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Table 1. Soil physical and chemical characteristics of experimental site 0-30 cm depth.
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Soil Texture (e 2 orimaiom2) pH Organic Available Available (4252)
EC (dS m™) Carbon Phosphorous Potassium Total N (%)
(%) (ppm) (ppm)
ey
0.18 8.00 0.75 11.00 326.00 0.02
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Table 2. Analysis of variance (mean squares) for the effect P. indica and different replacement
intercropping patterns on grain phosphorus concentration of soybean and millet.

Sk e 5T 4y (P S yeme 03
S.0.V df Soybean Millet
S
S 2 0.0003™ 0.0006™
Block
L . - o
A 3 0.0023** 0.00877*
Intercropping
gl
1 0.0600%** 0.0182%**
Fungus
@b e 3 0.0003™ 0.0003™
Intercropping x Fungus
Lo
14 0.0004 0.0002
Error
13) Sl S o 2
(o02) S o2 - 5.1 5.1

CV (%)

J‘}L;J.AJ:& ns o & JL&:"\ Ck—w B _)‘JL;.J.A
** Significant at 1% probability levels, ™ non significant.
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Table 3. The effect of P. indica and different replacement intercropping patterns on grain
phosphorus concentration of soybean and millet.

A gl b s Saene 05
Planting ratios Soybean Millet
100S: OM 0.35 -
0S: 100M - 0.23
67S:33M 0.36 0.28
50S: 50M 0.39 0.32
33S: 6TM 0.36 0.25
LSD (0.05) 0.02 0.02
Fungus b
Fungus (+) 2, L 0.41 0.29
Fungus (-) 7,6 054 0.31 0.24
LSD (0.05) 0.02 0.01

Ckﬂ.dﬁjl;d'.u el sl Q_,aﬂ wulﬂ‘ybﬁcﬁd 03 5 O A 35 S ke G = gl gl Sl
SR e L ols sme DM s s o Il

Means followed by the same letters in each column are not significantly different according to Least
Significant Difference (LSD) test (P<0.05).
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Table 4. Analysis of variance (mean squares) for the effect of P. indica and different replacement
intercropping patterns of soybean and millet on grain yield components.

b Srere 03]
Soybean Millet
ol @b “’-')i S sl Ll sl 4 gt sl s sl
0.V T T e e ahe
df Number Number ~ 100-sced  Number of Numberof 1000-sced
of pod per  of seeds weight panicles seed per weight
Plant per pod per Plant panicles
S . . . .
o+ 2 2.7 0.011™ 0.560%** 1.29%* 823™ 0.195™
Block
Lo i€ ‘
S ] 3 686.3%* 0.006™ 3.680* 9.38%* 11051%* 1.283*
Intercropping
G . .
& 1 25.9%%* 1.063** 0.008™ 1.15%* 2951 %** 0.006™
Fungus
G x b glse oS . . .
e .}lm 3 11.5%* 0.065™ 0.022™ 0.38%* 12876%** 0.006™
Intercroppingx Fungus
Uast
14 1.2 0.027 0.510 0.10 422 0.170
Error
O S o
(o) Slceps 24 10.7 5.1 49 40 7.0

CV (%)

.).J‘))JJ_X‘.ACHS‘M)J\_{_{J@Jw.chod)i)h‘))aﬂ%_}:ﬂ s
* and ** Significant at 5 and 1% probability levels, respectively, ™ non significant.
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Table 5. Mean comparison of interaction effects of P. indica and different replacement
intercropping patterns of soybean and millet on grain yield components.

b sless by Syore 050
Treatments Soybean Millet
C)L’ S gl g5 B sl g s ad St ﬂibj ad g2 5wl sl
. . Number of pods Number of panicles Number of seed
Fungus Planting ratios .
pet Plant per Plant per panicles
100S: OM 47 - -
0S: 100M - 6.3 499
B L

& 67S:33M 50 7.7 555
Fungus (+)

50S: 50M 54 7.7 544

33S: 67TM 53 6.7 530

100S: OM 38 - -

0S: 100M - 5.3 461
B Oy

&7 o 67S:33M 40 6.0 508
Fungus (-)

50S: 50M 42 6.0 496

33S: 67TM 41 5.3 491

LSD(0.05) 1.9 0.6 36

Ckﬂ.dﬁjl;d'.u el Jsla- Q_,aﬂ wulﬂ‘ybﬁcﬁd 03 5 O A 35 S ke Gy = gl gl Sl
SR e L ols sme M s s == Il

Means followed by the same letters in each column are not significantly different according to Least
Significant Difference (LSD) test (P<0.05).
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Figure 1. The effect of fungus P. indica on number of seeds per pod soybean.
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Figure 2. The effect fungus P. indica on 100-seeds weight soybean (A) and 1000-seeds weight millet (B).
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Table 6. Analysis of variance (mean squares) for the effect of P.indica fungus and different

replacement intercropping patterns of soybean and millet on biological yield, grain yield,
harvest index (HI).
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* and ** Significant at 5 and 1% probability levels, respectively, ™ non significant.
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Figure 3. The effect of different replacement intercropping patterns on the seed yield of soybean

and millet with P. indica (A) and no P. indica (B).
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Figure 4. The effect of different replacement intercropping patterns on the biological yield of
soybean and millet with P. indica (A) and no P. indica (B).
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Figure 5. The effect of different replacement intercropping patterns of soybean with millet and
fungus p. indica on land equivalent ratio.
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Table 7. Aggressivity (A) in different replacement intercropping patterns of soybean and millet.
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