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ABSTRACT

Purple nutsedge (Cyperus rotundus L.) is a noxious weed and distributes throughout the tropics
and sub-tropics of the world, which is difficult to control and eradication. Purple nutsedge interferes other
plants by competition and allelopathy. This research aimed to investigate the influence of purple nutsedge
density and allelopathic effect of its residue on germination and growth of sweet corn (Zea mays var.
saccharata) and mung bean (Vigna radiata). Five densities of purple nutsedge including 30, 60, 125, 250
and 500 tubers/m? were used to study on the effect of density on germination and growth of sweet com
and mung bean in pot experiment. The results showed that the growth and yield of sweet corn were
declined with the increasing purple nutsedge density. However, it was showed the growth promotion of
mung bean with the increasing purple nutsedge densities. For allelopathic effect, the dry purple nutsedge

was incorporated with soil at the concentrations of 0.25%, 0.5%, 1%, 2% and 4% w/w and test on
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emergence and growth of sweet corn and mung bean. Sweet corn showed continuously reducing on height
and dry weight when increasing with the concentrations of purple nutsedge residue. The height and dry
weight of mung bean was increased by increasing the concentrations of purple nutsedge residues. These
results confirmed that purple nutsedges has both competition and positive and negative allelopathic effect

depending on crop species. This data can be used to improve a crop production in the future.
Keywords: Cyperus rotundus L, competition, allelopathy
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Figure 1 Effects of purple nutsedge competition on height (a) shoot dry weight (b) pod dry weight (c) and

seed numbers per pod (d) of sweet corn.
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Figure 2 Effects of purple nutsedge competition on height (a) and shoot dry weight (b) pod numbers per
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shoot (c) and seed numbers per shoot (d) of mung bean.
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Figure 3 Effects of soil incorporation of purple nutsedge residue on sweet corn growth (a) shoot and root

dry weight (b) and emergence (c).
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Figure 4 Effects of soil incorporation of purple nutsedge residue on mung bean growth (a) shoot and root

dry weight (b) and emergence (c).
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