Journal of Agroecology
Vol. 4, No. 2, Summer 2012, p. 131-143

s e b
LA GiAy

SH9LS (ol pgr 4y il
WASVEY .o APRY liaali (¥ oylas oF il

AL s (Zeamays L) ©,3 b s ciS il glagST 5 S

o s 35 Cam g o) 655 53 5 Ses p (Phaseolus vulgaris L.)

il Lo Joslol 5 (5005 S p Sy Sl (T gdemma fls Jole il e Ml 5 e

WA/ B A el g
WA+ iy o)l

LRV

g3, Slas o o U L)) o (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) 50,5 Lug o (Zea Mays L.) <) blsta €uiS (hiodgu sy jobaio &
inlojl CIB 55 w0 liwpad — )8 a5 ply olRisly Slids asyie ;0 WAA = AL elys Jlo 3 tiulojl ) n (slacile 0395 can
rie 3 B A 5V D) &b pals cuiS w15 dw Jols bjlas 45 el Jlows 033k 9 51,85 53 (Solas oS slaSsh by )b b e
o by Lo ciS aidg 4SS 93 o il beloee i (sl (gilasd S5 & g (@20 sie ) 4552 £0 5 BB FB) Lg) alls oS (ST dw (e ye
D92y e @ie yio )3 508 lug 9 003 (Sufglom 3 )Shes g s 3 Shes  jo )8 lugl 9 )3 ST I aSTaly (LS gols b bl (Lal3E1 (2,
Orrdin 9 5058 Luagl 5 ) bgdsn (gl )3 5,0 (slacile 0395 Canj (p eSS 3 e 58 (sladle 0355 Cunn ) (59) CuiS a5
A L (g 5] geie 9 3) kel (05 6 plp S o) Gl o @yl odaliie Al (SlacutS )3 5pa slacile 039 Cuny )
005 Syt S 9 (VFY) os (6mr Comnd 023V )10 (655 gl alls €S s 50,8 g 9 )3 bogloeo S (sl las (ool &
Cdn bylss (st (gloss a8 5 53 (VOA) (s (2] g90ome (2 5V 5505 Lag) 4552 00 o515 L )3 &5gs gy o515 )3 (V/FY) 3 sl
Iy a6 ael ) il aoyd DA 39 55 isles] ol bl s 13 bglote S (oS )5 g5 cpl ol Juols quye so )3 3a,8 Lugl g )d aigy OO 4
ol boglbicn LIS chiadgus dABILE & el 0391 |5 W68 43 el LS Sy g

3kl (e 5l o o) Sl Cond (oond 3] 9000 ebslie iS4y ile 1S (505

olS 5 ,m b S 3,Slas W aylos dtgy oaliul Jawxe Jals
Sy adl ol ;S Lyl Lalls ciS b duwglio 3 ol
JyuS".(Koocheki et al., 2009) 3 dealed i Ll 5,Slos
Jos 0550 035 5 o0 0350 bglwe S (sblse 5l 5 slacale
o 2l o (daee Sbml )90 djym ile b culd) ) (o)) 0lS
=hy; ol g it lis o2l 8l 510 Cale 03¢5 Conj idlS Ao
i gladile lie ) o8 djlo e (niSole lapgS juin ) ol
el oMe U Ll bgle caiS Lol aiy)ls Luns (0B, oUly
oA cliS U awlie 0 1) 5o slacale 0dg5 G g o515
Wlgi oo bolswe cuis 1 (Vandermeer, 1989) sas o ialS
ogMe yal cpl g 2l S ile 2)8 (s Jl (2 gp JB 5k
5 <) Aly 8 b 3uins pl o &S Sl (Najafi, 2004)
CdS (oguasy wdS glaplls 1) ol oKl (50,8 Loy
OHLSer 5 youdi—3) LS s imd o (olaid] s 4 bl
CodS aS a8 yyl58 (Haugaard — Nielsen et al., 2001)

v

Ao

U cos 1y oan] Gl Gilises clogud & @ly 6,5l

2 ogdke 1503 (alowd sloodles g LSl 3959 3 oo 1,8
oldl oMo g G baes 3 bl Il (BLoT 4y
5l ole by e coss” (Nasiri Mahallati et al., 2001) sl
9 Sl paseiio (S0 g Gloj 3 (LS K5 Wiz b 93 plys cuiS
50918 (sl el )3 (0L 4 ey il > (LB
ol byl S piwww (Vandermeer, 1989) 1l .
ol yobo 4 4355 93 53 )90 aee @lio &S sl Wiedgu
5 sl B K0 S ) s ) 4y ke sl iy (5,08,

095 Hluiily 01 S y0 yo5 ply oDy gede pwydo a4 — D 5 ¥ N Y )
(S35l 5:395T 9,8 Sl 5 SIS (55,918 1Sy LS (53l o]
S i3 oS Gladns duwde Hludild (jpd olSily (65,0l 0aSisly LS
sy oy (6550liS” 0uSiily Slel 09)3 (655575 0,90 (soomdily 4 jguiS
(E-mail: Ismaeil.rezaei@gmail.com 2 gtne 0N 95 — )


www.SID.ir

ra OL‘S.M.gU ¥ o e F wl> (g5 9laS ‘ful.a.w P9 Ay \YY

9o o LS 55 p)S oS V0x liee 4 0)hd 398 elS
A odb S a cils Jlo Hlae blol 10 Ju i Olawd yygu
9o 4 USB )3 @ S okS Ve e 4y (19585 295 (yimen
Slles 03,5 dlol S a4y cuilS gbgo opjlel 5657 lgic a0yl
5 Cod Aluogs WA Jlos olo cuigmd) Y o, 53 Loy cadls
0> Joli bl anly o 0 plol loj o (5, aSsS & jguns
Fr) el Lacins) o Jolsd o9 st g Job 4 cudls ca,
S9y J=olsh ped Gl 1 3 5lai 5550 slanS1y5 g (e Blo
S XIV) joyd Lugd 5 (520 sl VAIDY  YY/A« SY/XY) laciys,
o] € Lalls B el lags 3 oAb kit (ste o V/OS
oL ol 3oy Lug Rl S (slajlos )5 g atly bawg ) olS
byl cois glajloss 3 (Jg wiad cutS ady o Bl 93
93 % 3258 Lagl g ddy lawg )3 )3l i) o > (il
djg SlapSTy culey b o)d yin s Cae andy ploa S)b
s 5l LIl DOOO S o3l 3y90 b H505,5 cuiS o
Olojlo 51 48 29 (LiS )3 ¢j0 )8 Log) 3liial 3)90 03 9 () Lawgia
23 Al 0 (liwjeed - (2p8 bl Gl (65)5LiS Sl
Cisbby lej 40 Gyn slacale 0358 Cunnj (g xS0l (gl g
92 o=l b lp & Cpge Gloa 4 o8 Lugl 9 )3 olS Sl
S5 a5ses o Sadile lp 85 ©ygo (o)l paiges olS
2=l oS g 5m cladile I 6 pSases jolate 4 5 plogl
P a8 polaie ol & A e (gl (150 93 4 ulejl &5
PR G g 5n ladile 4 bgye 6 Sejluil e Sy
g onl &0 pbol (el GalS 3 Sles & by e S0l
5 Seidam 2l 3y Sas e Gl il Jad (Ll &S
0395 G 9 708 Lingd 5 )3 4S9 (ah) (oLl 5 Shes
e 9 LS 3y 93 ©)F o 3 e yie Pl i sl
il g Bio landls Sl plyim o8 Gl ] o o g 1l
CulS &y S bglote €aS 015l polaio 4 0D (i 9 il
4090 0y yb il jeyS g Wy Cuia g 0)d Ay i ¢ pallS
=5 gl slapls 9 ©)3 oM (3505 I 1 ey 00 55l
SLis (g osile el Lol )8 ol a0 Ve (glod )0 adiges
mcile S (59 Aale L0 (g e 9 8,5 )18 ] 0990
aw | jpaile Gl gladieS &S 39 Cjgo w6 5 sl
15 i e g3l by Bl 5 g b )] per S
For g Bolad job & e sadile Sl gladiges cold 3
Gdo 4y 2,5 (Bl a3 Ve (glod b (S p8Ul ol 3 9 sl )5
5 i Jios 9jly bwg e 9 435 Sis celo FA

byl cutS b)) glapadli 56 nj cladse)d Gk
:(Vandermeer, 1989) sl cawd 4

(Hordeum vulgare g 5 (Cicer arietinum L.) 5555 bl
cdbo ool Sl 1) 5y glacale b culsy Ul o5 L)
5 &y byl o (Vandermeer, 1989) yoiiily lawss puisron
Slalyd dliw @)y oS ST 0 S yekay cowl o 00l ylis Lyl
Gl (p3Sols Ll cbglse oS 53 Jy o 0, 5o ile
95 92 .40,5 (Amaranthus retroflexus L.) wg, 3 zU 5,
S5 b slacile galyy Jlslo )y b (Poggio, 2005)
s plodl (l8l gl S 3 S 2 5 2556 G1AS i g (S
sladide ;i (265 yo 4 (LS 0395 Cun il &5 <l
oS b aulio )3 o)l jb sbacile opizman A5 oo 0
D Son 5 50581009 (5t (d (gl b s o3y

ML, g 5o bolswe cuiS o)y )0 (Agegnnehu et al., 2006)
Cans bgle cuiS o 1y o0 ,Slee 58l 50 (Vicia faba L.)
Gl i J5S 421550l ol 5 4l G oSl (35 S5
3 40l i ML Lawwgs )59 i Candl g bglbe culS ) G
(Rezaei- ., 2011) ;),Sen § ol Sls) bwg oS ile]
W 8yS Oy o ML, g )3 byl ¢S (g5, Chianeh et al
Pl g g )8kl (e (Sl S (o) Sl Capnd
WYY =0 /¥ g VYE = V/-F CVTY=V/A) Dgiis a5 4y (oo
iS4 s by lste S Cuje srimd s o8 dol oy
2 bg e eSS coenl g dogi b o IS ok 40l o alls
byl oS o pimghy ol 53 olul jyslas” Slual 3ivs cax
S)los S 5 Oy B 2855 518 (2l 3)90 3058 Lugl 9 )3
0395 Comaj ialS g (63)Slas j-1ai 5l 1o )8 Lugl § )5 bole
o529 4 (=) phusw £95 ol 2D L3I L el e Gy slacile
B Om Bkl Wil plie Codgize jls o (bl
D9 pasule bl cutS 0Ll slagadls

W gy 9 215

SLidss acyie 0 WAL = AL _cly5 Jluw 3 isle]
YO 5 FO L 05 s e g8 byl linl g el ol
e WV el g oldlsa (2ye OY 5 V7 5 oléle Jsb
ook TYF 6l LS5,k Lausgte a5 |ad 31j] (sla] peban
o plalefl il () o) g9 5l 4sy50 ST 2Bl g Jlo
s g (Blal Jol glacSsh ab )b b b)gsh ©jge
5 )1 dw o Bolad S S b ja clacale 0345
Y d) iyl el S WS10 dw ol b los il plol Hlews VO
500 ¥B) jo)8 Lugl (s cutS (W51 a9 (@ plo > 922 4
r2 byl Sl (s)losd S 5 4 g (@0 2o 53 AT £O
S8 ass plonl inli8l (hey 4 bglsee cuiS WX0g 4565 92


www.SID.ir

Yy yd bolowe Culs dilico STy 51

LERs =

bl cuis (> Jol 4565 5,50es 4

Al catS s Jsl aisS 3 Shes ySTas

6 Foangid dlgo Mg mals ( giluilale wais (bl 4 wcyd WS
5 Sl Slo) 2sdee ol 0 a3 ySlas alS Cole 3 4
&) bl cuis’ s (Rezaei-Chianeh et al., 2011) l,Kea
oo sy 53 51,5 Gl Ly a5 S )55 Sl
L as Wb oo pials (glasgS gy coldy S 4 cyd aily 5 Shes
S cisllas Guisd oyl dons
Posine € als 3,8k 55 o lug liee (slagS1s
oAl S s w5 Slae (i () Jgaa) 290 (PS4/+))
SMS] ()l i 5l g sl sty bglse et o] o %8
(¥ J5=i) 05 oanliie o8 L) ilisee a1y oy 6yl ine
Lo Ve palls cris o) ash o, Slee 1Sko a0
oS olales oy el Cnd 4 bglste oS (lalow )y
) sl g slus M) b il 5 Slas Yl bglseo
2 OB 58 6515 dg2g 4 )b o Sl Nlg e 650 cnl (Y
o ipen Al L pe bobe lacuiS 4 G iS5
Bl 35 0t Eter SMISF o oy Sl el o
PaS elyi ol o0 sl & Slacudgise cle 4 5 Jas
oAb S 5l ey olS 90 0,Sles g oo 2wl bl cuiS
(Ghanbari et al., 2010) ), Kan g (8 .l 039 28 Ll
Loy L (Panicum miliaceum L.) cslals ;) belses cuis™ )
Iy oA cais o gl o)) als 5, Slas 090 Yo L oiis
(Shayagan et l,ISen 5 KL .0iloaS™ )15 bolses 5l i
sl doe 4 55 o b o)) bgle cuis jyal., 2008)
O cilhe polsyiolesl a5es b oS aisly cuws
bl cuiS y» ;0 (Pilbeam et al., 1994) |)Sen ¢ ouo
OhlSen g logr il cwd polie o 4y 30,8 Log b <)
bl cuiS o @)d 5 Shee yialS” cde (Tomar et al., 1988)
L 2lid ol o (ol bapssd culd) 4 1) il (slapsS L
3, Slas didued balre culS 3 bilosly Cans 59505 JGnl dgueS
San 5 (a5 al S by b ol alS
a S 10oby oL MBL, ¢ &3 bl cuis” s (Liet al., 1999)
asly 5, Shas ioli8l Lagl sl Liol38l o ps Fo b e)d 5 Shas
P 3oy S 4 g S slatl (3Lodli] b 4 ]y @)
A l) SB Jgloro e b il cpl i3y s MLy (glaaly
=2 B 3 L3l 3 3gyt b olen g gl ey Jolme s

30,8 Lug) calizes (bS5 0 @) 0 Slas Jobs inlejl jo i

(V) doles
bsla culS > py> 455 3,Skac
Al S 3 03 g5 Sk Sl
03 5l o (1
LER:IV|P—11+MP—22 (V) dolse

£9d 9 J9] dLﬁbA_s?f .))glo.ﬁ [SVWEvIY) :st Py oles wl 9
Gl £9° 9 Js‘ du; uajl> .))S\LQ.C)MMQ 9M1 9 Jo9l>m )9
R RS -V VS S JORCe | (W
Y PR
s o8] Egoee (&
(V) dolze

RVT = (aP, +bP2)AM1

Jgmame Caid b ( Lol Joiame cad @ cblre oyl )
P) (Js)) o ds8 Lgkse cuiS §) Juols 3,Skos Py c(soil
5 ol 3y Slae My s pyd 58 bgls iS5l Lol 5,Slae
S ) it RVT oS ol Lol b Jg) olS allss S
IR 03l K, ) oS 515 o i boghin S
&lol slaa s (Vandermeer, 1989) 345 o 030> pus 5
slaSel ik al p g JygSh ©jge 4 uib)ly 4jos Jols
Cor) 2325 (6l 9 392 465 93 3)Sdae (s (sl (Holad JolS
s oslial ol JalS oSl b 5l 5y slacile o355
s Jls) a3 (S35 (el 253 o] b (ke sl
iy 4 Excel s MSTAT-C la)ljél 5 5l s plool duo s

15 03l bnlagad s 5 (6 )lel (slagygojl plosl (sl

Ciyd dala o Slac
e asly 0 yd aily oy Slas 44y @)d slaeST, s 45l
by s 1w Sile dwslio ol () Jgdo) Ad (PSe/4Y) Jbxe
o el a5 5 qpe o 5 iy i g iy sl &S
ly 33 03 B & (S5l 5 lddne sskar g 3550 )8 09,5
S dn sy 9 o515 Rl L &S (gl o) JSS) s o
ashy 5, Slas jlaop VY (1SKho job 4 pdaw dnly 10 @)D Wiy
LSl o ayd a5, Slee yials cde Hls ab awls )
Ol 38l b peioed b (slasS 950 colBy Liulial s 4 5L

1- Land Equivalent Ratio
2- Standard Land Equivalent Ratio
3- Relative Value Total


www.SID.ir

ra OL‘S.m.gU ¥ o e F wl> (g5 9laS ‘ful.a.w P9 Ay \ Y

3 S5 2ySlos iy 4 ke 22 ] s 2 Sl wlie
aol oty o sy 5 Wi & (515 5l o e 5 515
Sl Ul S S 2,Shae talS cle (Y S)
dgd> pdaw Jnlg 3 Wgr & STy 10 )3 &S AL (sldsS g0 ol
(Atrietal., 1999) ;)\ Kon 5 (g )lae b ol jials do > VA
oS Bl & 05,8 )15 Lagd 5 @) bbb iS5 5
Lo a8 3980 4tals’ 0 Sfolgm 3)Sdes 5l 6yl ine yohar )3

S cdlhs pols ialejl ases

D IS 5 305 L) s slagSTy 3 o 5 3 4l
oAb Sl ()59, 000 Ly Log) S ol @ plgn WS 1 el
S > ik yolie ) b atgg odliel 5 Lg) slao,S by

D1y s Lgd b gl

253 53359 933 9 Slas
S Sieden 3y Slas Clyds g, () Jga) o (p=+/Y)

A CuiS g 50,8 Lugd b bolso CuiS 15 )5 (Sajolam 9 4ld 3 Slhos (laspo (1ailo) (il ylg 43565 - Jgaa
Table 1- Analysis of variance (mean of squares) for grain yield and biological yield of sole and intercropped maize with bean
at different densities
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n.s and ** are non significant and significant at a= 0.01 probability level, respectively.
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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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Fig.2- Grain yield of maize in monocropping and intercropping at different densities with bean
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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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Fig. 4- Biological yield of maize in monocropping and intercropping at different densities with bean
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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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Means with different letters are significantly different based on-Duncan’s tests at p<0.05.
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Table 3— Analysis of variance of weed biomass of sole and intercropped bean and maize
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)‘,’g ) 2 26444 2%*
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e 28 233.66
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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.

w . . - R 30 ) .|.W 33, g
Gy o 3,8les Al i 3Sles (e (gl Eamd \ e 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).rmb3 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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