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Fig. 1. Response surface of reciprocal grain yield of sorghum individual plant in
intercropping with bean
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Table 1. Estimation of grain and biological yield per plant for bean using reciprocal yield approach
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Heole kl,s nas by sla S O3 oole il s sa g ol odalive o
B, bsla S alo_lda,lb)"
Reciprocal of Intra specific Inter Maximum Observed Relative Coefficient
maximum competition specific individual maximum crowding of
individual plant m/n.g competition  plantyieldin  individual plant  coefficent determination
Response . . yield in no m/n.g no competition yield (g. pI') bbbz (R
variable W' g! &l competition a0 g g’
Reciprocal grain S5 asl s o Se N .
yield of individual - , 0.0699 0.0006 0.0013"™ 14.2897 18.760 0.4440 0.6660
bean plant L&y
Reciprocal S5 3, e o Se . .
}’ég}gﬁggll yield of Ly g oS5 27.7618 -0.2526 -0.2384™ 0.0360 44.000 1.0597 0.8350
plant - -
* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively. TN 570 Jles! e 53 s ime 5 4 TFF ¥

ns: Not significant ls sme b NS
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Table 2. Estimation of grain and biological yield per plant for sorghum using reciprocal yield approach
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Reciprocal of Intra specific Inter Maximum Observed Relative Coefficient
maximum competition specific individual maximum crowding of

individual plant m/n.g competition plant yieldin  individual pl§nt coefficent determiznation
Respoise variable b yield in no . m/n.g no completition yield (g. pl™) byybyy (R9)
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Reciprocal grain <S5 a4l s o Se o y
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sorghum plant 05 o5 S5
Reciprocal S5 Sl S
biclogical yield of (s ipeSs 18832707 29780 10.6341" 0.0053 183.750 46.9668 0.7300

sorghum plant

* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively.

ns: Not significant
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Table 3. Analysis of variance for economic value and land equivalent ratio in sorghum —
bean intercropping

MS Sl o Sibs
3137 w53 bl 5 ) S plp S
SOV, Sl ae df. Economic value LER
Replication IS 2 436.828"" 0.047™
Density (D) oS5 2 323.906" 0.029™
Sowing rate (SR) sl 4 2523.763" 0.118"
D x SR ClS S X oS5 8 20.935™ 0.001™
Error s 28 73.348 0.015
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* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively.

ns: Not significant
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Fig. 6. Mean comparison of density x sowing rate interaction effect on economic value
(p4 and p5 are sole crops for sorghum and bean, respectively)
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Fig. 7. Effect of density and sowing rate on aggressivity coefficient in intercropping of

sorghum and bean (the positive dominance coefficient shows superiority in sorghum
and negative dominance index shows superiority in bean)
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