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Table 1. Mean square of variance for pod charactersin five bush snap bean varieties at different growth

stages
Source of variation df Pod length Pod widty Pod thickness Pod weight Seed length Seed weight
Block 3 321 0.61 0.11** 0.91 0.01 0.13
Variety (V) 4 373.92** 4.94** 0.30** 328.25** 1.28** 2.30**
Date (D) 8 41.46** 1.25 0.39** 102.31** 2.34** 6.66**
VD 32 433 111 0.06** 8.61** 0.02** 0.20**
Error 132 222 1.10 0.01 0.41 0.003 0.004
( a-e)
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varieties.
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Table 2. a-value of allometric growth between different pairs of pod traitsin five bush snap bean varieties

Pod length Pod length Pod length Pod weight
Variety VS VS Vs Vs

pod width pod thickness seed length seed weight
Tendercrop 0.86 1.01 213 242
Slenderette 134 1.73 6.24 5.15
Red Kidney 0.48 1.38 2.38 0.64
Romano 131 1.04 291 2.48
A 207 0.92 0.98 2.31 3.08

Table 3. Correlation coefficients of pod characters at different growth stages in five bush snap bean

varieties
PD! PT PW SL SwW
PL 0.959 0.908 0.963 0.890 0.762
PD 0.907 0.979 0.882 0.773
PT 0.920 0.966 0.919
PW 0.923 0.826
SL 0.954
1 PL: Pod length, PD: Pod width, PT: Pod thickness, PW: Pod weight, SL: Seed length, SW: Seed weight.
12 16  Silbernagel*®
"creaseback” "Tendercrop"
( ) 12 16 1 1
(oval)
(6)
(17)
( )
C )
(12,13)
(7,14,15)
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25%

Silbernagel
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Growth Analysis of Pod Development in Bush
Snap Bean’

W. J. Chung and H. R. YU?

ABSTRACT

The growth patterns of pod development at different growth stages in five bush bean
varieties were studied. The result indicated that there were significant differences between
varieties and pod characters at different growth stages. The growth patterns of pod width
and pod thickness are almost similar for roundpodded varieties, but the growth rate of pod
width is much rapid than that of pod thickness in flat-podded varieties. The growth
duration of pod length and pod weight have shorter lag phase than that of fresh seed
weight, but all follow a similar linear phase of growth curve after then. The seed
development rate of dry bean variety is the fastest among varieties. There were positive
correlations between pod characters at different growth stages. The result of analysis of
allometric growth showed that, in general, pod length have sligthly fast growth rate than
that of pod width, while pod length and pod thickness exhibit similar tendency, but the
growth rate of pod length was much faster than that of seed length. The growth rate of
fresh pod weight is higher than that of fresh seed weight.

Key words: bush snap bean, pod development, growth analysis.
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