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Table 1- Analysis of variance to evaluate different soybean row spacing and plant density and weed competition
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: . s p) 3] s . R R
variation &l vy SN 1000- grain N _”i_l” O o9 o9,
of Number pod  Number Seed weight Grainyield  protein oil oil
in plant per pod percent percent yield
"’S’ 2 1826 "™ 2.27™ 931.8™ 5377759 " 851" 541" 21641 "™
Replication
(A) ;e B,
Weed 1 389.2" 0.19™ 4490.0 " 12581247 * 6.50 "™ 217.0™ 569210 *
competition (A)
'\i;r‘] ‘ég:zr 2 11.7 0.31 187.7 153552 71.2 4.04 12421
B) i, alolé 2 54.7 % 0.1 4725 % 931543 * 471" 3.01™ 274747
Row spacing (B)
PI(C)t ;‘“‘5;’5 ‘fc) 2 191.4 0.03™ 580™ 2273552  735% 393" 88334
ant density
AxB 2 6.96 ™ 0.01™ 3.74™ 200356 ™ 12.3M™ 97.1"™ 5678 ™
AxC 2 82.3™ 0.003™ 3270 112295 ™ 2.20M™ 26.6™ 6737 "™
BxC 4 3.15™ 0.02" 4.13™ 97645 ™ 405" 53.2" 3148 ™
AxBxC 4 7.01m™ 0.007 "™ 3.71™ 17451 "™ 63.1M 72.0"™ 1175 "™
E%:)r 32 9.07 0.05 06.92 81707 01.9 57.2 4483
(M)J) Oy gy
CV (%) 14.4 9.11 85.6 13.2 34.9 87.7 29.15

x

Ao y> S g s il paw 55 3 sime o> e gt iy 4T 57 NS
ns, “ and **: Non significant, significant at 5 and 1 % levels, respectively.
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Fig. 1- Mean comparison of the interaction of plant density and weed competition on soybean pods per
plant
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Table 2- Mean comparison the effects of planting density, row spacing and weed competition for soybean traits

slowd s 3 Sl e 3 Slos
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»re s a2 - 90 _
W) Sl W51 iy, dhold o 5 B (o)) P S) (201) pAhS)
. I spdile o, ¥ Number 1000 . (s 2 (USa
(225050 3 (o s6lw) Weed Number  seed per ( -h%ram )G “»  Protein VY ol :
Plant densizty Row space  competition pod in pod weight (g) yi?;(ljn content yielld
lants.m cm lant %
(p ) ( ) p (kg.ha-l) ( 0) (kg.ha-l)
40 - - 22.992 2.502 139.802 1752° 33.10° 357.06°
50 - - 22.56 2 2.40° 140.06 2 23212 32.90° 479.27°
60 - - 17.14° 2.40° 140.192 24062 30.20° 47751°%
- 30 - 22.502 2.552 145202 23682 33.12% 472972
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Weed free
spmidle 4 oagll b a b b a b
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Weed infest
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Similar letters in each column indicate no significant differences based on Duncan's multiple range test at
the five percent level
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Table 3- Analysis of variance density and dry weight of weeds in soybean row spacing and density
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Fig. 3- Mean comparison of soybean row spacing effect on weed density
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