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Table 1. The characteristics of cotton genotypes

N S5 sk el s 555
Origin o Poliody level Species Genotype
Spain Lol Tetraploid — wsbis G_ossyplum Tabladila WML
' ' hirsutum
o . . Gossypium .
Greece Ly Tetraploid A b N Yool
s P P hirsutum 20 ’
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Table 2. Summary of analysis of variance for leaf spot, verticillium wilt and boll rot, earliness and yield of cotton

MS Sl Sl
a3 &;QJJTH &;A}STH &.sf"f}; ;:jﬂ}i u.a:-L& a)'}; ‘;J.:wﬂ g_s“")’}). ;J,gl&p
ool k.ﬁli)bfd/ [ bl Al 3t PRy S
43).3)}5,3 Q;)Jéﬁﬁ a\»}:j\-\a!
olo Hlga 5l sr ke
df. Alternaria Alternaria Verticillium  Verticilium Verticillium Boll rot Earliness Yield
a5 ke leaf Spot per leaf Sspot wilt (after wilt (after wilt Index
S.0.V. el plant per plot two month)  four month)
Replication IS 2 0.202™ 7.121™ 5.821™ 4.512™ 95.500™ 421™ 26.617™  131340.8™
Genotype (G) sy 1 1.742" 63.469™ 0.027™ 3.467" 651.967™ 1.445"™ 56.889™  552204.6™
Error (a) (ks 2 0.296 4.977 5.161 2.521 73.072 0.915 25.054 40364.66
Row pattern (R. P.) .58 Cas, Lal,T 2 0.801°" 26.487" 2.869™ 10.420™ 503.653**  14.232° 201.056"  883147.3
G x R.P. il Gy pabTxews; 2 0.621° 8.677 5.616 46.362" 672.58%* 9.262"™ 153.762"  436354.8
Error (b) (ks 8 0.099 1.842 1.097 4.744 32.589 2.89 44.160 58446.48
C.V. (%) Dk b 18.3 14.3 14.5 16.4 8.14 16.9 8.56 11.7

* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively.
ns: Non-significant

Z\)ZOJL@I}‘C&&)))‘}@M%}Q:**)*

BIERPEVIS I

vy



WAS Lo oF o)l (19-Y " 5 9 Jl@ (8154 dloxe”

a5 Shes elirl 5 2l Slao s 55 sl byl 4520 4ol - g
Table 3. Summary of analysis of variance for some agronomic characteristics and yield components of cotton

MS Sl Sl
PR <5 gl 3048 sl ST ARNSIT) ol Jsb cblyasla b Ly asli slaws Ll asla slaes
6:5\ LY L_)J a=a (':w_
5 e df. Plant height No. boll per 20 boll Monopod 5th Sympod No. of No. of

S.0.V. AR plant weight length lengt monopods Sympods
Replication S 2 74.327" 1.36™ 165.467™ 32.107™ 13.771™ 0.245™ 0.669™
Genotype (G) 5 1 3735.361° 3.827" 197.928™ 1768.142" 433.161™ 0.080™ 2.801™
Error (a) (Calh) Lo 2 172.311 7.389 535.672 13.602 5.844 0.012 1.202
Row pattern (R. P.) cals Gy T 2 96.984™ 51.451" 168.007™ 86.572"™ 89.346" 0.095™ 3.271"
G x R.P. S Cusy phbTxess; 2 0.644™  18.643" 30.891™ 121.111° 45.801" 0.105™ 5.676"
Error (b) (o) s 8 72.484 2.303 4381.076 23.739 6.691 0.121 1.128
C.V. (%) Sl s 0 18.3 14.3 14.5 16.4 8.14 16.9 8.56

ns: Non-significant

* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively.
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Table 4. Summary of analysis of variance for fiber quality of cotton

) Sla o SLMS
@357 s SUIY/B b Ul s S
sl df. 2.5% of lint ~ Micronair of

S.O.V. aale length lint
Replication IS 20 0.657" 0.549™ 0.071™
Genotype (G) o 3 1 6.84 2.801™ 0.934™
Error (a) () bs 2 0.215 0.249 0.254
Row pattern (R. P.) S sy T 2 20.424" 3.784™ 1.556"
G x R.P. S Casy GhbTxess; 2 0.002" 4.137™ 1.176"
Error (b) (ks 8 0.767 2.273 0.064
C.V. (%) Sk b 2.62 1.77 7.37

Z\}Zédk}‘&»}))‘)w%jb**}*

Jls gae e WS

* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively.

ns: Non-significant
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Table 5. Mean comparison for effect of genotype and planting row pattern on infection
to alternaria leaf spot, verticillium wilt and boll rot diseases in cotton

bt AT GLUAT e sy . . . AT
dﬁ).}g‘_?j{ Q;).:ﬁ)e (Z) cb}.}j‘ i L;)J‘Ji d
A A sleslerslin (poshendyg
)

Alternaria  Alternaria  Verticillium Verticilium Verticillium Boll rot

leaf Spot  leaf Sspot ~ wilt (after  wilt (after ~ wilt index (%)

per plant per plot  two month) four

(%0) (%) (%) month) (%)
Genotype g}
Naoo 1.13a 7.46a 4.32a 36.42a 776.16a 3.30a
Tabladila 0.51b 3.70b 4.22a 35.54a 64.12a 2.70a
Planting row pattern <l Cuoy sl

80-cm rows 1x1 skip row 0.56b 4.02b 3.65a 36.10a 68.84b 2.8ab
80-cm rows 2x1 skip row 0.91a 4.75b 5.02a 35.68a 61.69b 1.5b
80-cm solid rows 0.98a 7.96a 4.15a 36.18a 79.88a 4.6a

70 Joz! o 53 o SSl5 (glatals o O30 3T ool Atus &5 0 U &S5 (15 Jilom 487 ¢ ale o (51 5 2 2 3 (gl oL

LIl e sl

Means, in each column and for each factor, follwed by at least one letter in common are not significantly
different at the 5% probability level- using Duncan ‘s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 6. Mean comparison for genotype x planting-row pattern interaction effect on
Alternaria leaf spot, verticillium wilt and boll rot diseases

S5 S50 e San oals S he
Lt ST L, JT 5 _
1) r’/ bt A s (oo ek 59 s Eon iy
43)3‘)}&{}{ Q;).:GG‘,{ ab)})" .
A A O BT, ()
(%

Alternaria  Alternaria  Verticillium Verticilium Verticillium Boll rot
leaf Spot  leaf Sspot  wilt (after  wilt (after  wilt Index (%)

per plant per plot  two month) four
Treatment (%) (%) month) (%)
Naoo
1x1 skip row 0.4d 6.7¢c 3.0c 33.3b 65.6bc 2.9bc
2x1 skip row 0.6¢c 7.2bc 6.2a 37.4a 65.5bc 1.8cd
80-cm solid rows 0.5¢cd 8.5a 3.8bc 38.5a 97.4a 5.1a
Tabladila
1x1 skip row 0.7b 6.3c 4.3b 38.8a 72.1ab 2.7bed
2x1 skip row 1.2a 2.3d 3.9bc 34.0b 58.0c 1.3d
80-cm solid rows 1.4a 7.5ab 4.6b 33.8b 62.3bc 4.1ab
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Means, in each column and for each factor, follwed by of least one letter in common are not significantly
different at the 5% probability level- using Duncan ‘s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 7. Mean comparison for effect of genotype and planting-row pattern on lint
quality, earliness and yield in cotton

g5 Jsb 535 0355 > Slas
RAT Ul (EWN GV Ky
Lint % 2.5% of Micronair  Earliness Yield
Treatment s lint length of lint (%) (Kg.ha")
Genotype _wigij
N0 Yorosled 32.9b 29.2b 3.3a 75.8a 3119.2a
Tabladila a3t 34.1a 29.9a 3.7a 79.4a 2531.8b
Planting row pattern <l oy alyT
1x1 skip row 35.3a 30.4a 3.9a 81.7a 3022.2a
2x1 skip row 33.6ab 29.5ab 3.3ab 78.1ab 3071a
80-cm solid rows 31.6b 28.7b 2.9b 73.2b 2383.4b
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Means, in each column and for each factor, follwed by of least one letter in common are not significantly
different at the 5% probability level- using Duncan s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 8. Mean comparison for the effect of genotype and planting row pattern and genotype x planting row pattern interaction on some
agronomic characteristics and yield components in cotton

4 g ¢l o) 55 sldes SV O3y ok b s Jsb bgy asli sldes Ul asls sles
(el SEBE ¢5) L) esls e bl
(rosils) (Gaila)
Plant No. boll per 20 boll Monopod  Sth. Sympod No. of No. of Sympod
height plant weight (g) length length (cm) monopod
(cm) (cm)
Genotype _wgj
Naoo 115.9a 18.5a 117.4a 70.4a 41.8a 1.6a 16.5a
Tabladila 87.2a 17.6a 110.8b 50.6b 31.9a 1.5a 17.3a
Planting row pattern il Cavdy alyT
80-cm rows 1x1 Sk@p row 105.0a 20.9a 119.3a 63.7a 41.2a 1.7a 17.0a
80-cm rows 2x1 skip row 102.6a 18.2a 114.2ab 56.3a 35.5b 1.6a 16.0a
80-cm solid rows 97.2a 15.0b 108.7b 61.5a 34.0b 1.4a 17.5a
Genotype x Planting row pattern il a3y bl x cuigl
1x1 skip row 119.7a 19.3b 120.0a 69.4a 44 .9a 1.8a 15.8b
N200 2x1 skip row 116.6a 19.2a 118.6ab 65.8ab 39.2ab 1.5a 16.7ab
80-cm solid rows 111.7a 16.8ab 113.5bc 76.2a 41.2ab 1.6a 17.0a
1x1 skip row 90.3a 22.4a 118.6ab 58.1ab 37.5ab 1.6a 18.3a
Tabladila 2x1 skip row 88.5a 17.2b 109.7cd 46.8b 31.8bc 1.7a 15.4b
80-cm solid rows 82.6a 13.2¢ 104.0cd 46.5b 26.6¢ 1.3a 18.1a
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Means, in each column and for each factor and their interaction, followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at the 5% probability level using
Duncan s Multiple Range Test.
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