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Table 1. Mean comparison of yield and yield components of soybean (cv.032) in different intercropping planting patterns

ol Bl B0 S s M sl Jl il lepam oK s eSS ol Bl b o0 S5 53 OV Sl 43 Shes
o o S €5l ) &g 53 CNE Sl No. pod in the one 3rd upper No. pod in the one No. pod in the one 3rd G55 4l sl PR Grain yield
Planting pattem Plant height (cm) Pod plant’ of main stem 3rd mid of main stem bottom of main stem Grain. plant” 100 Grain weight (g) (kgha™)
MG 86.1a 52.2¢ 27.1c 14.5¢ 10.6a 101.5¢ 16.52 5040.3 a
Pure stand (cv. 032)
1:1 62.5¢ 107.9a 59.1a 33.3a 154a 214.2a 16.2a 3853.1b
2:2 78.1b 98.4ab 57.1ab 27.5ab 13.7a 186.0ab 15.8a 3444 .8 ¢
3:3 84.4ab 79.9b 45.1b 23.1b 11.8a 160.5b 15.9a 2858.8 d
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Means in each column followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using LSD test
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Table 2. Mean comparison of yield and yield components of soybean (cv. Sari) in different intercropping planting patterns

kol Bl GB35 s oS s OMe sl ool ble Sl p g K s M sl ol Bl ol p g K s O sl Gl o 058 413 5 Slos
a8 S G plis) g 55 DN sl No. pod in the one No. pod in the one No. pod in the one G g y3 413 3l 100 Grain weight  Grain yield
Planting pattern Plant height (cm) Pod.plant” 3rd upper of main stem 3rd mid of main stem 3rd bottom of main stem Grain.plant™ (2) (kg.ha™)
oo s el 25 41.5b 70.7b 19.6¢ 36.1a 14.9a 116.0a 16.1a 5019.3a
Pure stand (var. Sari)

1:1 46.1b 101.2a 43.3a 40.8a 17.0a 185.0a 15.0a 3160.2b

2:2 55.4a 103.5a 45.0a 43.0a 15.4a 175.0ab 15.8a 3005.3b

3:3 59.2a 83.5ab 33.3b 33.0a 17.1a 146.0b 15.0a 2705.1b
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Means in each column followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using LSD test
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Table 3. Correlation analysis of yield and yield components of soybean (cv. 032) in different intercropping

planting patterns

&g 5 als sl s Ao ) 415 5 Slas
Grain.plant’ 100 Grain weight  Grain yield

S ol S 3 M sl
Plant characteristics Pod.plant’
G5 5> N sluw 1
Pod.plant™
G g 5 4l sl
. 0.90%*
Grain.plant
als Lo 0)5 ns
. . -0.42
100 Grain weight
2 Sloe 0.83%
Grain yield

0.72%%* -0.35™ 1

ns: Not significant
**: Significant at 1% probability level
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Table 4. Correlation analysis of yield and yield components of soybean (cv. Sari) in different intercropping

planting patterns

3 &ls sli
A Slis S5 55 N sl Sy 63 o O 635 Shae
Plant characteristics Pod.plant™! Grain.plant! 100 Grain weight  Grain yield
$ g )3 ONe Sluay 1
Pod.plant™
&g s als sl
0.86%** 1
Grain.plant™
4l Ao b))y ns ns
-0.25 -0.28 1
100 Grain weight
o
s 2 e 0.69%* 0.64%* -0.28™ 1
Grain yield
ns: Not significant Sl sxe 8 NS

**: Significant at 1% probability level Loy5 &S Jlazl mlaw 55 gma i
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Table 5. Mean comparison of intercropping efficiency indices of soybean cultivars (032/Sari) in planting

pattern treatments

OS5 PO VS g0 IR s 3 Shas oo 3 Slas (PY/ gl e
sl o S RARS IS ol o3y S S Sl s RS Sl o) Aggressivity
Planting pattern Li (cv. 032) Li (cv. Sari) LER P (cv. 032) P (cv. Sari) (032/Sari)
1:1 0.76 0.63 1.39 0.55 0.45 0.27
2:2 0.68 0.59 1.27 0.53 0.46 0.17
3:3 0.56 0.54 1.10 0.51 0.49 0.05
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Table 6. Actual and expected yield of soybean (cv. 032) in intercropping planting pattern treatments

Qﬁlfé}fjl Sl ) g0 3 Shae
Planting pattern ~ Expected yield

s 5 Shas 3 Slas 2ol L ol 53 Ol e
Actual yield Increase/Decrease (%)

1:1 2520.1
2:2 2520.1
3:3 2520.1

3853.1 +52.8
3444.8 +36.6
2858.8 +13.4

b one S glasles 53 (ol 085 L 5l 5550 5 (A5 3 Shes -V gt

Table 7. Actual and expected yield of soybean (cv. Sari) in intercropping planting pattern treatments

csls S Sl 5 ge 5 Shee 1y 5 Shas 5 Shee 2l L 2151 0 e
Planting pattern Expected yield Actual yield Increase/Decrease (%)
1:1 2509.6 3160.2 +25.9
2:2 2509.6 3005.3 +19.7
3:3 2509.6 2705.1 +7.7
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Evaluation of grain yield and yield components in intercropping of dwarf and

tall cultivars of soybean (Glycine max L.)
Namdari, M.' and S. Mahmoodi’

ABSTRACT

Namdari, M. and S. Mahmoodi. 2013. Evaluation of grain yield and yield components in intercropping of dwarf and tall

cultivars of soybean (Glycine max L.).Iranian Journal of Crop Sciences. 15(1): 1-11. (In Persian).

To evaluate agronomic performance of two soybean cultivars in different planting patterns a field experiment
was conducted with complete randomized block design with four replications at Agricultural Research Station of
Qaemshahr in Mazandran province in 2008. Two cultivars (032; Nekador and Sari) in 50:50 planting ratio were
row intercropped in different planting patterns including; one, two and three rows of each cultivar. Different
intercropped planting patterns showed significant effect on grain yield and yield components. However planting
patterns did not have significant effect on100 grain weight. Results indicated that the highest canopy height and
pod number per plant were obtained from three and one row planting patterns, respectively. Calculation of LER
revealed that the maximum intercropping efficiency (LER= 1.39) in one row planting pattern was higher than the
sole crop stand. The evaluation of pod distribution in different part of main stem showed that higher grain yield
of intercropped planting patterns was due to greater number of pods in upper part of the canopy. Comparison of
actual: expected grain yield ratio indicated that the higher grain yield (%) in different planting patterns was
obtained from 032 variety. In conclusion, the higher aggressivity of 032 over Sari was the main reason for its

higher grain yield in different intercropped planting patterns.

Keywords: Aggressivity, LER, Planting pattern, Pod distribution and Soybean.

Received: December, 2011 Accepted: August, 2012
1- Former MSc. Student, University of Birjand, Birjand, Iran (Corresponding author) (Email:maesam1982@gmail.com)
2- Associate Prof,, University of Birjand, Birjand, Iran

AR


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1392.15.1.1.9
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-67-fa.html
http://www.tcpdf.org

