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Table 1. Physical and chemical properties of soil used in experiments.
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Table 2. Analysis of variance (mean of squares) for quantitative traits of hyssop and lentil in different

intercropping arrangements.
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™, * and ** are non-significant and significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Figure 1. Mean comparison of Hyssop dry weight and lentil seed yield in different intercropping treatment
[Hyssop sole culture (A), Lentil sole culture (B), 100% Hyssop + 25% Lentil (C), 100% Hyssop + 50% Lentil
(D), 100% Lentil + 25% Hyssop (E) and 100% Lentil + 50% Hyssop (F). Means followed by the same letter are

not significantly different based on LSD test (0=5%)].
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Figure 2. Mean comparison of Hyssop fresh weight in different intercropping treatment [Hyssop sole culture
(A), 100% Hyssop + 25% Lentil (C), 100% Hyssop + 50% Lentil (D), 100% Lentil + 25% Hyssop (E) and
100% Lentil + 50% Hyssop (F). Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different based on LSD

test (a=5%)].
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Figure 3. Mean comparison of Hyssop essential oil content in different intercropping treatment [Hyssop sole
culture (A), 100% Hyssop + 25% Lentil (C), 100% Hyssop + 50% Lentil (D), 100% Lentil + 25% Hyssop (E)
and 100% Lentil + 50% Hyssop (F). Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different based on

LSD test (a=5%)].
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Figure 4. Mean comparison of Hyssop essential oil yield in different intercropping treatment [Hyssop sole
culture (A), 100% Hyssop + 25% Lentil (C), 100% Hyssop + 50% Lentil (D), 100% Lentil + 25% Hyssop (E)
and 100% Lentil + 50% Hyssop (F). Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different based on

LSD test (a=5%)].

S s L (YY) OLes 5 eslile
S K505 Ol Loy 5 0wy s 5 o150 bl
ol Gz Ll iS5l bl 5 Shes o VL
Oet Solssme N bl (g g B S1 el
Oler s (1) A sdalie b s 228 (slaslog
Sleaiaes 5 Gl bl iS5 (Vo)
sl 53 ulul e o YL &S sl OLES
() s Jool=00:0 5l 508
OLis esls Guiloly 4 1 wde 5 Shes (6152
5wl 05 bl gl b« s
Jlez| Cj.\a.w 03 el S ede Gy Als slaes
(Y Jadr) A Slspms Ao s S 5 ey sl

D ks « sl ol (Ske glaanslis o
Ol 1 3L (Lude Ao yn 00 4+ g5 Aoy Vo)
Slajles b aS sls yolamstl s gt 4y |, wls)lza O
+ B3 Aoy V00) C 5 (ke 2l ciS) B

JJ.CJ};J\J.; é)bio}ﬁ&)i (UNJ.O M)JYO

9

S o3p GMsuS oS5 omlel &S Lol
5 3,3 NADPH 5 ATP « 5L OF sisle slaa1 s
So5r8 pols syim oS e al 58 B s L
() Atk 55 ) Sl 5 S sl
Lo aals oS opl byle S 65 sy o B o
bl sl ol jobe aald Gk 5l e
Sl ol bl s Slas ol 58l Cor g0
St bdse S s (YerY) el
Lol il s 8es &8 sl s ghe s & ks
3 seg JQ:A{J:A&:.}LN'M WY g e e als
Sl il ol pme ssbas el jen 458 Cute il
(Y1) OLlan 5 sl esljopm aslllan il (M)
OLLS Gl oo b ojpm bslove SIS o) 2 S35
CiS slasles o s el dogs ax STl
S el 0Ll e Ot bl 5 Ll
Solsgme sba el cis s Gl s Shes

(10) ol sty b ylos 228 5 5



WAV () ko (Y0) s> (ALS S5 (slasirg iy & puld

CJ_}L&J(L?})M)JYO+wJ9M)b\")E)Ls.J \")F)Lm.n:)b M\JJ‘JAQ)} O‘J.Aﬂ JUSVSJ.:LE.«
.(O JK.:,) Sl 6)\3&# L:A\S Ld edalie (Le}) Loy 0 + u,v.l.& Loy
40 - ab a
35 - ab I T be
o == c
a2 30 =3
ggb 25 T
D220 A
3 3
G, % 15 A
=2 10 A
S
—_ 5
0 T T T T 1
B = C s Dz E = F =

Ioglis oot alisrs glaylos
Different intercropping treatment
Yo+ Ugj deoys Voo i(B) pude pall ciS] bl oS Cilise glajled 3 pede 4ils,05 055 5nfibs dwalie -0 Jss
0r + wde doy3 Vv 5 (E) ) dep s YO + ds doyn Vov d(D) e Ao y3 00 + By depjs Vor ((C) pds do s
[(az 5 0=0) 415 (5,05 gme 5 LT gl LSD 0 4031 bl 3 S e O S Sl (115 o pilos (F) 35 oo
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Figure 6. Mean comparison of seed number in lentil plant in different intercropping treatment [Lentil sole
culture (B), 100% Hyssop + 25% Lentil (C), 100% Hyssop + 50% Lentil (D), 100% Lentil + 25% Hyssop (E)
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Table 3. Amount of LER in different intercropping treatments.
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Hyssop sole culture (A), Lentil sole culture (B), 100% Hyssop + 25% Lentil (C), 100% Hyssop + 50% Lentil (D), 100%
Lentil + 25% Hyssop (E) and 100% Lentil + 50% Hyssop (F).
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Table 4. Analysis of variance (mean of squares) for nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium of hyssop plants and
lentil seed in different intercropping arrangements.

el A O35
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Lentil seed Hyssop plant Lentil seed  Hyssop plant  Lentil seed  Hyssop plant
| <
0.577™ 0.494™ 0.001™ 0.0091™ 7.748™ 3.966™ 2 A
Replication
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11.342%* 1.421%* 0.190* 0.0963** 9.568* 9.369* 4
Treatment
(P
1.627 0.269 0.031 0.0081 1.390 1.798 8
Error

(Ao 3) Dl yetd oy 5

12.23 4.14 11.96 7.26 3.02 4.47 -
CV (%)

#% % ns
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™, * and ** are non-significant and significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 5. Mean comparison of nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium in hyssop plants and lentil seed in different
intercropping arrangements.
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Lentil seed Hyssop plant Lentil seed Hyssop plant Hyssop plant Hyssop plant
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9.19% 12.92% 1.27% 1.25° 39.72° 29.25% C
10.06° 11.93% 1.16° 1.15% 38.83° 27.66° D
10.85% 12.63%° 1.55% 1.22% 40.13° 30.49® E

7.39° 11.75° 1.52%® 1.07° 39.40° 29.87 F
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(Ao 35 0=0) L1 (5,13 jrs (s LT o slis LSD

Hyssop sole culture (A), Lentil sole culture (B), 100% Hyssop + 25% Lentil (C), 100% Hyssop + 50% Lentil (D), 100%
Lentil + 25% Hyssop (E) and 100% Lentil + 50% Hyssop (F). Means within a column followed by the same letter are not
significantly different based on LSD test (a=5%).
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