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Table 1. Analysis of variance for quantitative characteristics of the mung bean under the influence
of tillage systems and different planting system

Means square

S.0v d.f Plant NO.Pod  NO. Seed Stem Economic
height per plant per pod diameter yield
Replication 2 25.60™ 2.240 0.358™ 0.26™ 1023.31"
Tillage system(A) 2 412026 1716.73"  63.46™ 0.76"™  321759.50"
R*A 4 8.79 6.87 0.193 0.41 60.44
(B) Planting system 3 24524  490.75" 6.675" 1.18" 27393.39”
(AxB) 6 61629  395.25™ 1.72" 6.11" 19698.11"
Error 18 8.21 50.08 0.216 0.26 909.82
C.V (%) - 5.16 10.08 5.77 5.92 6.35
oy ) 90 Jiol mhaw jo jlo sixe g o pxe a8 s kS

ns, *, **: Not significant and significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 2. Means comparison for quantitative characteristics of the mung bean under the influence of tillage systems
and different planting system

Treatments Plant height NO. Pod NO. Seed Stem diameter Economic yield
(Cm) per plant per pod (mm) (Kg. ha-1)

Tillage systems (A)

No Tillage 76.63a 34.03a 10.58a 8.808a 581.25a

Minimum Tillage 47.71b 22.85b 7.48b 8.800a 556.25h

Conventional Tillage 42.10c 10.13c 6.09c 8.366a 285.95¢

LSD%5 3.36 2.97 0.49 0.73 8.81
(B) Planting system

Sole Mung bean 60.17a 32.53a 8.89% 8.87a 682.78a

75% Mung bean+25% Roselle 59.37a 20.50b 8.67a 8.13a 529.44a

50% Mung bean+50% Roselle 49.22c 21.44b 7.51b 8.92a 414.44c

25% Mung bean+75% Roselle 53.17b 14.88c 7.13b 8.70b 271.28d

LSD%5 2.83 2.23 0.46 0.50 29.87
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Means in each column follow by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 3. Analysis of variance for quantitative characteristics of the hibiscus under the influence of tillage systems and
different planting system

S.0.vV d.f

Means square

Plant height Stem diameter NO. Branches NO. Capsule Economic yield

Replication 2 21.49™ 7.36™ 0.26" 37.80™ 23388.26"
Tillage system(A) 2 13631.53" 236.09™ 21.85" 8336.52" 233680.88™
R*A 4 24.73 0.86 0.0091 81.97 7959.96
Planting system (B) 3 799.05" 60.02" 6.081" 173437 214157.81™
(AxB) 6 341.86™ 19.57" 0.18" 737.64" 9824.56"
Error 18 32.78 57.47 0.117 13,57 2789.15
C.V (%) - 3.37 7.60 9.39 4.90 8.10

Aoy ) 50 Jleisl mlaws jo lo sine g o sixe a8 s b NS

ns, *, **: Not significant and significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 4. Means comparison for quantitative characteristics of the hibiscus under the influence of tillage systems
and different planting system

Treatments Plant height Stem diameter NO. NO. Economic yield
(Cm) (mm) Branches Capsule (Kg. ha-1)

Tillage systems (A)

No Tillage 201.4a 28.19a 4.16b 97.64a 754.08a

Minimum Tillage 173.46b 22.96b 4.67a 81.65b 708.91b

Conventional Tillage 134.30c 19.37c 2.12c 46.14c 492.98¢c

LSD%5 5.63 1.05 0.108 4.93 101.1
(B) Planting system

Sole Roselle 164.76b 22.16¢ 3.42c 85.70a 872.26a

25% Mung bean+75% Roselle 179.48a 20.79c 4.68a 83.42a 644.60b

50% Mung bean+50% Roselle 175.53a 26.68a 3.80b 76.23b 563.93c

75% Mung bean+25% Roselle 159.11b 24.38b 2.70d 55.22¢ 527.16¢

LSD%5 5.67 1.77 0.33 3.64 52.30

55 (5,0 sime gl s yd O Jledil mhans 10 (SGls (slasals siz (03] Bl 1 alo S i By, a5 oSl Gyt j2 50
Means in each column follow by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 5. Analysis of variance for land equivalent ratio

(LER) under the influence of tillage systems and
different planting system

Means square

S.0vV d.f LER
Replication 2 0.0026™
Tillage systems (A) 2 0.018™
R*A 4 0.015
Planting system (B) 2 0.106™
(AxB) 4 0.034™
Error 12 0.0057
CV. (%) - 5.96

o0 ) 50 Jlaisl zolaw jo jlo sixe g lo pxe yuf s ok S
ns, *, **: Not significant and significant at 5% and 1% probability
levels, respectively.
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Table 6. Means comparison of land equivalent ratio
(LER) under the influence of tillage systems and
different planting system

Treatments LER
Tillage systems (A)
No Tillage 1.27a
Minimum Tillage 1.22a
Conventional Tillage 1.31a
LSD%5 0.16
(B) Planting system
75% Mung bean+25% Roselle 1.36a
50% Mung bean+50% Roselle 1.2%
25% Mung bean+75% Roselle 1.15b
LSD%5 0.077

wz ogesl &l g s St By e Sike (5 52 0
Al gl goe gl woy0 B Jlei mhans o SSls (glaals

Means in each column follow by similar letter(s) are not significantly
different at 5% probability level, using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
cuS 4o (2010) Khalatbari et al. )18
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ABSTRACT

A field experiment was conducted at research station of Zabol university in 2012. The experiment carried
out as split plot on basis of a randomized complete block design with three replications. The main and sub
factors included tillage systems (No, reduced, and Conventional tillage) and planting ratios of
intercropping (pure culture of roselle, pure culture of green gram, 25% roselle + 75% green gram, 50%
roselle + 50% green gram and 75% roselle + 25% green gram), respectively. For roselle, the results
showed that the effects of tillage systems and planting ratio was significant on plant height, diameter of
stem, lateral branch, number of fruit and sepal yield. For green gram the results showed that the effects of
tillage systems and planting ratio was significant on plant height, number of pods in plant, number of seed
in pod and economical yield. Tillage systems had not significant different on land equivalent ratio but
comparison of means showed that the maximum and minimum of LER was obtained in conventional and
reduce tillage, respectively. The maximum of LER was obtained at 75% green gram plus 25% roselle
(1.36). In general, more useful intercropping confirmed than a pure culture of roselle and green gram.
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