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Table 1- Soil physical and chemical characteristics of experimental field (soil depth 0-30 cm)
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12.01 2.60 86.86 8.01 4.60 T
Loam- sand

4 Glals o o) by 3, Slos pusd jolaie 4y (g3l dged )
(il )8 (ST g jud (Sbey ad> 0 3 () slmaihs
5 Job yio aw inlejl oS 5l (Tavassoli et al., 2010)
S 2Lyl slp A8 by & a5l @ye e B ggerme
5l ooy sl o duwlxe (gl 05,5 oalaiwl LER I bglsee
03 oozl () dales

LER = Yim/Ysu+Yie/Ysp (¥) doles

2 Ol Sles iy 4 :Yam g Yim sadoleo o0l o 4 S
bsbee 5 g 3,8las i & Yso 9 Vi 5 48 5 5 bl
Al e (IS S

S S5 4y G bigle S w3l LER=Y & 90 5
s G by L5 cutS wsl LERDY &S abge 3 .3, (55
sl LERSY oS s ;5 aiib o g5 gl Lalls S
(a8 3y Slae | S S5 g b Ao > Lglsin S
(Willey, 1979) ceul ls)45

Cdby gloj 3 ¢ lacdle iS5 555 0jlal 4l
oS 93 (il 4l (i &5 ©jg0 plod 4 lagh 5 )] 0lS 2l
S5 adged jb e gladile (4l (285 Oygo 5y digel
()5 2 Sl @y o # ggeome 3 9 Jobo o dw (dm) 43 plool
Sladsss 48 390 Ojge (pd b gladile SiS 4 dnelxe
30 93 dale Lagl 45 559 0 (g yglaen b cile calise
P35 Yoo Ljg dan (lad yob 4 jyp laddle I dlaigal cules
Sde 405 Slo a3 Ve glad b (So Sl ol 53 g o ol
.(Ghanbari, et al. 2007) 5,5 Sis celo YA

SAS l58le,5 3l edel couwss slaodly uib,lg 4355 <l
T 3 S5 ool L i by oy Slio Lo .ais 00l
)5 el Jo 3 0 Jlais

O3l 4ld 3 Slos —
O b 0 Slee e sl dalise o lace s
VeV YY) ol 4ol 5y Sdas 1 3L (P <TY) 56— o da o

SPAR (6,5 00l (gl b (6365 03101 (B8 1 g 53, 50
(DELTA = T DEVICES o LS, ol cébo) g5 ol
A plosl WY Clelw alold o ja5 (605 ojlul i oolaiu!
e LS ol cas (Ghanbari-Bonjar & Lee, 2003)
OS2 (9% dhi ke 1 SB gaw g Side gU YL ) 550
Ul il dao s 5 48,8 Sileo 5 (6 03] oluas oo 4,
2935 dule (V) ddles (ol 2 (6 jitaogid
PAR%= [1-(PAR,/PAR,)] x 100 (V) ke

zU omwls jo oiiwed JLsd jo3 = PARp tbblee oyl jo oS
bl by U haw )3 (s Jld 5 =PAR, 5 g

U9y 4 Casby (xS0l g, I SB Cusboy (s p
2 Lagd g 05)l) 4o 93 clS 0)9 (b 3 b odlatul o>
S5 g 4 g 5yl Ablye 3 Cui i A (65 Wl Sl 4o
bos 39 Lo Jyamme 53 50 (65 Higed pgd e 3 5 B
e 59 A 55 dsged dipe o (il )13 JolS' (Sapes,
slac, s 5l (Tavassoli et al., 2010) si o plosl ¢l
o (Bl Voo 0o 4 gliges (e (Lo Ve Bos ) calizea
Ao e 9 (nj9 9 oAb ALy glalgiel Sy dhwg caSe
S80S Sl e V-0 Sylys dmd b el 15 el FA Gk
o Cgb) doyd D ()98 g (b Suid I ey D 03D
(Alizadeh, 2004) sol cuod 4 (Y) dolee ;I odlazul b

W

P, = —l;WZ x 100 (¥) 4sles

:Wl 5&5‘._5 > = V ‘L;O'» CAJ.}‘Q) :PV Z<dJl.wo L.):.‘ ).3 4{

S5 Wgei b glojen) 13y Juab Job )3 )L 53 35 S slod

s—= » (Tavassoli et al., 2010) (S8 coob, s slp
Gl b (658 03l S miwled Lawgi (g g0 (b =V
ol Ve Gae 3 )S b dad dw > SB gl (oS0l
256 SB gled b 485 Sk s 9 (555 o)l Lo (g %0
Ghanbari-Bonjar & ) as (¢,Solul W\ celw alols

1- Sun scan



AOY . slails 3 (Sa59d92 3udeS T Ologuas o)y

2 500 o jhadl pdaw asly yo wb 5Slee iulial Jolse
15U €55 MolS L wiis Lug) ails 5,8kes cbglss (gla cuiS
3 ) w515 il lilye a9l aisls 1,5 50 o515
s et ol o0 AWl L gl Logd il 5 Slas
2 pSsLS ¥¥IEF) b ot Lug) by 3)Skes i (508
ool Cowdy by i Logh Ve e+ o) Ve el 5l (S
) il oty Log) Blie 5 (5] ol 385 5503 (530 31l
M Lapy S g OME bglso cutS 3 logas .85 oaydl wyls
bylys opl > (Mazaheri, 1998) uis' o Wl |y LI olS s
CdS )3 533, 5 o aAle ol el 39250 @lio Sl alodes ot
s (e 035 ol 105l 5 (e ki Lgl g ) bgloee
i Loyl s 3,Shes oliee 3105 515 Gl b s on 4
Ol b cusS jd aily 5,Sles cwyp 50 el o atwlS” L
cuiS y g (Hosseini et al., 2000) L wio Ly 5 sladsle
oL (Banik et al., 2006) L v Lig 5 pu5 bylke

20,8 yoyl58 3 pl b polidio

iy 9 03l @10 3,50es (wleol 2 (a0 (6 31l 32 Comnnd duni i
P (LER) L)""°) dﬂ‘ﬁ Camin [ ML?M )J.DL.D.A \y J9.A>
Olod a3 oo (Ui 1y (b e Lagl 5 03] sl S S5 ol
S sy bgdse (clacuiS 48 )3 LER 395 o0 odnlio &5 b
S S LER =V/OY) (o) (65l p G o i Al o0 S5
JES /) QU SUN UWR VI VPP T NI /A RS S /A R
) o lis Gisli8l (el S 4 Caws wild 3 Sles

2l g asl Conty )l (Al S log I (1S o p Sl
Jods) iy gl gxe coglis )] Lalls cusS b el glacows
2 OLalS )5S (WSlisgrg 4 Byl o Nlg e i cnl (Y
2 Cpmed Al gy belswe slacuis 4 cuwd b ouis SO
e @lie 1 g0 o GlsS o <) Glise o
90 lp &S olacudgioe cle 4 bolswe slacuis (.ol jieS
Ll s i ) oly3 ok 50 3, Slas 250 ol (5 oS
£S5 sLS FIA) (55l asly 5 ySlos o jieS poomen (Cunl 039y yiaS
kb iz Logd Ve )l 20 bgle S e ([ o
Sl opl > 4l 3, Sles gals Lol Jlo 1Y Jgds) sol Canss
sialS cel gaidge ol &5 Canl o5l olyj ol W15 ials
Al opl ol odds 551 JsSil Coles 3 5 59,L sladomy sl
)b cillae (Bryan & Moteru, 1978) 45540 ¢ oLl S b
o5yl adlas p> 55 (Tavassoli et al., 2010) ., Sen 5 Jws
S o Lugl g o5yl ashy 0y Slos a8 055 5" saalie 50,8 Log) o

Ll byl glacuis I juin 2B

Sl et ygh s 3,Klos —
2 ool b cnils Gali st slacans o5y ok S wilen
aanyg L cuib aopn ) adaw 0 (L e Loy a5 Slas
okl o Lo ahy 0, Sl 1 iy oS 0l yasedie ¥ Jois
g 2l cowts g (el S )l 5 ((bSa 3 p,55lS AVY/SS)
o=l el ey (ool (xe gled ajlewd plo b Hles ol
ple Jds @ jlog cpl po a8 sl 4 G ] 1 5a0 doms
iz Logd )Ll )3 39290 @lin (ol (514595 (1 <) 3929
» clie §) ctigy o Ll (ol 05 ol el 48,5 15 L
N K Slgice ggo9e cnl & 03,51y (6l 00 c e (o pod

Lagl 9 (03! i1d 3,50s 5 Cudls’ ilises (SaCumd (51 jlowi (ke dumliie - Jgu
Table 2- Mean comparison of intercropping treatments on seed yield of millet and cowpea
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Mean followed by similar letters in each column, are not significantly different at the 5% level of probability.
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Table 3- LER based on seed yield
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Treatment
nt €l o o Wiy} (o 35 035 o 5y Nos RYSTREIENR
O0) Srtlat s Relative yield of cowpea Relative yield of millet ¢ B
LER (RYS) (RY ) Intercropping
[XTY a3
Cowpea Millet
1.279d 0.870a 0.409d* 100 25
1.429b 0.730b 0.699c 100 59
1.342c 0.540c 0.802b 100 75
1.476 a 0.500d 0.976a 100 100

Ad d)Loj (P< /\) 5 e glas BB gty wlde By gl (slap Sile™
Mean followed by similar letters in each column, are not significantly different at the 1% level of probability.*
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Table 4- Mean comparison intercropping treatments on weed dry weight
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dry weight of weeds ¢ w
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Cowpea Millet
998.8d 100 25
892.4 ¢ 100 50
815.4d 100 75
730.1e 100 100
1152.8 a 0 100
12175a 100 0
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Mean followed by similar letters in each column, are not significantly different at the 1% level of probability.
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Table 5- Mean comparison of intercropping treatments on PAR (%)

Simgid Jlad Ol L Loy
PAR Treatments
bWA! sl
Py > 50 g Al 5o pod daye gl Ay Intercropping
The fourth The third The second The first oy il
sampling sampling sampling sampling - Q2
Cowpea Millet

47 be 68c 47d 32c 100 25
49 abc 73b 52¢ 40 b 100 50
55 ab 75b 56 b 41b 100 75
56 a 8la 62 a 52a 100 100

43¢ 65d 41e 28d 100 0
40c 55e 3rf 22e 0 100

2w (6ylel (P <70) )l ize coglis BB g o 4> aliie g (6l (slapSile
Mean followed by similar letters in each column, are not significantly different at the 1% level of probability
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Tale 6- Mean comparison of intercropping treatments on volumetric moisture percentage and soil temperature
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SB oz Gy — .
Soil temperature e Cash, LS s

Volumetric moisture of soil (%)

(Centigrade degree) Intercropping
foils W 4550
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Second . . Cowpea Millet
First measurement Second measurement First measurement
measurement
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215¢c 23.3d 6.8d 7.6d 100 50
21.6 ¢ 23.3d 6.2 e 6.7e 100 75
19.4d 21.3e 51f 54f 100 100
254 a 25.3b 13.7b 159b 100 0
255a 28.4 a 14.2 a 16.0a 0 100
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11-
12-
13-

14-

16-

17-

At (lal (P < /e N s ime ogls 181 gim ya p3 alie By gyl sla ke
Mean followed by similar letters in each column, are not significantly different at the 0.01 level of probability
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