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Table 1- Analysis of variance (mean of squares) for grain yield and biological yield of sole and intercropped maize with bean
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Fig. 1- Grain yield of maize at different maize densities
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Means with different letters are significantly different based on Duncan’s tests at p<0.05.
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Means with different letters are significantly different based on Duncan’s tests at p<0.05.
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Means with different letters are significantly different based on Duncan’s tests at p<0.05.
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Table 2 — Analysis of variance (mean of square) for grain yield and biological yield of sole and intercrop bean at different
densities with maize
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Means with different letters are significantly different based on Duncan’s tests at p<0.05
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Fig. 6- Grain yield of bean in monocropping and intercropping at different densities with maize
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Means with different letters are significantly different based on Duncan’s tests at p<0.05
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Fig.7- Biological yield of bean at different densities
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Fig. 8- Biological yield of bean in monocropping and intercropping at different densities with maize
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Table 3— Analysis of variance of weed biomass of sole and intercropped bean and maize

Olpdd ale (31 an,d 52 sladile 0397 Cunn )

S.0.vV d.f Weeds biomass
)‘,’g ) 2 26444 2%*
Replication
] - 14 43575.12%*
Cropping system
e 28 233.66
Error
CV(%)

o> S Jlain] e 3 )y ire s
™ is significant at o= 0.01 probability level.
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Fig. 9- Weed biomass at the different monocropping and intercropping of maize and bean treatment
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a), a, and a3 are 5, 7 and 9 maize plant.m™, respectively. by, b, and bs are 45, 55 and 65 bean plant.m™, respectively
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Table 4 - Relative yields (RY), land equivalent ratio (LER), standard land equivalent ratio (LERs) and relative value of total
(RVT) for grain yields of maize and faba bean at different intercropping densities.

- . . . . o)) .|.W 33, g0
G5 o 3,8les Al i 3Sles (e (gl Sl Oy St o3&

e Relative yield of Relative yield of Bean  Land equivalent ratio 3, laitiu! [Tt
Treatments maize Standard land Relative
equivalent ratio value of total
aib; 0.69 0.64 1.33 1.33 1.54
aib, 0.69 0.72 1.41 1.41 1.62
aib; 0.68 0.71 1.39 1.39 1.49
asb; 0.68 0.63 1.31 1.31 1.54
a,b, 0.68 0.68 1.36 1.36 1.58
a,bs 0.68 0.69 1.37 1.27 1.47
azb, 0.7 0.48 1.18 1.03 1.53
azb, 0.72 0.5 1.22 1.07 1.57
a3bs 0.75 0.53 1.28 1.03 1.54

Z oo )d )n)ﬁ L.:9j 4.3'9.3;'0 900 &Fo w).rmbj, 9b2‘b] C Ry o yd Q)S d.'{%ﬂ 9V & HEWY) 4 a3,3 4
a;, a, and azare 5, 7 and 9 maize plants.m‘z, respectively. by, by and b; are 45, 55 and 65 bean plants.m'z, respectively.
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