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Table 1. Physical and chemical properties of the soil of the experimental site
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Table 2. Mean Square of variance for grain yield and yield components of maize in different planting patterns under

different root irrigation conditions
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Source of variation df Grain yield weight Plant height grain row per row
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(I) ‘S)L"'-?T ek ek ns * *
Trrigation (I) 1 16849012 8051.8 138.3 2.07 78.5
CxI 2 406114* 26.46™ 21.421s 0.096" 5.31m
> 10 61940 27.18 27.18 0.832 9.13
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* and ™" indicate significant at P<0.05, respectively. ns: not significant
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Fig. 1. Effect of irrigation system on grain yield (kg ha) of maize in different planting patterns. Z: Sole maize; M1:

between-row intercropping; M2: within-row intercropping; I1: conventional irrigation; 12: Partial root zone
irrigation. Different letters indicate significant difference at P<0.05 according to Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Fig. 2. Effect of irrigation system on leaf area index of maize over the growing period. I1: conventional irrigation;

12: Partial root zone irrigation
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Fig. 3. Effect of irrigation system on grain yield
components of maize. a: Number of grain row; b: 1000-
grain weight; c¢: Number of grain per row; Il:
conventional irrigation; 12: Partial root zone irrigation.
Different letters indicate significant difference at P<0.05
according to Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Table 3. Means square for grain yield and yield components of mung bean in different planting patterns under different

root irrigation conditions.

L B &lo 4138 39 gy O olaxi ML 5o aild olaxy
R o golilazye Ao o Slas 1000-grain Number of pods Number of grain
Source of variation df Grain yield weight per plant per pod
| <5
L A 2 690.7" 55.9m 63.8™ 0.517™
Replication
(O el g5l 2 1062010.1  4.435m 170 0.016™
Planting pattern (C)
@ LS)L.‘.’.T *x *% ns ns
L. 1 495676.1 455.01 67.28 0.036
Irrigation (I)
CxI 2 39935.1° 227 2.55m 0.376"
s 10 5658.9 15.9 22,7 0.219
Error
(1) Sl e 2 6.35 7.20 25.79 255
CV (%)
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* and ** indicate significant at P<0.05 and P<0.01, respectively. ns: not significant
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Table 4. Effect of irrigation system on grain yield (kg ha') of mung bean in different planting patterns.

N EPRORX S| Sl ooy PHENCI PN
Intercropping pattern Irrigation system Grain yield
Ii 1689a
MB
I 1194b
I 786¢
Mi
I 617d
Ii 1584a
M:
I 1252b

é)L,.g'l d2¢ Jgoro é)L,.g'l dleays, S (59, byl caS M ailflas slacays ) g9, bl cis M1 ¢ il Lalls cns :MB

ol SIS ge3T bl auo 0 i Jleis ! o jo jlo cime SWS Silo cglite By > ad, Si>
MB: Sole mung bean; M1: between-row intercropping; M2: within-row intercropping; I1: conventional
irrigation; I12: Partial root zone irrigation. Different letters indicate significant difference at P<0.05 according to

Duncan’s multiple range test.

adgs mals &b sl ke ails o ,Slee ol SgueS s
Shokoohfar and ) uS oo axlse 2alS b (g 5usgid olge

2 oislesl cpl o o1 5l a5 (Abufetilenezhad, 2013
oads sddlive ad, Sy 6 kel Lulyd o ladils 59 rals
9o adyy Sz kel plesiy cnl o (0 JS2) el
ady, oS oolol @ cas 1) ile ails 59 dwoy VY
SgraS i Sy il alls (39 rals cle oy yralS
JEsl g adg zals g asls ol pooyee Job Lrals ool

(Noryani, 2013) ceol ails 4 (6 3wgid olgo

iad S ol Cllo 5 el g ails o Sles

WSyl a3ls JalS Sissba )l sy Sote
e wls 3 Shas 1 it 1o gl ) e 3 o3
w5 pols sy o (Moradi et al., 2008) o)l
cel aly) S Golel AS ebay sl cuws 4y ol
L mizon (F JS5) w5 ibe sl als
5 Bl s )lal o BB 0l o a3l 5 oy S
Wb e Sy oghe oe3ls Ll At Sz skl
Sy e a3l pady, S Golel Sl Ko beay
(F USS) cunls (6 yian 0ged e oialy 0y al>yo 5o e



WA oy VY als el psle 5o aee sla i

\id

F el
Leaf Area Index
&

0.6 - .7
r’.’l
0.4 - o
0.2 | 25
0
0 10 20

-~ -
-
-
rd
.-" - =
4 -
f.’l
40 30 60 T0

S g

Days after planting
¥ -IE-0STR+ 00022 00302+ 003367 @11 MI2  y = TE 06x"+ 0.00061%+ 0.0058x +0.0767

R —0.998G

R:— 09064

6ol 12 tJgome 6 kel 1 .aidy 0595 Job 53 (blo S el (3L Sl pudi Wiy 3 65kl gy 5T F Ui

iy (S

Fig. 4. Effect of irrigation system on leaf area index of mung bean over the growing period. I1:
conventional irrigation; 12: Partial root zone irrigation
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Fig. 5. Effect of irrigation system on 1000-grain weight (gr) of mung bean. I1: conventional irrigation; 12:
Partial root zone irrigation. Different letters indicate significant difference at P<0.05 according to Duncan’s

multiple range test.
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Table 5. Mean square for water use efficiency of maize and mung bean and for land equivalent ratio (LER in different

planting patterns under different root irrigation conditions
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k! " o
Irrigation () 1 1.12 1 0.066
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CV (%)

** indicate significant at P<0.01. ns: not significant
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Fig. 6. Effect of irrigation system on water use efficiency (kg m) of maize and mung bean in different planting patterns.

Z: Sole maize; M1: between-row intercropping; M2: within-row intercropping; I1: conventional irrigation; 12: Partial
root zone irrigation. Different letters indicate significant difference at P<0.01 according to Duncan’s multiple range

test.
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Table 6. Land equivalent ratio (LER) of different intercropping planting patterns under different

irrigation conditions

byloo s (595! okl o) ) Sl S
Intercropping pattern Irrigation system LER
M I 1.03b
I 1.15b
Ma I 2.06a
I 225a
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Mi: between-row intercropping; Mz: within-row intercropping; I1: conventional irrigation; I>: Partial root zone
irrigation. Different letters indicate significant difference at P<0.01 according to Duncan’s multiple range test.
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