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Study the soil physical properties and some wheat cultivars grain yield under

different tillage systems
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Tablel. Some of the physical and chemical properties of experimental soil

EC K P Silt Clay Sand 0.C ™
pH (ds/m) (mgkeg  (mg/ke) %) %) %) %) %) Texture
8.2 1.61 115 6.76 38 29 33 0.72 0.076 C.L
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Table 2. Physical soil properties ANOVA affected by different tillage systems

(MS) Sl o S5ks

4?); J} d{\:— ‘>r.l>u S -L.p).}
s Soil bulk density in depth
df Soil Porosity in depth
15-30 0-15 15-30 0-15
Replication IS 3 2.93ns 2.85™ 20.54ns 20.03ns
(Tillage (T Sias S 2 506.07**  528.74%** 3585.08** 3712.86%*
Error a sla=A 6 9.2 10.66 6.64 74.89
(Cultivar (C =3 2 1.43ns 2.49ns 10.08ns 17.44ns
TxC X i S 4 +.84Ins  2.0lns 5.91ns 14.11ns
Error b slk=B 18 +.940 1.91 6.63 13.34

M)J@)&Ch.d)éé)‘éﬁ)bsﬂﬁ%j4{1%.‘%%‘#‘3!%&1’15

ns,.*,**: Non-significant Significant at 5% and 1% prabability levels, respectively
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Table3. Mean comparison of physical soil properties affected by different tillage systems

Gos pd S Jsdis do s

(MJD)

Soil Porosity in depth (%)

2 (S e Sl 0 ) S s plb o gains 05

Ges
(Soil Bulk density in depth (gr/cm3

Treatments ol 15-30 0-15 15-30 0-15
Conventional Jylaze 59,y 56.29a 57.51a 1.158b 1.125¢
SIS s
Minimum-tillage 46.7b 51.38b 1.413a 1.293b
Sl
No-tillage G s s 43.9b 44.43c 1.454a 1.474a

A1 (5l e oMast 1% Doz la 3 Sl 0503 b il o &5 2 Cog o o138 Slasled O gt a o
Mean in each column followed by similar letter (s) , are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 4. Soil volumetric moisture content ANOVA of different tillage systems in irrigation interval of wheat log phase

growth stage

3 8 3 E £ i £
55 55 Y5 5 3
. R E RE %, E 3 E
Treatments e Sl a2 - B - B N 318 - 5
T df kR - B vy g
- o L F o 0:
_Lj: k=l _:j\' e = < 3 e
= = = N =
9 F 9= F v @A
Treatments )\Jga' 3 1.296ns 6.333ns 9.296ns 9.889ns
Tillage (T) Sias S+ 2 421%* 86.333* 121.444* 506.333%*
Error a Al 6 2.63 9.889 11.963 12.556
Cultivar (C) VBJ 2 12.333ns 9.333ns 11.444ns 6.333ns
X (859 S
TxC B 4 5.833ns 7.667ns 9.444ns 2.667ns
)
Error b B sl 18 3.852 6.148 7.296 9.222

.L.a);c;!,giiCL.UJL;)\;@MJ;@Mﬁ;gﬁ;;g:w‘*ms

ns,.*,**: Non-significant Significant at 5% and 1% prabability levels, respectively
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Table5. Mean comparison of soil volumetric moisture content (g cm-3) in post irrigation days

S o Cysb Ol e
soil volumetric moisture content (g cm-3)

e o y g ? =

S} . 5] S} . S

i ¥ £ 3 3%

~ .5b T oD Q. Q.

. SisSls 3 E Yoo, E = 3 E

Tillage 35 g 3 3 g g g _}) g

~T 1 % 2% o

=5 2 & & 35

3 < Qo N

Conventional Jyle By, 0.24b 0.33b 0.50a 0.63a
SHsSE

Minimum-tillage 0.23b 0.32b 0.45b 0.59b

Sl

STl O )

No-tillage 0.34a 0.37a 0.44b 0.51c

33T

I Gyl gae M| % Odle! ch-ﬂ)} Qijl: Q}anJ,b_ﬁ«ul{@ 3OS he oy Lgbbﬂxf&h)k.:] O & 33
Mean in each column followed by similar letter (s) , are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 6. Wheat cultivars grain yield ANOVA affected by different tillage systems

S.0.V 5 ke @13T ax s oS wls 3 Shos
Replication IS 3 32553.43™
Tillage (T) Sias S 2 7417393.79"

Error a sl=A 6 17800.88
Cultivar (C) =3 2 29777427

T*C XS 4 1205296.79

Error b k=B 18 27574.56

Ll 03 55 )15 Sme g o )5 04) §)bT da,.. 33035 1> gaeodias HLES LS5 5 4 NS gk ek
ns,.*,**: Non-significant Significant at 5% and 1% l)rababilit Ievels, respectivel
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Table 7. Mean comparison of interactions wheat grain yield affected by different tillage systems

)\:gajérjf}l:f)-ﬁlsbjgl.@;

(Grain yield (kg/ha)

5833a  5340b  450le  3268h  4023f 3666g  4797d  5045¢c  3436gh

L1 5l (gme 3 % O laz el 55 SSls 0505T by il o &Sz oy > gl ST s sles Ot a ok
Mean in each column followed by similar letter (s) , are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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S
1-Conventional tillage and Pishtaz cultivar2- Conventional tillage and Pishgam cultivar3- Conventional tillage and Bahar cultivar4-Minimum

tillage and Pishtaz cultivar5- Minimum tillage and Pishgam cultivar6- Minimum tillage and Bahar cultivar7-Notillage and Pishtaz cultivar§8-

Notillage and Pishgam cultivar9-Notillage and Bahar cultivar
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