Weed infested, Weeding
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