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Table 1. Physicochemical properties of soil
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Figure 1. Comparison of different nitrogen treatments on plant height of pinto beans
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Figure 2. Comparison of different treatments of foliar application on plant height of pinto beans
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Table 2. Analysis of variance of traits in pinto beans
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Figure 3. Comparison of interaction effects of different treatments on the number of seeds per

pod in pinto beans
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Figure 4. Comparison of different nitrogen on pod in pinto beans
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Figure 5. Comparison of treatments on pod length of pinto bean
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Figure 6. Comparison of different treatments on seed weight of pinto beans
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Figure 7. Comparison of different treatments on seed weight of pinto beans
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Figure 8. Comparison of different treatments on protein yield of pinto beans
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Figure 9. Comparison of different treatments on protein yield of pinto beans
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Figure 10. Comparison of different treatments on harvest index of pinto beans
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Figure 11. Comparison of different treatments on harvest index of pinto bean
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Figure 12. Comparison of different treatments on yield grain of pinto beans
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Table 3. The coefficient of correlation between different traits
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