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Effect of row spacing and plant distances in row on grain yield and yield

components in Chiti bean cv. Talash
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Table 1. Analysis of variance for different characters in bean var. Talash

PR P K R G A ) PN PR dlakrdls \ Sl
3T &G gy G gy e M s G gy3
S.O.V. Sl e df No. of Poddry  No. of No. of 100 seed Yield
pod/ weight / seed/ seed/ weight
plant plant pod plant
Replication IS 2 2.55 0.22  77.82 1.62 111 8429.1
Row space (A) sy dols 2 303.68~  638.96~~ 8216  2073.35~ 10190.19~~ 2007328.0+
Error A Call sl 4 1.89 30.63  25.74 4.8 51.76 16735.9
Plant space (B) & g dols 2 43753+  1446.78~ T4.37+ 2786.2~  2792.8+ 672275.8+
Ax B & g alols X s yalols 4 42.67+ 39.5 74.7 224,82+ 152.25+ 1351734+
Error B clbs 12 1.92 28.36  28.93 4.65 54.58 11276.3

bl a5 ) 50 Jlaz pelaw 53 la gne Gl gme b 3 4 J** X ns
ns, * and ** : Non significant, significant at the 5 and 1% levels of probability respectively.

By s ) o ol 53 0dd (6,8 03Ikl Slivs :Solke duglie =Y gl

Table 2. Means comparison of characteristics in row and plant space

G 53 OO sl Gy OSSO OME s ailsslaes CHERWEREPY :jiku—
Treatment Sl No. of pod / Pod dry weight / No. of seed, 100 seed Yield
plant plant (g) pod weight (g) (kg/ha)
Row space (cm) sy dols
35 10.95¢ 19.22 b 294 a 39.58 a 3187¢c
50 1410 b 2320 Db 2.96a 39.85a 41.40b
60 16.46 a 26.88 a 272b 38.95b 46.84 a
Plant space (cm) % 5 alols
5 8.60c 12.80c 3.07a 39.75a 26.1c
10 14.80 b 26.30 b 2.86b 39.16 a 424 b
15 20.70 a 34.50 a 2.78b 39.46 b 56.6 a

.(Q.Ql.s)g;..ﬂ.g)l; 2 10 Jlaz| éa.d).s.,\j_}ls S ke O oy &;i?\.:n}: O S O g pa s
Difference of means having similar letter in each column is not significantly different at the 5% of probability (Duncan).

W3 Lo 03555, Shes sy s 3y S5) G g ol blime 1 Sk i ¥ Jgd

Table 3. Means comparison of the row and plant spacing interaction on yield and seed weight

& g daols X a3 yalols s Shes $lsdo 35
Plant spacingxRow Yield (kg/ha) 100 seed weight ()
35x5 4987.81b 39.95 abc

35x10 4095.33 cd 38.4c
35x 15 4265.38 ¢ 40.4 ab
50 x5 5272.21ab 39.03 be
50 x 10 5562.53 a 40.85a
50 x 15 5135.66 ab 39.66 abc
60x5 3784.3 cd 40.26 ab
10x60 4110.46 cd 38.25¢

(ST sl xa 10 Sz Tyl &S e O S K3 gl O gt 23
Difference of means having similar letter in each column is not significantly
different at the 5% of probability (Duncan).
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.(Ahlanat and Saraf, 1981 shag, 1973)
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Effect of row spacing and plant distances in row on grain yield and yield
components in chiti bean cv. Talash

S. M. Hashemi Jazy' and A. Danesh’

Abstract

This experiment was conducted in 2000 at Lordegan experimental station in Shahrekord. The experiment was
carried out using a split plot design with three replications. Three levels of row speacing (35, 50, 60 cm) as the
main plot and three levels of plant distances (5, 10, 15 cm) as the sub plot. Plant density were between 111000
until 570000 plant per hecatare. Each plot included five rows ten meter long. The mean of pod number in row
spacing and plant distances increased as plant density decreased. The pod dry weight was significantly affected
by row and plant spacing at 1% level, however, their interaction was not significant. Row spacing and row
spacing x plant distance had not significant effect on number of seeds in pods but plant spacing had significant

effect at 1% level on this traits. Row and plant spacing affected the 100 seed weight. The effect of row spacing
and plant distances and their interactions on seed yield was significant at 1% level. The highest yield
(5562.53 kg/ha) was harvested at 50 x10 (cm) with 200000 plant per hectare and the lowest yield (3726. 1 kg/ha)

at 60 x15 ( cm) with 111000 plant per hectare.

Key words: Bean, Row spacing, Plant distance, Density, Seed yield.
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