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Table 2- Analysis of variance (mean of squares) for the effects of weed competition and cultivation system on yield and yield
component of sweet corn
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Table 4- Mean comparison of the effect of weed competition on yield and yield components of sweet corn
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Table 5- Analysis of variance (mean of squares) the effect of weed competition and cultivation system for yield and yield
component of mungbean

33 S Dl PECHERIREY el
N Rt LY L FERUR . ; - .
i @l : &gy Sye ala,Sles S Ses clily
&33! 1000-seed - S S :
S.0V D.F weight Pod number per ~ Seed number ~ Grainyield  Biological yield  Haryest
) plant per pod index
)"S’ ) 2 0.42 1.55 0.05 215668. 1483371 1.21
Replication
syaile 1 22342 1300.34 ™ 21.62™ 3817624, 26869658. ™ 43.97"
Weed (A)
. “‘“‘5 e 4 9.59™ 90.80 ™ 0.63" 4744918 93316383 ™ 52.46™
Cultivation system (B)
s “’““‘“’:A"XXE;"” e 4 0.31™ 8.84™ 0.18™ 307622 3311273™ 0.743™
k= 18 0.58 8.03 0.18 38994 556771 3.43
Error
(42 3) ol s 5 1.93 6.70 413 8.66 8.57 6.86
CV (%)

il (oo doyd gy 9 S Jlein] olaw pd (09 40 gize )b pixe pas (Sl ey ik g s NS
ns, ** and * indicates non-significant, significant at 1% and 5% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 6- Mean comparisons of the simple effect of cultivation system on yield and yield components of mungbean

CulS s (255) 1,152 o339 War > OYE Slaxs S paibslan (wo) Clllbp pad i
Cultivation system 1000-seed weight (g) Pod number per plant  Seed Number per pod Harvest index (%)
e palls e 37.74 37.13 10.08 22.68
Pure mung bean
o 2oVt (e 3 38.80 45.00 10.49 30.07
Sweet corn+20% Mung bean
GAle ¥t el S5 4053 45.48 10.86 28.24
Sweet corn+40% Mung bean
a2 7o ol 5 4081 4473 10.76 26.05
Sweet corn+60% Mung bean
Gl LAt e 5 39.27 39.06 10.17 27.75
Sweet corn+80% Mung bean
Mogine ©glds Sl 0.92 3.43 0.52 2.24

LSD (0.05)
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Table 7- Mean comparisons of the simple effect of weed competition on yield and yield components of mungbean

i bl culd, &ly,15 59 Gy yd AL dlaxs YL 45 aild slaxi Cild y gad L
Weed competition  1000-seed weight (g) Pod number per plant  Seed Number per pod  Harvest index (%)
”» <ile og 42.18 48.86 11.34 28.17
Without weed
}’fm wile 36.17 35.69 9.64 25.75
With weed
e ol Joo 0.58 2.17 0.33 1.42
LSD (0.05)
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Table 8- Slicing analysis of variance (mean of squares) the effect of cultivation system at different levels of weed competition
for grain and biological yield of mung bean

QU It &3l an o aly 5,50os o j 5 yShos
S.0.V d.f Seed yield Biological yield
3o e Oa 4 3638219" 64018347
Without weed
o e b 4 1414322 32609310
With weed

Al oo Moy gy 9 S5 Jlain] Zolaw 50 301 JB xe yld dime pas JSOLS (o S g s NS
ns, ** and *: indicate non-significant, significant at 1% and 5% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 9-Mean comparison of the effect of cultivation system and weed competition interaction on grain and biological yield
of mung bean
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Treatment Seed yield (kg.ha) Biological yield (kg.ha™)
e 2l i 37102 15397.1
Pure mung bean
5 o 203 Tt e &2 975.4 3198.1
338 Sweet corn+20% Mung bean
RES o 72 ¥t oy )
435 <> o= 2181.9 7403.9
= Sweet corn+40% Mung bean
X g Slo L Bot oy ywd &)
= el 7ot Gl &) 28413 10316.5
Sweet corn+60% Mung bean
Gl At red 5 3467.4 11933.1
Sweet corn+80% Mung bean
B ine 23l B 352.01 1358.8
LSD (0.05)
Ao ol i 2401.2 11256.8
Pure mung bean
o 223 Vot gy 20 813.3 2769.9
o 3 Sweet corn+20% Mung bean
(4 s - a .
43 Qe ¥t e €5 1703.0 6320.8
L= Sweet corn+40% Mung bean
T2

Sl Pt Greh 20422 9109.6
Sweet corn+60% Mung bean

Qle At a3 2448 8 9327.7
Sweet corn+80% Mung bean

I sine glis Jola 365.4 1521.3
LSD (0.05)
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Table 10- Analysis of variance (mean of squares) for the effect of cultivation system for weed dry weight

s galio @33l a4y i sladile Sis (s
S.0.Vv d.f Weed dry weight
"’g’ _ 2 2610.07™
Replication
S s 5 57067.82"
Cultivation system
e 10 4237.65
Error

C.V (%)

il e oy iy 9 S Jlain] zolaw 40 (391 b pixe > gime pas UL (S Sy ik g s NS
ns, ** and * indicates non-significant, significant at 1% and 5% probability levels, respectively.
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Fig. 1- Mean comparisons for the effect of cultivation system on weed dry weight
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Table 11- The analysis of variance (mean of squares) the effects of weed competition and cuitivation system for land
equivalent ratio (LER) in intercropping

i e 633l 4, 03 Sl i
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ns, ** and * indicates non-significant, significant at 1% and 5% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 12- Mean comparison of the effect of intercropping of sweet corn and mung been on LER

CiS i 005 Sy o
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Table 13- Mean comparison of the effect of weed competition on land equivalent ratio (LER)
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Introduction

Weeds are one of the most important factors in reducing crop yield. Excessive use of herbicides for weed

control because of the environmental pollution and ecological damaging effects does not have the necessary
sustainability. One of the strategies to reduce the herbicides use in agriculture is use of intercropping systems
with cover crops. Additive intercropping of different crop together through create an intense competition micro-
ecosystem, provided the conditions that weeds damage would be minimized in these situations. This study was
conducted to evaluate the quantitative usefulness of sweet corn-mungbean intercropping and its effect on weed
control.

Materials and Methods

The experiment was conducted as factorial base on randomized complete block design with three
replications. The first factor consisted of 6 levels of different cultivation systems (sweet corn and mungbean
monoculture, intercropping of 20, 40, 60 and 80 percent of net density mungbeans with sweet corn) and the
second factor was two levels of control and lack of weed control. Each plot had a length of 6 meters, including 4
rows by 60 cm distance. In monocultures, sweet corn (8.3 plant m? density) with 20 cm plant spacing and
mungbean (8.23 plantm™ density) with 7 cm plant spacing were planted. In intercropping treatments also sweet
corn and mungbean were planted on both sides of the heap that plant spacing for sweet corn was 20 cm and for
mungbean base on additive intercropping treatment were 8.7, 11.6, 17.5 and 35.8 cm respectively for creation of
80, 60, 40 and 20 percent of mungbean optimal density.

Results and Discussion

Weed competition reduced 1000 seed weight, seed number per row and canned grain yield of sweet corn by
13.8, 24 and 42.6 percent respectively. The highest (301.7 g) and lowest (281.8 g) of 1000 seed weight of sweet
corn were related to intercropping of 20 and 80% optimal mungbean density with sweet corn, respectively. The
highest (24.3) and lowest (20.6) of seed number per row of sweet corn were obtained respectively in
intercropping of 40 and 80% optimal mungbean density with sweet corn. Compared to monoculture treatment
the only intercropping treatments of 40 and 60% mungbean + sweet corn increased the canned grain yield of
sweet corn significantly.

Weeds competition and cultivation system had significant effect on 1000 seed weight, pod humber per plant,
seed number per pod, grain yield, biological yield and harvest index of mungbean. Treatments of 60% mungbean
+ sweet corn intercropping and mungbean monoculture had the highest (40.8 g) and lowest (37.7 g) 1000 seed
weight of mungbean respectively. Intercropping of sweet corn + 20, 40 and 60% mungbean treatments increased
number of pods per mungbean plant compared to pure culture significantly. In all of the intercropping treatments
relative to mungbean monoculture the seed number per pod was increased. In the absence of weeds,
intercropping of sweet corn + 80% mungbean and in the presence of weeds, intercropping of sweet corn + 60%
and 80% mungbean had the similar mungbean grain yield (no significant difference) with the mungbean
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monoculture. Weed competition decreased the 1000 seed weight, pods number per plant and seed number per
pod of mungbean about 13, 27 and 15 percent respectively. The highest weed dry weight (802.4 gr m™) was
observed in the pure culture of mungbean without non-significant differences with the sweet corn monoculture.
The lowest weed dry weight (465.9 gr m™) was observed in the intercropping treatment of sweet corn + 40%
mungbean without non-significant differences with other intercropping treatments.
In all of the intercropping treatments the land equivalent ratio was greater than one (LER>1) and ranged from
1.41to0 1.89.

Conclusions

Based on the results of this experiment, additive intercropping sweet corn and mungbean in all of additive
mungbean levels had the higher usefulness than monoculture of these species and in all of the intercropping
treatments land equivalent ratio was more than one (LER>1). The best additive intercropping treatment was
sweet corn + 40% mungbean.

Keywords: Canned grain yield, Competition, Harvest index, LER, Weed



