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Abstract. Currently, no herbicide is registered for grain amaranth in Europe, the United States
and South America. Hence, weed control must be addressed with alternative methods. Field trials
were conducted in 2018 and 2019 in Central Italy by comparing some mechanical weed control
treatments in grain amaranth (Admaranthus cruentus L.). In 2018, the five treatments were:
untreated control (T1:s), cutter hoeing (T2,g), flat share cuts and one central duck foot tine (T313),
flat share cuts and two central duck foot tines (T4s), and three duck foot tines (T5;5). In 2019,
the five treatments were: untreated control (T119), three duck foot tines (T219), flex tine harrowing
(T319), flex tine harrowing plus finger weeding with red fingers (T419), and finger weeding with
red fingers (T520). In 2018, amaranth was a successful competitor against weeds from 40 days
after emergence (10 true leaf stage, corresponding to BBCH code 15). The competitive ability
was showed by excellent seed yields averaging 1.2 t ha'l, for all treatments. This feature was also
confirmed to some degree in 2019. However, seed yield in 2019 was more strongly influenced
by treatment as well as by the lower emergence of plants. All the mechanical methods employed
can be effectively used for weed control in grain amaranth. Treatments with the flex tine harrower
and finger weeder negatively affected the plant density at harvest, necessitating further
optimization. However, combined mechanical strategies proved the most effective, especially in
controlling dicot weeds. There is a need to optimize strategies, with mechanical equipment, to
anticipate and improve the ground cover of amaranth. These strategies include selecting optimal
plant density and the correct distancing between the rows for easier mechanical control.
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INTRODUCTION

The rediscovery and the improvement of various pseudocereals (including exotic
types) for European environments has led to the valorization of species that have
remained neglected for a long time. Buckwheat (Fagopyrum esculentum Moench.) and
quinoa (Chenopodium quinoa Willd.) have contributed to the establishment of new
markets in both food and non-food sectors. Another species that has managed to occupy
a good market segment is amaranth (Amaranthus spp.), native to Mexico and Central
America which, together with corn, beans and various pumpkin species, represented one
of the main foods of the Maya and/or Aztecs (Sauer, 1950; Turchi, 1987).
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The rediscovery of this plant as a precious food resource dates back to the 1970s
with studies published by Downton (1973), highlighting the remarkable nutritional
properties of the most widespread species: Amaranthus cruentus L., A. hypochondriacus L.,
A. caudatus L. and A. edulis Speg. Regarding the former two species, research has
developed to such an extent that important markets both within and outside the areas of
origin have been established (Tucker, 1986; Granados & Lopez, 1990).

The main characteristic of this species is related to the nutritional content of the
seeds, that are rich in protein (15-18%), and with averages of 5.2 and 0.37 g 100 g’
dry matter in lysine and calcium, respectively (Saunders & Becker, 1984; Petr et al.,
2003). Moreover, amaranth is characterized by the absence of gluten and is therefore,
suitable for celiac nutrition (Ballabio et al., 2011). These characteristics provides this
species with high market potential, especially where up until now, it has been confined
almost exclusively to the health sector (Hackman & Mayers, 2003). In addition to being
the basis of a large number of food preparations, amaranth is also used for the
formulation of bars, snacks, muesli, puffed seeds, extruded materials and other products
such as cooked vegetable (Mulandana et al., 2009).

Equally interesting, is the use of amaranth in the non-food sector, although this
aspect has not been well investigated. The cosmetic and pharmacological sectors benefit
mostly from the high content of squalene, a triterpene with an average content of 4.2%
(ranging from trace levels to 7.3%) in amaranth seed oil, which is the most plentiful plant
source of squalene (Han-Ping & Corke, 2003). The oil content of the seeds is on average
6.0%, from which both tocopherol and squalene are used in the cosmetic industry, especially
in the skin and hair care sectors and, more generally, in hypoallergenic formulations.

Although the potential of this pseudocereal has been established even beyond the
areas of origin (Carlsson, 1980; Gimplinger et al., 2007), amaranth has not received
much attention in Italy, despite promising agronomic trials conducted over multiple
years. Based on good yields of Amaranthus cruentus L. and A. hypochondriacus L. (Alba
et al., 1997; Lovelli et al., 2005; Rivelli et al., 2008; Ercoli et al., 1987; Massantini et al.,
1987; El Gendy et al., 2018), the possibility of introducing this species was highlighted
despite the fact that studies reporting agronomic techniques are as yet still limited (Ercoli
et al., 1987; Casini & La Rocca, 2014; Pulvento et al., 2015; Casini & Biancofiore,
2020a; Casini & Biancofiore, 2020b; Gresta et al., 2020; Pulvento et al., 2021).

Amaranth is a C4 plant that is characterized by a very slow initial growth for the
first 3—5 weeks after emergence, a period during which it is very susceptible to weed
competition (Sooby et al., 1998; Bavec & Mlakar, 2002; Kudsk et al., 2012; Brust et al.,
2014). However, the critical period may vary considerably according to both the
cultivation environment and the variety used (Nurse et al., 2016). The variability in the
duration of the reproductive cycle of amaranth, and the potential seed production, can be
attributed to various causes. The presence of weeds is considered the most important.
The extent to which weed competition reduces amaranth yield varies considerably, and
is dependent on both the density and the prevalent species of weed (Chaudhari et al.,
2019). An uncontrolled infestation of amaranth also leads to a decrease in the quality of
the grain and an increase in production costs.

Amaranth is very susceptible to broadleaf weed herbicides. Previous studies have
shown that colazone, clopyralid, phenmdipham and triflusulfuron are tolerated by amaranth
(Kudsk et al., 2012). However, problems with the use of herbicides were reported, such
as loss of seeds at harvest and the presence of volunteer amaranth plants in the following



cop (Kudsk et al., 2012). Although the application of 50 g ha™ oxyfluorfen 40 days after
sowing of amaranth has been demonstrated to be useful in the control of weeds (Chaudari
et al., 2019), currently no herbicide is registered for this species in Europe, the United
States and South America. Hence, weed control must be addressed with integrated
management and cultural practices which have been found to be effective in controlling
weeds (Ojo, 1997). These methods should include the selection of seeding density and
distances between the rows, as well as the use of different types of inter-row cultivators.
Peiretti & Gesumaria (1998) observed that single rows with plants spaced at 0.30 and
0.45 m are the most appropriate in terms of the rate of inter-row coverage, which offers
advantages for weed control by competition. However, amaranth yield is only slightly
affected with an increase in density from 47 to 100 plants m™. Similar results were
reported previously (Casini & La Rocca, 2014; Casini & Biancofiore, 2020b). It was
shown that the use of double rows permitted taking advantage of a better ground cover
than single rows. Moreover, together with the possibility of mechanical intervention for
weed control, the double rows also provided a higher yield.

Under many environmental conditions, the use of inter-row cultivation is the only
weed control method available to organic farmers (Gélinas & Sequin, 2008; Nurse et al.,
2016). However, mechanical methods may only be performed within a limited time
period as the development of the crop can hinder the passage of equipment causing
damage to the crop. These methods require that amaranth is sown at row distances based
on the available equipment in the farm, to permit an easy inter-row cultivation.

After the first weeks of emergence, starting from the 10 true leaf stage, ground
cover is almost complete, thereby permitting the crop to compete with weeds for light,
water and nutrients (Casini & La Rocca, 2014).

The need for effective weed control is driven, not only by the negative effects on
seed yield, but by the presence of wild relatives, such as Amaranthus retroflexus L.
(redroot pigweed) and the survival of grain amaranth seeds in the soil. Contamination
with black seeds of the wild relatives in grain amaranth makes seed cleaning and
processing difficult (Ojo, 1997). Although the hybridization between cropped and weedy
Amaranthus spp., has not yet been ascertained (Brenner et al., 2000, 2013; Nurse et al.,
2016), and has thus far only been detected between A. hypochondriacus L. and A.
hybridus L. (Kauffman & Weber, 1990), the possibility of hybridization may represent
a serious problem for crops intended for the multiplication of certified seed. Regarding
the survival of amaranth seeds in the soil and their potential to be a weed problem for
subsequent crops, it must be taken into consideration that amaranth seeds are very small
(1,000 seed weight 0.5-0.8 g) and that their ripening is uneven. Furthermore, the loss of
seed at the time of harvest can be significant (Kauffmann & Weber, 1990). The few
studies that have been conducted relating to the survival of the seed of cultivated
amaranth in the soil, report that it is significantly shorter than weed relatives and that it
highly unlikely constitute a rotational problem, although seed loss can be abundant
(Omani et al., 1999; Kudsk et al., 2012).

Reducing weed competition for the first 4—6 weeks after sowing, results in
increased biomass, seed proteins and yield (Ojo, 1997). Although it is not feasible to use
residual herbicides, this scenario does not present a problem in grain amaranth
cultivation as cultural and mechanical methods can serve as excellent alternatives to
guarantee a qualitatively and economically sustainable production (Russell, 1977;
Coolman & Hoyt, 1993; Morse, 1993).



Given that there is little research available on weed control in grain amaranth, the
present research was initiated to evaluate the effectiveness of some mechanical methods
in field experiments.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Two field experiments were carried out in 2018 and 2019 in Tuscany, Central Italy
at ‘Tenuta di Cesa’ agricultural research station (43° 18’ north; 11° 47’ east, 246 m asl)
on a neutral, loamy-sandy soil. The physical and chemical characteristics of the soil
(depth of 20 cm) were as follows: sand 36.2%, loam 37.9%, clay 25.9%, total N 0.121%
and P (Olsen) 13 ppm. Exchangeable Ca, Mg and K, were 4180, 641 and 142 ppm,
respectively. Meteorological data was recorded using SIAP automatic equipment,
controlled and validated by the Regional Hydrological and Geological Sector.

Initially, the research envisaged identical treatments over both years. However, the
prolonged rainy period that occurred during the first year, did not permit mechanical weeding
at the appropriate times with both flex-tine harrowing and the finger weeder. Therefore, the
treatments were different over the two-year trial and are detailed in Table 1.

Table 1. Details of mechanical weed control treatments and application dates according to
amaranth BBCH codes (Martinez-Nufiez et al., 2019)

Experiment 1 — 2018

g = Experiment 2 — 2019
= BBCH ¢ BBCH
S © Treatment detail Date growth § 5 Treatment detail Date growth
&3S stage* &= 3 stage*
T1lis Untreated Control - - T1li9 Untreated Control - -
T2:3 Cutter Hoeing June 5 15 T219 Three duck foot  June 18 13
(37 DAE) tines (34 DAE)
T313 Flat share cuts and June 5 15 T319 Flex tine June 6 12
one central duck (37 DAE) harrowing (22 DAE)
foot tine
T4,3 Flat share cuts and June 5 15 T419 Flex tine June 6 12
one central duck (37 DAE) harrowing + (22 DAE)
foot tines with Finger weeding  June 18 13
second operator with red fingers (34 DAE)
TS  Three duck foot June 5 15 T519 Finger weeding  June 18 13
tines (37 DAE) with red fingers (34 DAE)

*BBCH codes corresponding to the following amaranth growth stages: 12 (3—4 true leaves); 13 (67 true
leaves), 15 (810 true leaves). Weed growth stage at time of weeding: 2018: from 4 to 8 true leaves; 2019:
from 2 to 4 true leaves. Meteorological data occurred at the time of the treatments: 2018; clear sky, air
temperature 20.0 °C, wind speed 2.4 m s™.. 2019 T3 and T4: clear sky, air temperature 21.2 °C, wind speed
2.3ms™; T2 and T5: clear sky, air temperature 24.5 °C, wind speed 1.7 m s\,

The cutter hoeing treatment (T213) was performed with 0.5 m wide units equipped
with 15 cm cutters at a cultivation depth of 7-10 cm and driving speed of 2.5 km h™. T35
was carried out with two 20 cm flat share cuts and one 15 cm duck foot tine at a
cultivation depth of 5-7 cm and driving speed of 3.0 km h™'. Equipment used for T4s
was equipped with 20 cm flat cuts and 15 cm duck foot tines at a cultivation depth of
5-7 cm and driving speed of 3.0 km h'. T5;5 and T2 treatments were performed with



20 cm duck foot tines at a cultivation depth of 5-7 cm and driving speed of 3.5 km h™.
T319 and T419 were equipped with 0.7 cm diameter flexible tines inclined by -35°at a
cultivation depth of 2-3 cm and a driving speed of 6.5 km h™'. Finger weeding for T49 and
T519was carried out at a cultivation depth of 3—4 cm and a driving speed of 3.5 km h™.
Details of the equipment are reported in Fig. 1 while agronomic techniques are reported
in Table 2.

Figure 1. Equipment utilized in the experiments: a) T213 — ‘Breviglieri’ equipment, M21-2
model; b) T53 and T29 — ‘Gaspardo’ equipment, HL-6R model; c) T4g — ‘Spapperi’ equipment
without crop guard between horizontal knives; d) T3;s — ‘Badalini’ equipment. Due to the
amaranth growth stage, flex tine harrows were not used; €) T319 and T519 — Equipment without
brand name (handcrafted design); f) T4 and T519 — ‘Sfoggia’ equipment, Kress model.

The experiments were carried out under rainfed conditions according to a
Randomized Complete Block (RCB) design with four replicates. In order to carry out
treatments with open field equipment, plots were 30 m long consisting of 8 rows spaced
0.6 m apart (surface area of 144 m). Within each plot, a test area (the 4 central rows for
a length of 5 m) was permanently allocated for all phenological, morphological and
productive data, as well as weed community analysis. Seeding rate was 0.120 kg plot™
corresponding to an expected plant density of 60 m?2 UNIFI6161, a new line of
Amaranthus cruentus L., obtained by the University of Florence, was used.



Table 2. Agronomic techniques during the field trials

2018 2019
Preceding crop Protein pea Sunflower
Soil preparation 0.3 m plowing, August 2017 0.3 m plowing, August 2018

Disc harrowing, October 12, 2017 Disc harrowing, January 11, 2019
Rotary harrowing, April 20, 2018 Rotary harrowing, May 7, 2019

Pre-sowing N 55.2 kg ha'! (Urea) N 55.2 kg ha'! (Urea)
fertilization P 78.0 kg ha™! (Triple superphosphate P 78.0 kg ha™! (Triple
+ Mineral superphosphate superphosphate + Mineral
superphosphate)
Insecticide Deltametrine Deltametrine
treatment 250 g 100" L water 250 g 100" L water
May 29 May 25
Date of sowing April 20 May 8
Date of emergence April 29 May 15
Date of harvesting September 13 September 19

The effectiveness of the treatment was evaluated by counting weeds and visually
estimating the ground cover of the latter both immediately before the treatment and
before the harvest of the crop, using the Braun-Blanquet cover-abundance scale (Maabel,
1979). A quadrat (0.5%0.5 m) was randomly positioned in each sampling area and three
replicate analyses were performed. An average of the three samples was utilized for the
statistical analysis. Both the average weed counts performed in all test areas and the
percentage composition of the dominant species were considered as part of the weed
community typical of the experimental area. Immediately following the pre-harvest
counting, the weeds were removed manually and the total fresh and dry weight
estimated. With regard to the main weed species, the effectiveness of the treatments was
calculated and expressed as a percentage reduction in the number of plants compared to
those present in the T1 control.

Visual ground cover of the crop as well as the dates of the different phenological
stages were recorded. These stages, according to the specific BBCH codes (Martinez-
Nuiez et al., 2019) were as follows: 12 (four true leaves), 13 and 15 (six and ten true
leaves, respectively), 50 (full panicle appearance), 65 (full flowering), 75 and 85 (milky
and waxy maturity, respectively) and 89 (maturation), respectively. For the maturation
stage, seed consistency was taken into consideration together with complete filling
(non-translucent endosperm). Morphological crop traits were evaluated by considering
the average of ten plants, randomly harvested in each sample plot.

The harvest was performed by a combine harvester. Seed humidity was recorded
on a 100 g sample. After drying the seeds to a standard humidity of 12% (airflow at
35 °C for 48 h), yield calculations were then performed. Treatments were considered as
a factor with fixed effects in the ANOVA model. Data on the percentage composition of
weed flora and visual ground cover were subjected to the angular transformation as
follows:

; p
Y —
= arcsine |70

Differences between means were tested utilizing the Tukey test at P <0.05,
P <0.01 or P<0.001. COSTAT 6.45 software was used for the statistical analysis.



RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Meteorological data

Fig. 2 shows the climatic trends during the field experiments. The average
minimum and maximum temperatures recorded in 2018 were 12.5 and 27.5 °C,
respectively, conforming to the ten-year average of the geographical area. The intense
and persistent rains over March-April 2018 (110 mm) led to a slight delay in the sowing
date, relative to that predicted to be most suitable for the area. Even over the May-June
period, the rains were of an unusual frequency and intensity (75 mm), resulting in a
change in some of treatments planned due to the excessive height of the amaranth plants.

The average minimum and maximum temperatures recorded in 2019 were 11.8 and
26.6 °C, respectively. Rainfall, that occurred in both the second and third ten day periods
of April led to a delay in the sowing, that was then postponed to May. During the month
of May, when the crop was at the 12—13 phenological stage, temperatures ranged from
6.5 and 18.0 °C (below average monthly levels) with a rainfall of 127 mm. These
environmental conditions led to a delay in plant development and physiological
parameters characterizing the species. The last 10 days of July were characterized by
both heavy and abundant rainfall, attaining a level of 233 mm of the total of 552 mm
recorded in April-September period.
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Figure 2. Temperature and rainfall recorded during the field experiments.



Experiment 1 — 2018

For experiment 1 in 2018, the time of the phenological growth stages of amaranth,
together with the ground cover trend, are shown in Fig. 3. The maturation of the crop in
the different treatments was completed 145 days after emergence (DAE). Growth in the
earlygrowth stages, between the emergence and stage 13, was particularly slow (about
30 days), a characteristic that distinguishes this species.

100 -
S0 -
80 4
70 A
60 -
50 -
40 -

Ground Cover (%)

30 A

20 +

10 1 BECH 12

0 T T T T T T T 1
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160

Days After Emergence (DAE)

Figure 3. Experiment 1. Amaranth ground cover in relation to the treatments and phenological
growth stages according to BBCH codes. Error bars represent the interval of the variability of the
Tukey test. If the bars do not overlap, the difference between averages is significant at P < 0.05.
T1:s: Untreated Control; T215: Cutter Hoeing; T3,g: Flat share cuts and one central duck foot tine;
T4,3: Flat share cuts and one central duck foot tines with second operator; T5;s: Three duck foot tines.

The beginning of the reproductive phase, coinciding with stage 59, occurred at 63
DAE. Full flowering (stage 65) in this species is strongly scaled, with an acropetal trend
on the panicle. The time interval between stages 85 and 89 was 55 DAE, which was
particularly long. Fig. 3 also evidences the rapid growth of amaranth from the stage 13.

Significant differences in amaranth ground cover were observed starting from stage
15, corresponding to one week after the treatments (37 DAE). In this phase, the highest
ground cover of 76.3% was found in T2s. This was significantly different from the
remaining treatments, particularly in T4s, where the coverage was 49.1%.

Stage 15, together with stage 50, highlighted significant differences between some
treatments. The rapid development of the foliage in T2;s may have been favored by
improved soil aeration and consequent reduction in water loss due to capillary rise.
Thereafter, in the subsequent phenological growth stages, starting from 65 onwards,
significant differences were only reported between T1s and T2s.

Table 3 showed that the weed community in the area of the experimental trial was
mostly composed of dicots (94.5%), with the remaining percentage composed of
monocots. Of the dicots, 51.7% consisted of Portulaca oleracea L., followed by



Solanum nigrum L. (36.2%), Convolvolus arvensis L. (5.4%) and Chenopodium album L.
(0.4%), respectively. Regarding the monocots, 58.0% was represented by Echinochloa
crus-galli (L.) P. Beauv.

Hence, the weed community appeared simplified, with only two dicot species
representing 87.9% of the weed community, typical for all the conventional agriculture
farms within the area. Moreover, the seasonal trend may also have influenced the
predominance of P. oleracea.

Table 3. Experiment 1. Mean floristic composition detected before treatments as a percentage
of abundance compared to the total weed number

[s]

. < . é = 3] 1]
Species/ 2 8 g Convolvulus  Chenopodium S B S S
Abundance i g £ éﬁ arvensis album 5 g £ g 8 g 3 g 32

S 9 o .M =8 092 9 ©28 © 8

&S ©wn'E OT Mo OE T F &
Abudance, % 51.7 362 54 0.4 0.8 50 0.5 945 55
Other Helianthus pauciflorus Nutt., Fallopia convolvulus (L.) Holub, Abutilon
minor teophrasti Medik., Amaranthus retroflexus L., Cirsium arvense (L.) Scop., Fumaria
species officinalis L., Heliotropium europaeum L., Senecio vulgaris L., Taraxacum

officinalis Web., Brassica nigra L., Phytolacca americana L., Mercurialis
annua L., Sinapis arvensis L., Cynodon dactylon (L.) Pers., Avena spp., Lolium
spp., Digitaria sanguinalis (L.) Scop., Setaria viridis (L.) Beauv.

The effectiveness of the treatments in reducing the number of predominant weeds
is shown in Fig. 4. A drastic reduction of dicots, exceeding 85%, was observed with all
mechanical treatments, with the exception of C. arvensis. Specifically, amaranth did not
appear to compete effectively against S. nigrum (T1s). There was a 8.3% reduction of
the latter species compared to the remaining weeds under all treatments, of which T4
and T5s were especially effective (reduction exceeding 95%), and significantly better
compared to T2,5 and T3;s.

P. oleracea, by far the most widespread weed in all plots, was significantly reduced
by all treatments. However, the untreated amaranth T1,3 also showed an excellent
competitive ability in reducing this weed by 75.8%. In contrast with the results reported
for P. oleracea, for C. arvensis all treatments were practically ineffective, probably
attributable to the prostrate posture and long climbing branches of the weed, and to the
presence of rhizomes continuously forming new shoots. With regard to E. crus-galli,
control was particularly effective with the T2 g and T51s treatments (98.0% of reduction),
while significantly smaller differences were observed with T35 (68.5%) and T4g
(50.1%), respectively. The excellent effectiveness of T2s was attributable to the type of
action performed by this equipment (rotating and cutting parts at a shallow depth) which
acts on weeds that were characterized by a bundled and still superficial root system at
the time of treatment. However, once again (Fig. 4), the good competitive ability of
untreated amaranth (T1s) resulted in a 98.1% reduction of E. crus-galli. This effect can
be ascribed to two main factors. The first resides in the root system of amaranth,
characterized by rapid growth, and the deep penetration of taproot by the stages 13 and
15. The second resides in the rapid epigeal growth, starting from the same phenological
growth stages, resulting in a rapid and almost complete ground cover, and in so doing,
exercising an excellent competitive advantage for water, nutrients and light.



Solanum nigrum Portulaca oleracea
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Figure 4. Experiment 1. Percentage reduction in the number of weeds compared to control
belonging to the main species. If the bars do not overlap, the difference between averages is
significant at P <0.05. T1s: Untreated Control; T2;s: Cutter Hoeing; T3:s: Flat share cuts and
one central duck foot tine; T4;s: Flat share cuts and one central duck foot tines with second
operator; T5s: Three duck foot tines.

The data reported in Table 4 showed significant differences for all weed parameters.
The ground cover data allowed the identification of two groups. The first was from T1 s
to T35, with an average of 52.4%, which was significantly higher than that observed in
the second group comprised of T4s and T5:s (8.2%). This was also confirmed in part by
the number of weeds per m™ and by the total dry weight of the weeds per m™. For the
latter, T1s was significantly higher with 150.5 g m, while the lowest dry weight was
recorded in T2 (38.7 g m™). For amaranth, there were no significant differences in plant
height and plant density per m?, with respective averages of 155.9 cm and 57.8 m*
plants. From the present experiment, it was not possible to identify the critical weed-free
period, defined by Nurse et al. (2016) and Knezevic et al. (2002). Given the rapid
increase in ground cover of amaranth and associated increased growth competitiveness,
the weeds were shown to spread rapidly in the first growth phases of the crop,
corroborating previous work (Sooby et al., 1998; Bavec & Mlakar, 2002; Kudsk et al.,
2012; Brust et al., 2014). However, despite an excess of 51.0 weeds per m™ observed in
T1lig (untreated control), the weeds did not affect negatively the morphological
characteristics of the crop. Therefore, the present results indicate the excellent
competitive ability of the crop, also confirmed by grain production. All seed yields
exceeded 1.3 tha”, with the exception of those found in T5is. The only significant
reduction compared to T1;s was observed in T5s (1.19 t ha™"), and was likely attributed



to the greater depth of the moving parts of the equipment used that could have damaged
the more superficial roots of the plants since the mechanical intervention was performed
at a fairly advanced stage of growth (37 DAE). Furthermore, no significant differences
were observed in the humidity of the seeds at harvest (12.7% on average).

Table 4. Experiment 1. Plant height, density, seed humidity and yield of the amaranth crop
recorded at harvest, as well as total weed ground cover, density and dry weight

Weeds Grain amaranth
Treatment Ground Total weed Dry Plant Plant Seed Seed
Code cover, density, weight, height, density, humidity, yield,

% nm? g m? cm nm? % t ha'!
Tl 62.92 51.02 150.5* 145.2 58.8 12.7 1.40?
T2i3 50.02 8.1° 38.7¢ 158.1 63.3 12.4 1.36%
T313 44.32 12.3° 63.7° 160.0 62.2 12.6 1.34%
T4g 8.2° 14.0° 84.5° 166.3 54.9 12.7 1.38%
T515 8.3 6.4° 51.6% 150.3 63.4 13.0 1.19°
Significance =~ ** * ok ns ns ns *

ns: not significant; *: significant at P < 0.01; **: significant at P < 0.05. Means within rows followed by the
same letter(s) are not different at 5% level as per Tukey’s test. T11s: Untreated Control; T21s: Cutter Hoeing;
T31s: Flat share cuts and one central duck foot tine; T41g: Flat share cuts and two central duck foot tines with
second operator; T51s: Three duck foot tines.

Experiment 2 — 2019

For experiment 2 in 2019, the general trend of the phenological growth stages of
amaranth (Fig. 5) in Experiment 2, confirmed that observed in Experiment 1. There was
a rapid growth starting from stage 15, approximately to 40 DAE. Moreover, an extended
period of 40 days was similarly required for the seed filling (stage 85). Fig. 5, showing
crop ground cover in relation to the different treatments, showed significantly different
effects starting from stage 50. In this growth stage, the ground cover showed significant
differences between T219 (72.5%) and T419 (87.5%), as well as between T219 and T49
and the remaining treatments. Interestingly, in T4 9 there were 13.8 fewer plants per m™
than in T2i9. The lower plant density in T4i9 probably led to less intraspecific
competition and, therefore, a greater leaf area production and, consequently, ground
cover. This dynamic is important and assumes a role of primary importance in providing
a competitive advantage of amaranth against weeds, which in turn may have a positive
effect on seed yield (Nurse et al., 2016). Considering the aforementioned plasticity of
the amaranth sown at different densities, it is important to underline that when selecting
both the plant density and the distance between the rows various aspects need to be taken
into consideration. These include the type of equipment available for weeding and the
behavior of the amaranth in a specific geographical area. Moreover, seeding rate
flexibility depends on both the spectrum and density of weeds in the field. If thermophilic
broad-leaf weeds predominate, then sowing amaranth seeds in narrow or double rows
could accelerate ground cover, thereby providing a competitive advantage. As was
shown previously, the rate of ground coverage is doubled using the aforementioned
technique compared to that recorded with single rows (Casini & Biancofiore, 2020b).
Good ground coverage by the crop also influences ground temperature and the
red/far-red light ratio, which are lower below the plant canopy, resulting in a lower
germination of weed seeds (Teasdale & Daughty, 1993; Batlla et al., 2000). Furthermore,



for A. cruentus and A. hypochondriacus, the release of allelopathic substances able to
improve the competitive effect has also been demonstrated (Connick et al., 1989;
Allemann & Denner, 2006; Tejeda-Sartorius et al., 2011).
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Figure 5. Experiment 2. Amaranth ground cover in relation to the treatments and phenological
growth stages according to BBCH codes. Error bars represent the interval of the variability of the
Tukey test. If the bars do not overlap, the difference between averages is significant at P < 0.05.
T119: Untreated Control; T219: Three duck foot tines; T319: Flex tine harrowing; T4o: Flex tine
harrowing and finger weeding with red fingers; T5: Finger weeding with red fingers.

Additionally, in the present experiment (Table 5) the dicot weeds were undoubtedly
the predominant species (95.1%), mainly represented by S. nigrum and P. oleracea.

Table 5. Experiment 2. Mean floristic composition detected before treatments as a percentage
of abundance compared to the total weed number

<

. s é = ] 8]
Species/ 23 g Convolvulus ~ Amaranthus 2 B S S
Q = . =y g 9 59 = 88 — 9
Abundance g g S éo arvensis retroflexus 2 3 £ 4 2 £ g ks g g
A w8 O8 ms8 OE8 B K E

Abundance, % 48.8 438 0.8 1.0 0.7 43 06 951 49
Other Abutilon teophrasti Medik., Amaranthus retroflexus L., Brassica nigra L.,
minor Fallopia convolvulus (L.) Holub., Fumaria officinalis L., Helianthus
species pauciflorus Nutt., Heliotropium europaeum L., Mercurialis annua L., Sinapis

arvensis L., Taraxacum officinalis Web., Avena spp., Cynodon dactylon (L.)
Pers., Digitaria sanguinalis (L.) Scop., Setaria viridis (L.) Beauv.

By analyzing the effectiveness of the treatments against the most common weeds
(Fig. 6), excellent control was shown against S. nigrum. The best results were obtained



in T319 (79.2%) and T219 (78.1%), followed by T519 (76.0%). In the T419, a significantly
lower result of 56.6% was recorded.

Additionally, with regard to P. oleracea, an average reduction of 53.2% compared
to the control was recorded. In T3, the reduction was equal to 23.5%. Given the
postponement of the mechanical treatments, P. oleracea with its prostrate habitus and
deep taproot was more difficult to eradicate under these conditions.

100 A Solanum nigrum

100 - Portulaca oleracea

e 80 - < 80 -
_5 60 - -S 60 -
S 40 A S 40 -
3 3
o 20 r 20 -

0 - 0 -

T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T1 T2 T3 T4 T5
Treatment Code Treatment Code
100 - Echinocloa crus-galli
g 80 - Figure 6. Experiment 2. Percentage reduction
c ] in the number of weeds compared to control
o 60 . . .
B belonging to the main species. If the bars do not
§ 40 A overlap, the difference between averages is
X o significant at P <0.05. Tlie: Untreated
Control; T2;9: Three duck foot tines; T319: Flex
0 tine harrowing; T419: Flex tine harrowing and

™m T2 T3 T4 T5 finger weeding with red fingers; T519: Finger
Treatment Code weeding with red fingers.

In T1i9 amaranth demonstrated an excellent competitive effect against the most
widespread monocot, E. crus-galli. This was attributable to the rapid and good ground
coverage of the crop, starting from stage 15, and also from the limited leaf area of the
weed. The most effective treatment in reducing this weed occurred in T2 19 (65.3%) and
in T519 (798%)

Data on the ground cover of weeds and their density at the time of harvest (Table 6),
confirm the good competitive ability of amaranth. A weed density of 55.8 m? was found
in T1, not significantly different from that observed in T39 and T519. This was also
confirmed by the dry weight of the weeds which was 75.2 g m™. For this parameter, the
results also highlighted how the combined T4y treatment was effective not only in
reducing weed number, but above all in reducing weed development, significantly
lowering dry weight to 39.3 g m™.

Table 6 also shows how some of the mechanical treatments negatively affected crop
density. Compared to the average of 20.3 m™ plants in T1;9 and T2, plant number was
significantly reduced to 7.9 with the flex tine harrowing associated with the finger
weeder (T419). The negative effect of flex tine harrowing (machinery developed for
cereal crops rather than dicots) was also due to the choice of the phenological phase in



which to perform the treatments. This equipment should ideally be utilized as soon as
the deep taproot has formed in order to protect the plant from uprooting. However, given
the unfavorable climatic conditions, treatments were performed coinciding with stage
13, evidently causing substantial damage to the hypogeal part of the crop.

Table 6. Experiment 2. Plant height, density, seed humidity and yield of the amaranth crop
recorded at harvest, as well as total weed ground cover, density and dry weight

Weeds Grain amaranth
Treatment Ground Total weed Dry Plant Plant Seed Seed
Code cover, density, weight, height, density, humidity, yield,

% nm? g m? cm nm? % t ha'!
Tlio 67.7% 55.82 75.2° 118.1 18.9% 22.4 0.75¢
T219 51.6¢ 25.9° 49.5¢ 122.3 21.72 24.8 0.99°
T319 72.1% 47.2° 99.02 119.5 15.7% 23.1 0.94°
T4 51.9¢ 26.9° 39.3¢ 133.2 7.9¢ 25.2 1.12°
T519 59.7° 37.0% 48.3¢ 124.5 15.5% 23.0 0.98°
Significance ~ ** ok ok ns * ns *oE

ns: not significant; *: significant at p <0.01; **: significant at p < 0.05.Means within rows followed by the
same letter(s) are not different at 5% level as per Tukey’s test T119: Untreated Control; T219: Three duck
foot tines; T319: Flex tine harrowing; T419: Flex tine harrowing and finger weeding with red fingers; T519:
Finger weeding with red fingers.

Despite the lower plant density at harvest compared to that expected at sowing, the
treatments using flex tine harrowing (T319) and the finger weeder (T419), as well as the
combined equipment treatment (T519), did not result in significantly different yields.
Seed production was on average of 1.0 tha'. The lower plant density invariably
stimulated side-branching with the development of secondary panicles to compensate
for the lower seed production of the main panicle. This aspect resulted in a gradual
maturation which was delayed over time, ensuing a higher seed humidity of 25.2% at
harvest in T4, which was higher (although not significantly) than that in T19 and T51o.
Nonetheless, with the humidity levels in the seeds under open-field cultivation, drying
is essential to attain the threshold level of 11-12% for safe storage.

Overall, the best yield of 1.12 t ha! was obtained with the combined T4 treatment,
which was significantly higher than the lowest yield of 0.75 tha™ in the untreated
control T1o.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the seasonal trend recorded in Experiment 1, which resulted in a delay in
both the sowing time and that of the mechanical treatments, it was not possible to
completely assess the efficacy of the different treatments. Nonetheless, the predominant
dicot weeds were effectively controlled under all treatments, contrary to that reported
with interventions against monocots. Despite the fact that the various mechanical
treatments were carried out over a period of time varying between 22 and 37 DAE, for
the purposes of the competitive effects of the weeds on the crop, this interval selected is
compatible with previous studies in another agroclimatic environment (Nurse et al.,
2016). After 30 DAE, the problem shifts from the possible competitive effects to the



difficulty of late mechanical intervention which is linked to the excessive development
of both the crop and weeds.

Amaranth, at least in these experiments, proved to be an extremely competitive
species against weeds starting from about 40 DAE at stage 15 corresponding to the 10
true leaf stage. Similar results were also obtained by Jena et al. (2009) and Shukla et al.
(2014) in Amaranthus hypochondriacus, where the untreated control was compared with
both hand weeding and the use of a herbicide in post-emergence.

The competitive ability of amaranth was also confirmed by the seed yield. Not only
was the seed yield not significantly different between the treatments, but was also shown
to be of a good level, exceeding 1.2 tha' on average. This characteristic was also
confirmed to some degree in the second year of experimentation, even if strongly
influenced by treatments and a lower plant density compared to the previous year. A
plant density of less than 30 plants m™” was considered optimal according to Sooby et al.
(1998) and Casini & La Rocca (2014). In addition, seed yield in the second year was
also more strongly influenced by mechanical treatment compared to the first year.

The results of the single treatment repeated in both years (three duck foot tines;
T513 and T219) confirmed the effectiveness of this equipment, even though it performed
less well in controlling weeds, equivalent to 25%, in the second year.

Treatments with the flex tine harrower and finger weeder (T319, T419 and T519)
negatively influenced the plant density at harvest, a clear sign necessitating adjustments
in these interventions to achieve optimal results. However, the combined treatment
(T419) was shown to be the best in weed control, specifically the dicot weeds.
Furthermore, this treatment facilitated the rapid and extensive ground cover of the crop,
providing a competitive advantage against weeds.

The present study suggests that all the mechanical methods for inter-row cultivation
can be effectively used to control weeds in grain amaranth. However, there is a need to
optimize strategies to anticipate and improve the ground cover of amaranth.

Single row width as a parameter does not significantly influence crop production
on the experimental site. The choice of distance must be implemented according to the
both type of machinery available and the soil type. Loose soils, for example, will easily
permit treatment closer to the row using horizontal knives or rotating finger weeders.
Instead for clay-rich soils, machinery with adequate crop guard systems would need to
be used.’

Optimal plant density is a priority, as well as effectively choosing the correct
distance between the rows according to easier mechanical control (Endres 1986;
Jamriska 1998; Chaudhari et al. 2009; Olofintoye et al., 2011; Singh et al., 2017).
According to Casini & Biancofiore (2020b), the use of double rows (18 + 60 cm)
permitted taking advantage of a better ground cover than single rows, together with the
possibility of mechanical treatments for weed control. Future research on the mechanical
control of weeds in grain amaranth in Central Italy, should focus on the type of
equipment, the false seedbed technique and the possible integration of thermal methods.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS. A special thanks to all the staff of the ‘“Tenuta di Cesa (Arezzo) - Terre
Regionali Toscane’ for the competent and enthusiastic cooperation in conducting the
experimental trail.

FUNDING. This study was supported by Tozzi Green S.p.A., Italy.



REFERENCES

Alba, E., Polignano, G.B. & Notarnicola, L. 1997. Yield stability in a set of Amaranthus entries
in Southern Italy. Ital. J. Agron. 1, 65-71.

Allemann, J. & Denner, F.D.N. 2006. Allopathic influence of soils planted to Amaranthus
cruentus L. on two tomato (Lycopersicon esculentum Mill.) cultivars. South African J. of
Plant and Soil 23(2), 142—143. doi 10.1080/02571862.2006.10634745

Ballabio, C., Uberti, F., Di Lorenzo, C., Brandolini, A., Penas, E. & Restani, P. 2011.
Biochemical and immunochemical characterization of different varieties of Amaranth
(Amaranthus L. ssp.) as a safe ingredient for gluten-free products. J. Agric. Food Chem.
59(24), 12969—74. doi 10.1021/jf2041824

Batlla, D., Kruk, B.C. & Benech-Batlla Arnold, R.L. 2000.Very early detection of canopy
presence by seeds through perception of subtle modifications in red-farred signals. Funct.
Ecol. 14(2), 195-202. doi 10.1046/j.1365-2435.2000.00418.x

Bavec, F. & Mlakar, S.G. 2002. Effects of soil and climatic conditions on emergence of grain
amaranths. Eur. J. Agron.17, 93-103. doi:10.1016/S1161-0301(01)00144-7

Brenner, D.M., Baltensperger, D.D., Kulakow, P.A., Lehmann, J.W., Myers, R.L., Slabbert, M.M.
& Sleugh, B.B. 2000. Genetic resources and breeding of Amaranthus. Plant. Breed. Rev.
19, 227-285.

Brenner, D.M., Johnson, W.G., Sprague, C.L., Tranel, P.J. & Young, B.G. 2013. Crop-weed
hybrids are more frequent for the grain amaranth ‘Plainsman’ than for ‘D136-1". Genet.
Resour. Crop Evol. 60, 2201-2205. doi 10.1007/s10722-013-0043-8

Brust, J., Claupein, W. & Gerhards, R. 2014. Growth and weed suppression ability of common
and new cover crops in Germany. Crop Protection 63, 1-8. doi 10.1016/j.cropro.2014.04.022

Carlsson, R. 1980. Quantity and quality of Amaranthus grain from plants in temperate, cold and
hot, and subtropical climates-A review. In Proceedings of the Second Amaranth
Conference, p. 48. Rodale Press, Emmaus, PA.

Casini, P. & Biancofiore, G. 2020a. Optimizing sowing time for boosting productivity and
nutritional quality of amaranth (Amaranthus cruentus L.) genotypes under Mediterranean
climate. Acta Agriculturae Slovenica 115(1), 183—191. doi 10.14720/aas.2020.115.1.1228

Casini, P. & Biancofiore, G. 2020b. Influence of row spacing on canopy and seed
production in grain amaranth (Amaranthus cruentus L.). Agron. Res. 18(1), 53-62.
doi doi.org/10.15159/AR.20.015

Casini, P. & La Rocca, F. 2014. Amaranthus cruentus L. is suitable for cultivation in Central
Italy: field evaluation and response to plant densities. fzal. J. Agron. 9(602), 166—175.
doi: 10.4081/ija.2014.602

Chaudari, D.I., Desai, L.J. & Kalal, P.H. 2019. Effect of Integrated Weed Management on
Growth, Yield, Yield Attributes and Economics of Grain Amaranth (4dmaranthus
hypochondriacus L.) under South Gujarat Condition. Int. J. Curr. Microbiol. App. 8(7),
2598-2604. doi: org/10.20546/ijcmas.2019.807.320

Chaudhari, J.H., Raj, V.C., Srivastava, R K. & Ahir, M.P. 2009. Effect of varying sowing date
and row spacing on yield attributes and yield of rabi grain amaranth (Amaranthus
hypochondriacus L.) under south Gujarat conditions. Agric. Sci. Digest 29(2), 65—68.

Connick, W.J., Bradow, J.M. & Legendre, M.G. 1989. Identification and Bioactivity of Volatile
Allelochemicals from Amaranth Residues. J. of Agric. and Food Chem. 37(3), 792-796.
doi 10.1021/j£00087a049

Coolman, RM. & Hoyt, G.D. 1993. The effect of reduce tillage on soil environment. Hort.
Technol. 3,143—145.

Downton, W.J.S. 1973. Amaranthus edulis. A high lysine grain amaranth. World Crops 285, 20.



El Gendy, A.N.G., Tavarini, S., Conte, G., Pistelli, L., Hendawy, S.F., Omer, E.A. & Angelini, L.G.
2018. Yield and qualitative characterisation of seeds of Amaranthus hypochondriacus L.
and Amaranthus cruentus L. grown in Central Italy. ltal. J Agron. 13(1), 63-73.
doi 10.4081/ija.2017.993

Endres, C.S. 1986. Influence of production practices on yield and morphology of Amaranthus
cruentus and Amaranthus hypochondriacus. M.S. Thesis, Univ. of Arkansas, Fayetteville.

Ercoli, L., Masoni, A. & Massantini, F. 1987. Influenza della fertilizzazione azotata sulla produzione
di proteine da amaranto e chenopodio attraverso il frazionamento umido. Agric. Med. 117,
131-139.

Gélinas, B. & Seguin, P. 2008. Evaluation of management practices for grain Amaranth
production in Eastern Canada. Agron. J. 100(2), 344-350. doi: 10.2134/agronj2007.0189

Gimplinger, D.M., Dobos, G., Schonlechner, R. & Kaul, H.P. 2007. Yield and quality of grain
amaranth (Amaranthus sp.) in Eastern Austria. Plant Soil Environ. 53(3), 105-112.
doi: 10.17221/2224-pse

Granados, S.D. & Lopez, R.G.F. 1990. Chinampas: historia y etnobotanica de la ‘alegria’
(Amaranthus hypocondriacus L.). En: El amaranto Amaranthus spp. Su cultivo e
aprovechamiento. Montecillo, Mexico.

Gresta, F., Meineri, G., Oteri, M., Santonoceto, G., Lo Presti, V., Costale, A. & Chiofalo, B.
2020. Productive and qualitative traits of Amaranthus cruentus L.: An unconventional
healthy ingredient in animal feed. Animals 10(8), 1428, 1-18. doi 10.3390/ani10081428

Hackmam, D. & Myers, R. 2003. Market opportunities for grain amaranth and buckwheat
growers in Missouri. Report to the Federal-State Marketing Improvement Program,
Washington, DC.

Han-Ping, H. & Corke, H. 2003. Oil and squalene in Amaranthus grain and leaf. J. Agric. Food
Chem. 51(27), 7913-7920. doi: 10.1021/;f030489q

Jamriska, P. 1998. The effect of variety and row spacing on seed yield of Amaranth (4maranthus
ssp.). Rostlinna Vyroba 44(2), 71-76.

Jena, S.N., Sahu, P.K., Nayak, A. & Tripathy, S. 2009. Crop weed competition in grain amaranth
(Amaranthus hypochondriacus). Environ. and Ecol. 27(3), 1200-1201.

Kauffman, C.S. & Weber, L.E. 1990. Grain amaranth. In: Janick J, Simon J.E. (eds), Advances
in new crops, Timber Press, Portland, Oregon, USA, pp. 127-139.

Knezevic, S.Z., Evans, S.P., Blankenship, E.E., Van Acker, R.C. & Lindquist, J.L. 2002.Critical
period for weed control: the concept and data analysis. Weed Sci. 50, 773-786.
doi 10.1614/0043-1745(2002)050[0773:CPFWCT]2.0.CO;2.

Kudsk, P., Taberner, A., de Troiani, R.M.D., Sanchez, T.M. & Mathiassen, S.K. 2012. Herbicide
tolerance and seed survival of grain amaranth (Amaranthus sp.). Austr. J. of Crop Sci. 6(12),
1674-1680.

Lovelli, S., Pizza, S., Capolnio, T., Gherbin, P. & Perniola, M. 2005. Analisi di crescita e valutazione
agronomica di alcune specie erbacee a basso tenore di glutine. In: Proceedings of 34™
Congress of the Italian Society of Agronomy. 20-22 September, Foggia, Italy, 298-299.

Maabel, E. van der. 1979. Transformation of cover-abundance values in phytosociology and its
effects on community similarity. Vegetatio 39(2), 97-114. doi 10.1007/BF00052021

Martinez-Nunez, M., Ruiz-Riva, M., Vera-Hernandez, P.F. & Bernal-Munoz, R. 2019. The
phenological growth stages of different amaranth species grown in restricted spaces based
in BBCH code. South African J. of Bot. 124, 436—443. doi.org/10.1016/j.sajb.2019.05.035

Massantini, F., Masoni, A. & Ercoli, L. 1987. Potenzialita agronomiche dell’amaranto e del
chenopodio come specie adatte al frazionamento umido: prove biennali. Agric. Med. 117,
31-41.

Morse, R.D. 1993. Components of sustainable production systems for vegetables conserving soil
moisture. Hort. Tech. 3,211-214.



Mulandana, N.S., Mamadi, N.E., Du Plooy, C.P. & Beletse, Y.G. 2009. Effect of spacing and
transplanting time on amaranth yield. African Crop Sci. Conference Proceedings 9, 243-246.

Nurse, R.E., Obeid, K. & Page E.R. 2016. Optimal planting date, row width, and critical
weed-free period for grain amaranth and quinoa grown in Ontario, Canada. Can. J. Plant
Sci. 96, 360-366. doi: Dx.doi.org/10.1139/cjps-2015-0160

Ojo, D.O. 1997. Effect of weeding frequencies on grain amaranth (Amaranthus cruentus L.)
growth and yield. Crop Protection 16(5), 463—466. doi: 10.1016/S0261-2194(97)00017-3

Olofintoye, J.A.T., Adeniyi, H.A. & Olagorite, A.A. 2011. Effects of phosphorus fertilizer and
intra row spacing on the growth and yield on grain amaranth (Amaranthus cruentus). Agric. J.
6(6), 366-368.

Omani,E.N., Haigh,A.M., Medd,R.W. & Nicol,H.I. 1999. Changes in germinability, dormancy
and viability of Amaranthus retroflexus as affected by depth and duration of burial. Weed
Res. 39, 345-354.

Peiretti,E.G. & Gesumaria,J.J. 1998. Effect of interrow spacing on growth and yield of grain
amaranth (Amaranthus spp). Investigacion Agraria, Produccion y Proteccion Vegetales
13(1/2), 139-151.

Petr, J., Michalik, 1., Tlaskalova, H., Capouchova, 1., Famera, O., Urmiska, D., Tukova, L. &
Knoblochova, H. 2003. Extension of the spectra of plant products for the diet in celiac
disease. Czech J. Food Sci. 21, 59-70.

Pulvento, C., Lavini, A., Riccardi, M., D’Andria, R. & Ragab, R. 2015. Assessing amaranth
adaptability in a Mediterranean area of South Italy under different climatic scenarios. /rr.
and Drain. 64(1), 50-58. doi 10.1002/ird.1906

Pulvento, C., Sellami, M.H. & Lavini A. 2021. Yield and quality of Amaranthus hypochondriacus
grain amaranth under drought and salinity at various phenological stages in southern Italy.
J. of the Sci. of Food and Agric. doi: doi.org/10.1002/jsfa.11088

Rivelli, A.R., Gherbin, P., De Maria, S. & Pizza, S. 2008. Field evaluation of Amaranthus
Species for Seed and Biomass Yields in Southern Italy. [tal. J. Agron. 3(3), 225-229.
doi :10.4081/ija.2008.225

Russell, R.S. 1977. Plant Root Systems: Their Function and Interaction with the Soil. Mc Graw
Hill Press Company (UK) Ltd, London.

Sauer, J.D. 1950. The grain amaranths: A survey of their history and classification. Ann. Mo. Bot.
Gard. 37, 561-632.

Saunders, RM. & Becker, R. 1984. Amaranthus: A potential food and feed resource.
In: Advances in cereal science and technology, volume VI. American Association of Cereal
Chemists, INC MN., 357-397.

Shukla, D.K., Prasad, B. & Pratap, T. 2014. Weed management strategies for better yield and
economics of grain amaranth (Amaranthus hypochondriacus) in mountain agriculture. J. of
Hill Agric. 5(2), 194-197.

Singh, M.C., Phogat, B.S. & Raiger, H.L. 2017. Effect of different weed control practices on
grain amaranth (Amaranthus hypochondriacus L.). Int. J. of Sci. Env. 7(1), 849-853.
Sooby, J., Myers, R., Bettensperger, D., Brenner, D., Wilson, R. & Block, C. 1998. Amaranth.
Production manual for the Central United States. A guide to growing and marketing.

University of Nebraska High Plains Ag Lab, Sidney, Nebraska (USA), pp. 24.

Teasdale, J.R. & Daughtry, C.T. 1993. Weed suppression by live and desiccated hairy vetch
(Vicia villosa). Weed Sci. 41(2), 207-212. doi: 10.1017/S0043174500076074

Tejeda-Sartorius, O., Vaquera-Huerta, H. & Cadena-Iiiguez, J. 2011. Effect of amaranth residues
(Amaranthus hypochondriacus L.) on weed control and yield of radish, onion and carrot.
Spanish J. of Agric. Res. 9(1), 284-295. doi: Doi.org/10.5424/sjar/20110901-040-10

Tucker, J.B. 1986. Amaranth: the once and future crop. Bio Science 36(1), 9—13.

Turchi, F. 1987. L’amaranto: una coltura poco nota ricca di interessanti prospettive. Rivista di
Agricoltura Subtropicale e Tropicale 57(1-2), 89—-116.



