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Table 1: Some physical and chemical properties of soil and used broiler litter
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Table 2: Analysis of variance (mean square) of grain yield total of fenugreek and black cumin under intercropping pattern
and fertilization source
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Fig. 1: Mean comparison of grain yield total of fenugreek and black cumin under intercropping pattern and fertilization
source. B and F represent the fenugreek and black cumin, respectively

\5F



QY il 3 e 13l 6l | pdiazmd aler | oS Sy (559L3

63955 gin 3 ble (55 3l ot il g Al a5 (6l Card (Slasyo 6Slea) by 4328 Jgor
Table 3: Analysis of variance (mean square) of land equivalent ratio of fenugreek and black cumin under intercropping
pattern and fertilization source
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Fig. 2: Land equivalent ratio of fenugreek and black cumin under intercropping pattern and fertilization source. B and F
represent the fenugreek and black cumin, respectively
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Table 4: Analysis of variance (mean square) of competitive ratio and relative crowding coefficient of fenugreek and

black cumin under intercropping

pattern and fertilization source
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Relative crowding coefficient Competitive ratio Ol s as
Egeno FHRV-Y0oW aldlos loslew allos df S.0v
K1 Kh Kf CRb CRf
0.82" 0.127™ 0.66" 0.002™ 0.04" 2 )l_)gj_
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12.46™ 275" 0.10™ 0.024" 0.72" 2 Wf’“ 55!
Intercropping pattern (Ip)
30.36™ 37" 476" 0.437™ 6.3" 2 8 g
Fertilization source (Fs)
331" 1.06™ 2.38" 0.2 3.45™ 4 5355 g x Lslie 555l
Ip x Fs
0.755 0.177 0.357 0.006 0.134 16 &5‘“:5' sl
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il oo 0,0 K g o0 gy Jleiol maw 10 (6)I0 gime (5,0 sire pae oaimslid oy ks g % NS
ns, * and **: Indicate non-significant, significant at the 5 and 1% probability level, respectively
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Fig. 3: Mean comparison of competitive ratio of fenugreek and black cumin under intercropping pattern and fertization
source. In each plant, means with similar letter, are not significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test. B and F
represent the fenugreek and black cumin, respectively
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Table 5: Mean comparison of relative crowding coefficient and actual yield loss of fenugreek and black cumin under
intercropping pattern and fertilization source

es o 3] gy | 5Slos oadly
Treatment Relative crowding coefficient Actual yield loss
Esame sl allos Esame sl alls 955 e sl 55l
AYL AYL, AYL, K, Ke Kq Fertilization Intercropping
source pattern
0.55¢ -0.046ef 1.01a 0.59de 0.32d 1.86cd Chemical B:F (2:1)
-0.5¢ -0.42e -0.08e 0.51de 0.46¢cd 1.11de Chemical B:F (1:1)
-0.97f -0.51efg -0.046f 0.07e 0.223d 0. 32e Chemical B:F (1:2)
0.42c -0.27d 0.69b 2.05c 1.15b 1.79cd Integrated (50:50) B:F (2:1)
-0.11e -0.57g 0.46¢ 0.43de 0.27d 1.62cd Integrated (50:50) B:F (1:1)
-0.25e -0.054fg 0.295d 0.84d 0.281d 3.02ab Integrated (50:50) B:F (1:2)
1.18a 0.62a 0.56bc 5.94a 2.71a 2.03bc Broiler litter B:F (2:1)
0.81b 0.18b 0.63b 4.98b 1.54b 3.26a Broiler litter B:F (1:1)
0.164d -0.07c 0.234d 0.77d 0.38d 2.2bc Broiler litter B:F (1:2)

Means with similar letters, are not significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test

SO @
Table 6: Analysis of variance (mean square) of actual yield loss and relative value total of fenugreek and black cumin
under intercropping pattern and fertilization source
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ns, * and **: Indicate non-significant, significant at the 5 and 1% probability level, respectively
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Fig. 4: The means comparison of relative value total of fenugreek and black cumin under intercropping pattern and
fertilization source. Means with similar letter, are not significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test. B and F
represent the fenugreek and black cumin, respectively
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Table 7: Analysis of variance (mean square) of intercropping advantage and monetary advantage of fenugreek and
black cumin under intercropping pattern and fertilization source

S oy bolsee i (gatedsm
Monetary advantage Intercropping advantage ol )-T a0 Olyss ae
MAI 1A 1A, 1A
932975" 992611266 9245799827" 1235621™ 2 )|_’S3 ]
Replication
99267864 4793276592" 4128912077" 28471688 2 bj‘l%“ 55
Intercropping pattern (Ip)
316082937 2748951896 27810038274 462111291" 2 - 5‘_>95 &
Fertilization source (Fs)
59731880 4208364596 4469580657 8427522 4 5355 g x Lgline 558l
Ip x Fs
242762 887337762 823829122 806842 16 6‘:‘":5‘ sl
rror

bl oo o0 K g o0 gy Jleial mdaw 10 (610 gime (5,0 sire pas oaimsylid oy sk g % NS
ns, * and **: Indicate non-significant, significant at the 5 and 1% probability level, respectively
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Table 8: Mean comparison of intercropping advantage and monetary advantage of fenugreek and black cumin under
intercropping pattern and fertilization source

s Sz ISNESRORL JPRTI o
Monetary advantage Intercropping advantage Treatment
Eyoe Egome ailasle allos &35 e Lyl 555
MAI 1A 1A, 1A Fertilization source  Intercropping pattern
d219 -63553ef -69969ef 6416a Chemical B:F (2:1)
-5196f -62400e -63000e 600f Chemical B:F (1:1)
12171g -24148cd -24242cd 94f Chemical B:F (1:2)
2647c -26871d -31818d 4939ab Integrated (50:50) B:F (2:1)
-4159¢ -823509 -86000g 3650bc Integrated (50:50) B:F (1:1)
642d -78935fg -81545fg 2609cd Integrated (50:50) B:F (1:2)
11190a 101090a 93181a 3954cd Broiler litter B:F (2:1)
5889b 31775b 27500b 4275b Broiler litter B:F (1:1)
551d -10364c -12443c 2079de Broiler litter B:F (1:2)

Means with similar letter, are not significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test
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Table 9: Correlation cofficients among studied indices
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Effect of Different Fertilization Systems (Chemical, Organic and Integrated) on
Competitive and Economic Indices of Fenugreek and Black Cumin Intercropping

Rosataei', M., Fallah?*, S. and Abbasi Surki?, A.

Abstract

In order to assess the effect of different fertilization systems on competitive and economic indices of fenugreek and
black cumin intercropping, a factorial experiment was conducted based on randomized complete block design with
three replications at Shahrekord University Research Farm in 2013. Sole cropping of fenugreek (F), Sole cropping of
black cumin (B) and three intercropping ratios (B:F; 2:1, 1:1, and 1:2) were evaluated as the first factor and three
sources of fertilizer consist of chemical fertilizer, broiler litter and integrated fertilizer (1:1) as the second factor. Results
showed that fenugreek was dominant plant and had greater competitive inetensity than black cumin, but broiler litter
application reduced the amount of competition. The competitive indices were markedly reduced under broiler litter
application. The greatest value of land equivalent ratio (LER), relative crowding coefficient (K), actual yield loss
(AYL), monetary advantage (MA) and intercropping advantage (IA) was observed for B:F (2:1) treatment under broiler
litter application. Overall, the application of animal manures in sustainable agriculture will increase intercropping
advantages compared to chemical fertilization system.
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