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3- Allelopathy
4- Allelochemicals
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1- Integrated Weeds Management (IWM)
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Table 1- Mean comparison of seed and leaf extracts of eucalyptus on morphological criteria of barley and flixweed

ey Job Sl i Jsb 55 Al b s 5 Wl aoyd Wl g S0 las CBIE
(0 s5lw) (o) (39, /51a23) Germination (x22)
Root length Shoot length Germination rate (%) Leaf and seed ?xtract
(cm) (cm) (no. day“) concef}ltratlon

(%)

iSe e s ” Pl # Pl # Sy

Flixweed  Barley Flixweed  Barley Flixweed Barley Flixweed Barley Lea‘f

22.50a 5.31a 4.63a  36.00a 13.26a  21.23a 99.27a  100.00 a* 0

21.76a 3.30b 3.70b  36.00a 10.46b  20.83ab 81.16b  99.00a 30
3.00c 19.56¢ 3.18bc  34.50b 6.05¢ 15.96¢ 50.10d  92.50c 50
2.30d  18.16d 2.70cd  32.75¢ 3.73d 12.16e 34.40f 85.56d 70
1.23f  16.60ef 1.80e  28.90e 1.09f  10.44f 1520h  73.10e 90
15.83f  0.00g 0.00f  28.40ef 0.00g 10.00fg 0.00i 70.16f 100
&ld

Seed

531a 22.50a 36.00a 4.63a 13.26a  21.23a 99.27a  100.00a 0

2.98¢c 20.73b 3.28b 34.90b 9.81b 19.23b 73.40c  95.30b 30
2.80c 18.01d 2.55d  32.33c 5.79¢  15.06d 39.46e 84.00d 50
1.90e 17.03e 2.30de 31.16d 2.44e 11.35e 21.16g  74.10e 70
0.00g 15.00g 0.00f 27.63f 0.00g  9.26gh 0.00i 52.83g 90
0.00g 13.53h 0.00f 27.50f 0.00g 8.49h 0.00i  50.00h 100
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*Mean within each column and for each component followed same letter are not significantly different at 0.05 probability level

according to DMRT.
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Table 2- Mean comparison of seed and leaf extracts of eucalyptus on morphological criteria of barley and flixweed

Aol ) SS9 wlop pidy SWid (39 Wl g S g0 las clale
(p5 k) (45 o) (203
(mg) Root dry weight (mg) Shoot dry weight Leaf and seed extract concentration (%)
iS5 PES iS5 PES Sy
Flixweed Barley Flixweed Barley Leaf
0.43a 28.00a 2.90a 70.00 a* 0
0.33b 26.00a 1.80b 66.00a 30
0.30c 21.00b 1.10c 57.00b 50
0.26d 15.00cd 0.70d 47.00c 70
0.18f 10.00e 0.60d 40.00de 90
0.00g 10.00e 0.00e 37.00e 100
&l
Seed
0.43a 28.00a 2.90a 70.00a 0
0.31c 25.00a 1.76b 56.00b 30
0.27d 19.00bc 1.20c 53.00b 50
0.21e 15.00d 0.60d 44.00cd 70
0.00g 10.00e 0.00e 39.00e 90
0.00g 9.500e 0.00e 36.00e 100
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*Mean within each column and for each component followed same letter are not significantly different at 0.05 probability level
according to DMRT.
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Table 3- Mean comparison of seed and leaf extracts of eucalyptus on chlorophyll content of barley and flixweed

JS uds s b Juds s a Judg IS 4 g S o slac clals
(5 <l o5 0 05 ) (5 cdlpfpe o) (5 cdlesyes ) (32,)
Total Chlorophyll Chlorophyll b Chlorophyll a Leaf and seed extract
(mg.g™ fresh weight) (mg.g™ fresh weight) (mg.g™ fresh weight) conceézl/tl;atlon
(1]
S » isls » S » Sy
Flixweed Barley Flixweed Barley Flixweed  Barley Leaf
1.45a 3.43a 0.52a 1.08a 0.93a 2.35a* 0
1.14b 3.26ab 0.36b 1.01ab 0.78b 2.25a 30
0.99¢ 2.84c 0.29¢ 0.92bc 0.70bc 1.92bc 50
0.82d 2.44d 0.23d 0.73de 0.59cd 1.71cd 70
0.74d 1.76ef 0.21d 0.55¢f 0.53d 1.21e 90
0.00e 1.62f 0.00e 0.46fg 0.00e 1.16e 100
ald
Seed
1.45a 3.43a 0.52a 1.08a 0.93a 2.35a 0
1.11b 3.09bc 0.33b 0.93bc 0.78b 2.16ab 30
0.86¢ 2.36d 0.21d 0.84cd 0.65cd 1.52d 50
0.75d 1.94e 0.20d 0.71e 0.55d 1.23e 70
0.00e 1.48fg 0.00e 0.48fg 0.00e 1.00ef 90
0.00e 1.31g 0.00e 041g 0.00e 0.90f 100
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*Mean within each column and for each component followed same letter are not significantly different at 0.05 probability level
according to DMRT.
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Table 4- Mean comparison of seed and leaf extracts of eucalyptus on proline and soluble sugars content of barley and

flixweed
Ay yJglono g Laa3 P Jglme a3 - .
) _ _ | P | e 4> g S o,lac clals
0395V 3 p)5) wlgd ay ol tlod R (g (o)
- ~ . . Z ... = KV-2%)
(Siss 039SV 2eS) (5059 e 1 esw) (5 0j9 es5 1 Jgeg,Sw) ?
. . Leaf and seed extract
Root soluble sugars (S Root proline Shoot proline C trati
5 Lo™! fresh weicht Lo~ fresh weicht oncentration
(g.100g™ dry Shoot soluble sugars (umol.g™ fresh weight)  (umol.g™ fresh weight) (%)
weight) (2.100g™ dry weight)
Flixweed Barley Flixweed Barley Flixweed Barley Flixweed Barley Leaf
1.50h 1.65¢ 3.80g 3.50e 12.00f 15.42f 20.30f 32.761 * 0
1.45h 1.98d 4.42f 3.53e 18.00e 15.80f 32.00e 32.80i 30
2.10c 1.95¢ 5.09d 4.00d 18.80cd  17.30e 36.64c 39.20h 50
2.15bc  2.30d 5.32¢ 5.18¢c 19.53ab  23.00c 38.71b 48.80f 70
228a  2.90c 5.75a 6.12b 20.00a 29.30a 40.50a 60.15d 90
3.00b 0.00f 0.00h 6.26b 0.00g 30.00a 0.00g 65.30b 100
&l
Seed
1.65¢ 1.50h 3.50e 3.80g 12.00f 15.42f 20.30f 32.76i 0
2.00d 1.65g 4.86¢ 3.60e 18.32de 16.00f 33.00d 33.02i 30
2.18b 2.18e 5.28¢c 4.25d 19.11bc 18.50d 36.50c 41.10g 50
2.25a 2.86¢ 5.50b 5.30c 19.96a 24.30b 39.42b 50.28e 70
0.00f 3.15a 0.00h 6.80a 0.00g 29.50a 0.00g 62.46¢ 90
0.00f 3.20a 0.00h 7.00a 0.00g 31.40a 0.00g 68.46a 100

)5 (D14 0) (ol ixe ool STl (laiabsin yg0jl Bollae chitds S yuie B S5y JBhis 45 e pSbo iz yb (glys g g pa 0 *

*Mean within each column and for each component followed same letter are not significantly different at 0.05 probability level
according to DMRT.
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