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Additive intercropping of marigold (Calendula officinalis) and
mungbean (Vigna radiata): a strategy for yield improvement and
weeds control
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Table 1- Analysis of variance of the effect of mungbean sowing time and its mixing rate as intercropped with marigold
on studied traits.
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Figure 1- Means comparison of weeds biomass affected by mungbean mixing rate relative to marigold.
Means with the same letters have not significant difference at 5% probability level in DMRT.
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Figure 2- Means comparison of weeds biomass affected by mungbean sowing date relative to marigold.
Means with the same letters have not significant difference at 5% probability level in DMRT.
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Figure 3- Means comparison of number of pod per plant affected by mungbean mixing rate relative to marigold.
Means with the same letters have not significant difference at 5% probability level in DMRT.
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Figure 4- Means comparison of seed yield of mungbean affected by mixing rate relative to marigold.
Means with the same letters have not significant difference at 5% probability level in DMRT.
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Figure 5- Means comparison of seed yield of mungbean affected by its sowing date relative to marigold.
Means with the same letters have not significant difference at 5% probability level in DMRT.
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Figure 6- Means comparison of dry flower yield of marigold as affected by mungbean mixing rate relative to

marigold.
Means with the same letter have not significant difference at 5% probability level in DMRT.
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Figure 7- Means comparison of dry flower yield of marigold as affected by mungbean sowing time relative to

marigold.
Means with the same letter have not significant difference at 5% probability level in DMRT.
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Figure 8- Means comparison of interaction of mixing rate and sowing time relative to marigold on land equivalent

ratio.
Means with the same letter have not significant difference at 5% probability level in DMRT
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Figure 9- Means comparison of standardized land equivalent ratio as affected by mungbean sowing time relative to
marigold.
Means with the same letter have not significant difference at 5% probability level in Duncan's Multiple Range Test.
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Table 2. Correlation coefficients of studied variables at intercropping of marigold and mungbean.
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Abstract

Intercropping systems lead to reduce weeds population and their biomass. In order to study effect
of marigold (Calendula officinalis) and mungbean (Vigna radiata) intercropping in different sowing
times on yield and weeds control a factorial experiment based on randomized complete block design was
performed in Islamic Azad University, Tabriz Branch, Iran, during 2012 in three replications. Studied
treatments were mungbean sowing times (10 days earlier, simultaneously and 10 days after marigold)
and its mixing rates (0, 12.5%, 25%, 37.5% and 50% of recommended rate). Mungbean mixing rates of
12.5% and 25% lead to higher weeds biomass, but higher mixing rates caused to restriction of weeds
growth. In earlier sowing times weeds were better controlled. Mungbean in two higher mixing rates as
intercropped with marigold produced 22.4 pods per plant, while its sole cropping produced 24 pods.
With increasing of mungbean mixing rate its grain yield increased as intercropped with marigold. When
mungbean was sown 10 days after marigold, its grain yield was higher (317 kg/ha). Increasing of
mungbean mixing rate from 12.5% to 37.5% improved dry flower yield of marigold up to 11%.
Standarized land equivalent ratio in second and third sowing dates were greater than first sowing time. In
intercropping of mungbean with mixing rate of 37.5% at 10 days after marigold or simultaneous
intercropping yield could improve due to better weeds control.

Key words: Biomass, Mixing rate, Land equivalent ratio, Dry flower weight.
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