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1- Land equivalent ratio
2- Competition ratio
3- Relative crowding coefficient
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1- System productivity index
2- Actual yield loss

3- Intercropping advantage
4- Monetary advantage index
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Table 1- Analysis of variance (mean square) for land equivalent ratio of canola and pea under intercropping treatments and
nitrogen rates
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LERp, LERCc, and LERt are represented the land equivalent ratio of pea and canola and both crops, respectively.
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Fig. 1- Land equivalent ratio of canola-pea intercropping in different levels of nitrogen
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LERp, LERc and LERt: are represented the land Equivalent ratio for pea, canola and the sum of two plants, respectively. N50%,
N75% and N100% are represented 50%, 75% and 100% of the nitrogen fertilizer requirement for canola and pea, respectively.
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Table 2- Analysis of variance (mean square) for relative crowding coefficient of canola and pea under intercropping ratios
and nitrogen rates
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Kp, Kc, and Kt: are represented the relative crowding coefficient of pea and canola and both crops, respectively.
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Table 3- The mean comparison for relative crowding coefficient of canola, pea and sum of two plants in different rates of
nitrogen
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Within each group and each column, means with similar letter, are not significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test.
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Kp, Kc, and Kt: are represented the relative crowding coefficient of pea and canola and both crops, respectively.
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Table 4- Analysis of variance (mean square) for competitive indices in intercropping ratio and nitrogen rates
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ns, * and **: are non-significant, significant at the 5 and 1% probability level, respectively.
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CRp, CRc, 1Ap, AYLp, AYLc, and AYLt: are represented the pea competition ratio, canola competition ratio, system
production index, actual yield loss of pea and canola and both crops, respectively.
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Fig. 2- The means comparison for competition ratio of canola and pea in different levels of nitrogen.
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CRpea and CRcanola are represented the competition ratio of pea and canola, respectively.
28l o by gy Jlois! o 53 LSD ygnjl ool g1y sime (ool oglis 486 oS o bys glyls (olonySile
Means with similar letter, are not significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test.
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Table 5- The mean comparisons for system production index and actual yield loss of canola and pea in intercropping ratios
and nitrogen rates

o Pl 092 Mgl s L RBlg &8y Cuwd 51 2,8os
i System production index Actual yield loss
Treatment SPI AYL, AYL, AYL,
Ojarks g
Nitrogen level
s 50% 3268ab 0.02a 0.49% 0.51a
N50%
s 75% 3473a -0.02a 0.26ab 0.23ab
N75%
;s 100% 3262b -0.18b 0.18b -0.003b
N100%
bglso Comd
Intercropping ratio
(22) 135 - Ks,85950 3306a -0.02a 0.32a 0.3a
Pea-Canola (2:1)
(12) 135 - Ks,85950 3300a -0.11b 0.27a 0.16a
Pea-Canola (1:1)
(L:2) 135 - S5 o550 3397a -0.06ab 0.35a 0.29%

Pea-Canola (1:2)
sl o doyd gy Jlosn] pdaw p3 LSD ygal (bl jb dxe (sl coglds 388 S jtio By (il (glaypuSilio ¢y o g 09,5y 3
Within each group and each column, means with similar letter, are not significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test.
Al oo olS 50 ggemme g 1318 ( K5,80950 bly didy cuwd I 5, Ses qutinn Mg5 (a8 ls Sl sy 4 AYLE s AYLCAYLp . SPI
I1Ap, AYLp, AYLc, and AYLt: are represented the system production index, actual yield loss of pea and canola and both
crops, respectively.
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Table 6- Analysis of variance (mean square) for advantage indices in intercropping ratios and nitrogen rates

&b a2 bilie gindgws aild u”iﬂ“‘i”tv”‘“’
oy e ; . onetary
| 151 -
SIS, @833 Intercropping advantage advantage index
SOV df 1A, 1AC 1A MAI
"_’S . 2 7584092 " 276281279 "™ 329681010 ™ 12221812™
Replication
_‘35”:*’3 ek (N 2 86266264** 881013203* 1421310337* 103233975**
Nitrogen level (N)
byl M (I_) 2 1658550 " 54416610™ 112145760 10064190™
Intercropping ratio (1)
N xI 4 2309196 ™ 145635331 "™ 154393948 ™ 1410732
““”I;’l;u” 16 6636648 243839478 276616266 11410541

il o oy Sy g iy Jlaisl g 3 3 gne (39 B e i SLE i 5 4 *F 5 TS
ns, * and ** indicate are non-significant, significant at the 5 and 1% probability level, respectively.
Wil Jgr Coze pa3li g bglse cuje (asld DS bglse coje (a3ls 095 blre cuje padls [ Sily iy 2 MAL S IA (1AC (IAP
1Ap, 1Ac, IA and MAL: are represented the intercropping advantage of pea and canola and both crops, and monetary
advantage index, respectively.
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Table 7- The mean comparisons for intercropping advantage indices of canola and pea in intercropping ratios and nitrogen

rates
o bl shwdgw (asla G Cajo pasls
) Intercropping advantage Monetary advantage index
Treatment 1Ap 1A 1A MAI
Ojarks g
Nitrogen level
ks 50% 460a 29681a 30141a 6055a
N50%
3 75% -728a 15535ab 14806ab 4437a
N75%
55 100% -5397b 10625b 5229b 450b
N100%
bglswo Comd
Intercropping ratio
(22) 1585 - S5,85559 -613a 18991a 18378a 2624a
Pea-Canola (2:1)
(L2) 1555 - 5583455 -3316b 15988a 12672a 2857a
Pea-Canola (1:1)
(L:2) 1585 = Ssydag55 -1736ab 20862a 19126a 4561a

Pea-Canola (1:2)

A5l e oy gy Jloin] gdaws 3 LSD (ygeil ol p 5y sime (Lol coglis 4318 S e B (ol)b (slopsSilo ¢y y2 ) g 09,5 ya
Within each group and each column, means with similar letter, are not significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test.
Dbl Jo Coge yadld g balswe oo (et ls diIS bl cyje adld 0555 belske oo (adls cuns Kby w4 MAL, IA (1AC  IAP
IAp, 1Ac, IA and MAL: are represented the intercropping advantage of pea and canola and both crops, and monetary
advantage index, respectively.
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