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Study of number of green and dead leaves, dynamics of formation and leaf area index

under different spacing of planting in winter sugar beet
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Piant density (Plant/ha) based on planting spacing in sugar beet
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Table 2. Summary of variance analysis for row and intra row effects on number of green and dead leaves of

spacing winter sugar beet var. Monodora

MS Stino Sl oSl

£ 49 pelis b gtacEy stuns NPT
5.0V, No. of green leaves No. of dead leaves
+1998-99 +1999-2000 +1998-9% 1999-2000
Row spacing a3y e sl 0.(][][]26" 0.0003“ 0.001” 94.03‘
Intra row spacing &y por dhw 0.00033" 0.00036" 0.001“ 134,44”
Lutraction i o1 0.000002™ 0.000017" 0.000036 218"
SCV 4.5 5.3 3.0 23
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Ns. * and **: Non significant and significant at the 5 and 1% levels of probability respectively.

+: Inverse transformation is achieved on data.
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Table 3. Mean comparison for number of green and dead leaves in row and intra row spacing by Dancan’s method at

the 5% level
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Row spacing (cm)
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No. of green leaves in plant

Gy 3o Ji s s, sl

No. of dead leaves in plant

1993-99 1999-2000 1998-99 1999-2000
45 233 c. 202 ¢ 217 ¢ 200 ¢
55 254 b 222 b 244 b 21.4 be
63 285 a 238 a 303 a 238 ab
75 303 a 250 a 333a 256 a

a3y 3 4y o dlald
Intra row spacing (cm)

15 233 e 200 b 189d 183 ¢
20 244 4d 206 b 227 ¢ 213 be
25 263 ¢ 21.7b 278 b 222 be
30 286 b 233 ab 330a 2438 ab
35 323 a 272 a 384 a 271 a
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*: Different of means having at least 2 common letter is not significant at the 5% level of probability.
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Table 4. Mean comparison for number of dead leaves in intraction effects of treatments in 1998-99 by Dancan’s

method at the 5% level.
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55 16.7 j 2171 278 efg 29.4 def 332 d
65 2t3i 21.7 efg 30.9 cc}ef 368 be 429 ab
75 25.0 gh 27.0 fg 323 cde 43.5 ab 471a
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*: Different of means having at least a common letter is not significant at the 5% level of probability.
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Fig. 1. Effect of stand density via change in row and intra row spacing on maximum number of dead and

green leaves formed per plant (average for 1998-2000)
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Table 5. Number of newly formed leaves per plant and growth per day based on day after emergence

(average for 1998-2000})

PEV - - Py

Days after emergence (DAE)

T s 93 117 145 170 190 210
Treatments - wae Sy Fpudy wae E, uy sl Ky wee o, Fus v of, Fu
N.G. G.D. N.G. G.D. N.G. G.D. N.G. G.D. N.G. G.D.
R1IR1 70 0.28 4.1 0.15 4.8 0.18 11 0.03 35 0.20
RI1IR2 73 0.23 57 0.21 4.0 016 [IR] 0.02 53 029
R1IR3 - 74 0.29 6.5 0.24 58 023 1.7 0.04 52 0.31
R1IR4 - 1.7 031 58 0.22 19 0.32 28 0.11 49 0.32
RI1IRS - 88 0.35 71 0.27 1.8 0.31 26 0.14 8.7 0.58
R2IR1 74 0.29 4.5 0.14 4.7 .20 22 0.06 13 0.18
R2IR2 - 1.4 0.29 5.4 0.18 4.9 0.28 24 0.10 4.6 0.28
R2IR3 - 84 0.34 72 0.25 49 020 3.6 016 6.4 0.41
R2IR4 - 8.1 0.33 1.0 0.28 6.7 .28 37 015 19 0.48
RZIRS 10.% 044 6.0 0.21 3.0 0.33 5.6 025 8.1 0.51
R3IR1 - 8.5 035 53 0.19 53 0.21 39 0.17 4.8 0.29
R3II:. 8.6 134 5.9 0.20 69 0.29 34 015 16 047
R3IR3 86 0.34 63 0.23 6.2 0.25 51 0.22 6.7 0.44
R3IR4 9.6 0.39 79 0.29 6.6 0.27 6.5 0.30 1.7 0.75
R3IRS - 112 045 12 0.26 92 0.36 5.0 0.23 15.9 0.98
R4IR1 - 3.6 0.34 58 0.21 43 0.17 6.2 0.27 4.7 0.28
RAIR2 - 8.0 0.31 59 0.21 6.1 0.24 71 0.33 4.3 0.27
R4IR3 - 9.1 0.36 5.6 0.25 17 0.30 58 0.27 54 0.36
R4IR4 - 11.5 047 6.2 024 3.0 0.31 57 0.27 15.4 0.9%
R4IRS - 11.6 0.47 15 029 110 0.45 34 023 17.2 1.07

N.G.=New growth (since previous day) and G.D.=Growth per day
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Leaf Area Index (LAI)
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Fig. 2. Effect of different planting spacing of sugar beet on maximum leaf area index {average for 1998-2000)
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