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1- Land equivalent ratio (LER)

2- Relative competition intensity( RCI)
3- Competitive ratio (CR)

4- Relative crowding coefficient (K)
5- Aggressively (A)

6- Relative land output (RLO)

7- Actual yield loss (AYL)
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Table 1- Forage yield and relative competition intensity (RCI) of each crop in amaranth and mungbean intercropping system
influenced by different residue managements and planting ratios
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Table 2- Land equivalent ratio (LER) and competitive ratio (CR) of each crop in amaranth and mungbean intercropping
system influenced by different residue managements and planting ratios
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Incorporated residue 25:75 0.76 04 1.16¢ 0.9 111
0:100 1 1lc
100:0 1 1c
Vo i il 75:25 0.69 0.34 1.03¢ 2.01 0.49
TR O o 50:50 0.92 0.34 1.26a 2.7 0.37
Burning residue 25:75 0.98 0.18 1.16b 12.09 0.08
0:100 1 1c
bl S (ole . 0.76b* 0.45a 1.21a 3.17b 1.34a
Mean of Removal residue
Bl 025 byle (ke 0.79b 043 123 1.28¢ 1.26a
Mean of Incorporated residue
bl 025 ol ok 0/88a 028b  1.15b 5.6a 0.31b

Mean of Burning residue
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Means in each column with similar letters are not significantly different at the 5% probability level, using Duncan test.
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Table 3- Crowding coefficient (K) and aggressively (A) and relative land output (RLO) of each crop in amaranth and
mungbean intercropping system influenced by different residue managements and planting ratios

oS5 sCaws EP u po oo an 2
Planting ratios (%) Crowding coefficient (K) Aggressively (A) 05 o g
L Cy e (<l ylof 1 yolo) SRR Sl o ol Sl Relative land output
Residue (Amaranth: ’ il J5 ’ il (RLO)
Amaranth Mungbean Amaranth Mungbean
management mungbean) Total
100:0 - -
L Gie 75:25 0.41 5.63 2.3e 0.25 -0.25 0.58
T . 50:50 11.17 0.4 4.54¢ 0.31 -0.31 0.74
Removal residue 2575 16.8 0.24 4.09¢ -0.1 0.1 0.71
0:100 - -
100:0 - -
L, 03,5 Ll 75:25 0.88 3.6 3.17d 0.4 0.4 0.65
Incorporated 50:50 10.13 0.56 5.72b 0.26 -0.26 0.68
residue 25:75 9.65 0.22 2.12e -0.11 0.11 0.62
0:100
100:0 - -
bl i sl 75:25 0.75 1.61 1.2f 2.01 0.44 -0.44
SROo o 50:50 13.11 0.62 8.12a 2.7 0.26 -0.26
Burning residue 25:75 -35.12 0.07 -2.72j 12.09 0.12 -0.12
0:100 --- ---
bley Bl Sbs . 9.46a* 2.09a 3.64a 0.15b -0.15b 0.67a
Mean of Removal residue
blir 02,5 byle ‘ﬂs’["‘_ 6.88b 1.46b 3.67a 0.18b -0.18b 0.65a
Mean of Incorporated residue
bl 025 51 (S 7.08¢ 0.76¢ 2.2 5.6a 0.27a 0.27b

Mean of Burning residue
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*Means in each column with similar letters are not significantly different at the 5% probability level, using Duncan test.
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Table4- Actual yield loss (AYL) and Intercropping Advantage (IA) of each crop in amaranth and mungbean intercropping
system influenced by different residue managements and planting ratios.

o515 wCams 3 Slos 2Blg ials bolses Jbo godgmw

Planting ratios (%) Actual yield loss (AYL) Intercropping Advantage (IA)

Ll g 0 (CERREREN cifel oo e Sl i JSae
Residue management  (Amaranth: mungbean) Amaranth Mungbean Total Amaranth  Mungbean Total

100:0
Ll Bis 75:25 -0.26 1.61 1.35b -16.9 77.72 60.82c
Removal residue 50:50 0.83 -0.42 0.41f 53.95 -28.14 25.81d
25:75 2.39 -0.43 1.95¢ 155.35 -28.81 126.54b

e 0100 S, - o S SR

100:0 -
Wiy 3,5 bl 75:25 -0.03 1.17 1.2¢ -1.95 78.39 76.44c
Incorporated residue 50:50 0.82 0.27 1.09d 53.3 18.09 71.39¢c
25:75 2.05 0.46 1.59¢ 133.25 -30.82 102.43b

oo 000 el e T T T

100:0
L s i 75:25 -0.07 0.39 0.32f -4.55 26.13 21.58d
S OR) O 50:50 0.85 -0.23 0.62e 55.25 -15.41 39.84d
Burning residue 25:75 3.37 -0.74 2.63a 219.05 -49.58 169.2a

0:100
b Bl e 0.98b 0.25b 3.71a 64.13b 6.92b  71.05¢

Mean of Removal residue
bl 25 bgbe oSk 0.94b 063 129 6153b  21.88a  8342a
Mean of Incorporated residue

bl 025 o oSike 1.38a -0.19¢ 1.19¢ 89.91a -12.96c  76.87b

Mean of Burning residue
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Means in each column with similar letters are not significantly different at the 5% probability level, using Duncan test.
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