‘Research in Field Crops’ Vol. 3, No 2, 2016 WA LY oless ¥l " o2y LS jo g

283 ) W)d oinlydl bl ClS 1o 5 sddade oy § SCis colo wdgi
By LA 4 STy yo Migna Sinesis) JLdbeinz Logd g (Mays L.
Oliw )95 (coudSl byl o 5 ruxo sl

Dry matter Production and Weeds Growth in Additive Series of Maize
(Zea mays L.) and Cowpea (Vigna sinesis) Intercropping in Response to
the Consumption of Some Environmental Resources under North
Khuzestan climatic
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Table 1- Some physical and chemical properties of soil of experimental place.
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1- Photosynthetically Active Radiation= PAR
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Table 2- Analysis of variance for light interception, soil moisture and temperature of different planting patterns of maize cowpea in additive intercropping series.
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First stage Second Third stage First Second Third First stage Second Third stage
stage stage stage stage stage
s 2 15.1 11.5 6.1 11.2* 25 13.1 4.2* 1.6 4.0
Replication
ORI SPCI 5 59.9* 136.6* 32.3* 49.2** 67.1** 250.3* 12.4** 30.1* 117.5**
Cropping system
a5 10 18.7 109.36 12.12 25 2.49 156.56 0.83 6.29 4.33
Error
s sy 16.03 19.95 11.78 10.23 8.66 19.32 4.18 9.50 9.96
CV (%)
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Table 3- mean comparison for the effect of cropping system on light interception (%), soil temperature (°C) and soil moisture content (%o).
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Similar letters in each column indicates non-significant difference according to Duncan’s test. M: maize sole cropping; T: additive intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (25%); T,: additive intercropping of
maize (100%) and cowpea (50%); Ts: additive intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (75%); T,: additive intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (100%); Cp: cowpea sole cropping
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Table 4- Analysis of variance for dry matter yield and weeds dry weight in additive intercropping of maize and cowpea
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Source of Variance df dry matter yield Dry weight of weeds
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Table 5- Mean comparison for the effect of cropping system on dry matter production and weeds dry weight
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Similar letters in each column indicates non-significant difference according to Duncan’s test. M: maize sole cropping; T;: additive intercropping
of maize (100%) and cowpea (25%); T,: additive intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (50%); T3: additive intercropping of maize (100%)
and cowpea (75%); T,: additive intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (100%); Cp: cowpea sole cropping

ool 8590 bolto oS (Gl piiwmmw 30 Suiis 05l ddgi (5 y (o S ySlos & goxo —F Jgu
Table 6- Relative yield total for dry matter production in intercropping systems of the experiment
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T 1.25
T 1.47
T 1.56
Ta 1.58
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T,: additive intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (25%); T,: additive intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (50%); Ts: additive
intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (75%); T,: additive intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (100%)
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Figure 1- Weed smothering efficiency (%) of intercropping system compared to sole maize in terms of dry weight. T1: additive

intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (25%); T2: additive intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (50%); T3: additive
intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (75%); T4: additive intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (100%)
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Figure 2- Weed smothering efficiency (%) of intercropping system compared to sole cowpea in terms of dry weight. T1: additive

intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (25%); T2: additive intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (50%); T3: additive
intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (75%); T4: additive intercropping of maize (100%) and cowpea (100%)
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Abstract

This experiment, aimed to evaluate the effect of maize-cowpea intercropping in additive series on
environmental resource consumption, dry matter production and weeds growth, was carried out based on
RCBD in three replications id an experimental field in North Khuzestan during 2013-14 growing season.
Treatments were four additive ratios of intercropping included Ti: 100% maize sole crop density+ 25%
cowpea sole crop density, T2: 100% maize sole crop density+ 50% cowpea sole crop density, Ts: 100%
maize sole crop density+ 75% cowpea sole crop density, T4 100% maize sole crop density+ 100%
cowpea sole crop density and sole crops of the two mentioned crops. Results indicated that light
interception and consumption of soil moisture were higher in intercropping compared to sole crop
systems. Increasing cowpea density increased PAR interception and moisture consumption, where PAR
interception in Tz and T4 was 35 and 15 percent more than maize and cowpea sole crops, respectively. In
the second stage of sampling, the lowest soil moisture content was belong to T4 which was 80% lower
than that of sole crops. Weed smothering efficiency in intercropping compared to sole maize was 21 and
36 percent in lowest (T1) and highest (Ts) cowpea densities, respectively. Weed smothering efficiency in
intercropping compared to sole cowpea was 28 and 42 percent in lowest (T1) and highest (T3) cowpea
densities, respectively. In general, the additive intercropping of maize and cowpea, especially in 100% of
the two crop densities, increased dry matter production and reduced weeds growth.

Key words: Dry matter production, Intercropping, Photosynthetically active radiation, Relative yield
total, Weed smothering efficiency.
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