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Fig. 1- The effect of intercropping treatments on maize and bean total dry weights at days after planting in weedy and weed
free plots in the side and central rows.
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Table 1- Effect of strip width on maize and.bean dry matter yields (g.m) in the side and central rows

" audls Side 35 50 Center oSNke Mean
Treatment = i 5 =23 by S )3 L Js
Maize Bean Total Maize Bean Total Maize Bean Total
sy V)l
H *
Two Strip 6516b 201.9b 8535a  6516b 201.9b 8535a  651.6b  201.9b  8535a
Width
s V)l
Three Strip 618.2 ¢ 1723¢  7905b  588.3c¢ 1715¢ 7598b  603.3c¢ 1719¢ 7752 b
Width
IR 1Y
Four Strip 592.9d 1729¢  7658b  4256d 186.8 bc 6124d  509.2d 179.8 ¢ 689.1c
Width
sy 0,lg
F'\\/’\?.gttr:'p 554.7 e 190.1b  7448c  400.2e 149.2 d 5494e  477.4e  169.6cd  647.1d
i
oA @)
Sole maize 691.0 a 0d 691.0a 691.0a Oe 691.0c  691.0a 0d 691.0 c
oAk Ly
Sole bean of 3054a  305.4e of 305.4 a 305.4 f 0f 305.4 a 305.4 ¢

A I3 gxo (o> B 5S51) (gylol Llod &y g o 5D il g > ol npSibio
*Means, in each column, followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the 5% probability level- using Duncan’s Multiple
Range Test.
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Table 2- Effect of weeding treatments on maize and bean dry matter yields (g m™) in the side and central rows.

" Side auils Center S, Mean  .Sibe
Treatment =3 it & =3 i & =93 Ly *
Maize Bean Total Maize Bean Total Maize Bean Total
sy ile J 8
Weed free 562.4 a* 192.0a 7545 a 516.9a 185.4 a 702.3 a 539.7a 188.7 a 728.4 a
dile J S g0
Weedy ;,» 473.7b 1555b 627.1b 398.9b 152.8b 551.7b 4352 b 154.2b 589.4 b

A I3 gxe (M2yd O (4S3I) (ol Llod & ygi y2 3> aliie Cg s (gl oy Soleo 3
*Means, in each column, followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the 5% probability level- using Duncan’s Multiple
Range Test.
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Table 3- Interaction between strip width and weed treatments on maize and bean dry matter yields (g.m™) in the side and
central rows

- Side awil> Center 35, Mean pwSbe
Phac R R L .
Treatment =22 b * 3 g 5 @b g Js
Maize Bean Total Maize Bean Total Maize Bean Total
R Vg
Two Strip 690.9b 212.4c  903.4a 691b 212.4bc  903.4a 691b 212.4c  903.4a
Width
R Vg
Three Strip 662.2c 1745ef 836.7b 635.9c 185.4cde 821.3b 649c 180def 829b
Width
u.l.cJ):.S u‘.‘i:)\‘)‘?
Four Strip 641.4cd 180.5de 821.9b 516.5f 168.3ef 684.9d 578.9e 174.4ef 753.4d
i» ;
Width
Weed free . .
2y Oy
F'\‘/’\figtt;'p 599.4ef 2145c 813.7bc 477.2g 176def 6532 538.3f 195.2d 733.5de
oA @)
Sole maize 780.7a 0g 780.7d  780.7d Oh 780.7c  780.7a Oh 780.7c
oAl Lag
Sole bean 0i 370.3a 370.3i 0i 370.3a 370.3a 0i 370.3a 370.3i
S0, V)l
Two Strip 612.3de  191.4d 791.1cd 593.3d 191.4cde 784.7c 596.5de 191.4de 788c
Width
s, V)l
Three Strip 574.2fg 170.1ef 477.3e . 540.8e 157.5f 698.3d  557.5f 163.8f 721.3e
Width
J)MS .. Uﬁ_i;)\‘)\?j
‘ :i Four Strip 544.4g 165.3f 709.8f 334.7h  205.2cd 5409 439.6g 185.2de 624.8f
\;&"’ p Width
eedy 2y Oy
Five Strip 510h 165.8f 675.8g 323.2h 122.3g 445.6h  416.6h 1449 560.7h
Width
|ERN
o ).J 610.3ef O0g 601.1d 601.1d Oh 601.1f 601.1d Oh 601.1g
Sole maize
15 L
ol ) 0i 240.5b  240.5b Oi 240.5b 240.5b Oi 240.5b  240.5b
Sole bean

A I3 gxe (3o yd O (4S3I) (ylol Llod &y ygi y2 33 aliie Gy (gl by Soleo 32
*Means, in each column, followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the 5% probability level- using Duncan’s Multiple
Range Test.
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2 g a8l iliel </AY &4 g5yn cale balyd o aS ag o/AY G
Gl Gile i 3 bglse LER e duus,y + VY & +/0Y 5l Lug
ool &8 bl woliel @y jalb S a4 Cond /YA e 4 5y
2 Lagd ypan (BJs2) 390 /YN ply 3550 lo Gy 3 e
OFari Siglen Copt Lol Jleisl 4 ash o) Jasi ]y 5
A8 Oy Mg a8l g

osals ol e sl sy &S Jb o cdl Gials ssp VY
Woasl sl cany o @ sje  Sials pl i) Jo)d OV &
Gyd (638U o dlis yol cpl g o > VY S 10 40 g oy
@l A8l oo bolseo )3 19y Cunti ohag 4 gl (sl Sl 4
Lens culinaris ) jeie bglswe cusS sla piws ) aolde
5 (Kallu & Erhabor,1990) (Hordeum vulgare L.)s> —(L.
o y%)l35 (Li et al., 1999) (Faba vulgaris L.) M8 — <
SNgiapé g Vo o Seigdpnind 5 Sofolshye CMS] .l
w93 uren bolg) om ol V3 ) (S0 bilske et 3
ddyy sy Golas (Akuda, 2001) ail o (Jarews b) Cue
selo—e Sl Yhoil ady) Jobo 05155 9 ady) (olad (B)maS (23
solie 5 o (gl by lee utiS )3 e3> 93 ) oS At
(LER) e jl oslaiul sh)l8 yiol38l el 5 anisliS 35U ,lic

el (il 9 B,195 35 50 5 annils )3 (bglno) JS g (0252 (o) (52l 0 Conmnd 2 195 0558 ST T
Table 4- Effect of strip width on maize and bean land equivalent ratio in the side and central rows.

s Side amil> Center 5, Mean csibe
Treatment =2 N4 & <y by g5 @, Ly Js
Maize Bean Total Maize Bean Total Maize Bean Total
w2 Voly
Two Strip 0.94a* 0.69a 1.63a 0.94a 0.69a 1.63a 0.94a 0.68a 1.63a
Width
) V)l
Three Strip 0.90b 0.59b 1.49b 0.86b 0.58bc 1.44b 0.88b 0.58b 1.46bb
Width
) ¥l
Four Strip 0.86¢ 0.59 1.45b 0.61ab 0.65ab 1.26¢ 0.74c 0.62ab 1.36¢
Width
i) 0l
Five Strip 0.81d 0.65ab 1.46b 0.57c 0.49c 1.06d 0.69d 0.56b 1.26d
Width

A I3 Gxe (2o yd 0 4S3I) (Lol Llod &y yg y2 33 aliie gy (]l by Soleo 32
*Means, in each column, followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the 5% probability level- using Duncan’s Multiple
Range Test.

Wl ko 9 L ylg3 35 50 g annils 4> (Lolieo) JS g (o252 (o) S0 Conwdd 2 502 (51 e J 35S (394 9 J S (51 )lowd 31— 0 Jgun
Table 5- Effect of weeding treatments on maize and bean land equivalent ratio in the side and centeral rows.

" awil> Side 35 0 Center oke Mean
Treatment "”_b b s "”_’ b s "”_b b &
Maize Bean Total Maize Bean Total Maize Bean Total
oo e S8 0.83b* 0.53b 1.36b 0.74b 0.50b 1.24b 0.79a 0.51b 1.30b
Weed free
S os 0.93a 0.72a 1.65a 0.76a 0.70a 1.45a 0.84a 0.71a 1.55a
Weedy j,»

s I3 gxe (Mo yd O (5S1) (ool Llod )yt ya 1 aliie Gy (gl dluchs
*Means, in each column, followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the 5% probability level- using Duncan’s Multiple
Range Test.
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Table 6- Interaction between strip width and weed treatments on maize and bean land equivalent ratio in the side and central

rows.

o

awil> Side

35y Center

oSke Mean

)3

Treatment ’
Maize

by

Bean

5
Total

<43
Maize

by

Bean

5
Total

<yd
Maize

by

Bean

5
Total

AN
Two Strip
Width
s ¥ olg
Three Strip
Width

w2 ¥y

0.86cd

0.85cd
s ile Jyus
Weed free

0.82de

0.57e

0.47g

0.49f

1.46e

1.32g

1.31h

0.89c

0.82d

0.66e

0.57cd

0.50cd

0.45d.

1.46bc

1.32c

1.12d

0.88c

0.83d

0.74e

0.57cd

0.49de

0.47e

1.46¢

1.32d

1.21e

Four Strip
Width

2y 0 lgs
Five Strip

Width 0.77e

0.58d 1.35f

0.61f

0.48d 1.09d 0.69h 0.53cde 1.22e

ERTR Y
Two Strip
Width
@) ¥l
Three Strip
Width
) ¥l
Four Strip
Width
82y 0 lgs
Five Strip
Width

0.99a 0.80a 1.80a

dile 8 pae 0.96ab 0.71b 1.66b

sy
Weedy
0.91hc

0.69c 1.60c

0.85cd 0.69c 1.54d

0.99a

0.90b

0.560

0.54h

0.80ab 1.80a 0.99a 0.80a 1.79a

0.65bc 1.55b 0.93b 0.68b 1.61b

0.85a 1.41bc 0.73f 0.77a 1.50c

0.51cd 1.05d 0.699 0.60bc

s I3 gxe (3o yd O (4S3I) (oylel Bl &y ygm y2 13 aliie Gy (gl b Sileo 3
*Means, in each column, followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the 5% probability level- using Duncan’s Multiple Range
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