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Effects of shading at different growth stages on growth and yield of kalmegh

Y ¢ Aa v dix av
Tauuuﬂu anus' , Ay aNea NTNIAUNIAA'

Somanan Liphan'" and Somyot Detpiratmongkol'

undngia: nsAneillEdfunnsilsateunnaesaes Anmalulagnnsinems anfumalulad
WITABHUINANENAUNINIAIANTZI sEndnReulguneY DUABUARIAN W.A.2560 iNeANEIBNENA
TENNININUAsNIzEENsEs AL IAALANA TuRdRan aTyEL T uaznandntesimzanalas
TAE919UNUNNINAABIULIL Randomized complete block design H471aU 4 41 &maaes lud na
WeNuaEianNg 4 szaznisasayAniafiuanseiy 1Hun niswesuasiiany 30, 60 uaz 90 Fuwndd
Ugn aunseiainaifiuines uazlifiniansauas (AMLAN) HAIINNITNAREN WL NINIINLATTINY
30 Jundstgn aunsziaiuies Wﬂmmﬂhmma‘mmLmuimmqmmuummmmumummqm
Ngn MNNNFINIINIIUATIEY 60 uaz 90 FuUMATLgN AunsTRLALINEY ANNRIAL lnaniciifs
wm@mwiuumiwmqLLmummmm

ANFIATY: NNININLAN, szaiznslastAL s, nanas, Wanzaialag

Abstract: The study was carried out at the greenhouse of Faculty of Agricultural Technology,
King Mongkut’s Institute of Technology Ladkrabang during June to October 2017 to investigate
the influence of shading at different growth stages on growth and yield of kalmegh. The
experiment was laid out randomized complete block design with 4 replications. Treatments were
four shading at different growth stages viz; shading at 30, 60 and 90 days after planting (DAP)
till harvest and without shading (control). The results showed that shading at 30 DAP till harvest
treatment gave the highest stem growth and dry weight yield of kalmegh followed by shading at
60 and 90 DAP till harvest, respectively whereas without shading (control) treatment gave the
lowest.
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Table 1 Effects of shading at different growth stages on the stem and leaf dry weight (g plant™) leaf
area (cm®) of kalmegh at 120 days after planting.

Stem DW. Leaf DW. Leaf area (cm?)
Treatments | |

(g plant™) (g plant™)
Shading at 30 DAP till harvest 2.01 A* 2.82 A 607.83 A
Shading at 60 DAP till harvest 1428 2.52 AB 474.42 B
Shading at 90 DAP till harvest 1.00 C 1.88 B 360.30 B
Without shading 042D 1.02C 15717 C
Mean 1.21 2.06 399.93
L SD. (0.05) 0.40 0.73 120.80
CV. (%) 10.52 1112 9.49

DW = dry weight; * = value within a column to followed by the different letters are significantly different by DMRT

p < 0.05.
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Table 2 Effects of shading at different growth stages on the root, flower, and pod dry weight (g
plant”) of kalmegh at 120 days after planting.

Treatments Root DW. Flower DW. Pod DW.
(g plant™) (g plant™) (g plant™)
Shading at 30 DAP till harvest 0.3044 A* 0.0869 A 0.1578 A
Shading at 60 DAP till harvest 0.2667 AB 0.0452 B 0.1062 B
Shading at 90 DAP till harvest 0.2233 B 0.0081 C 0.0131C
Without shading 0.0807 C 0.0038 C 0.0088 C
Mean 0.2188 0.0360 0.0715
LSD. (0.05) 0.07 0.01 0.03
V. (%) 10.37 15.37 15.37

DW = dry weight; * = value within a column to followed by the different letters are significantly different by DMRT
p <0.05.
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Table 3 Effects of shading at different growth stages on dry weight yield (g plant”) of kalmegh at

120 days after planting.

Treatments Dry weight yield. (g plant”)
Shading at 30 DAP till harvest 4.83 A*
Shading at 60 DAP till harvest 3.94 AB
Shading at 90 DAP till harvest 2.89B
Without shading 143C
Mean 3.27
LSD. (0.05) 1.11
V. (%) 10.70

= value within a column followed by the different letters are significantly different by DMRT p <0.05.
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