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HEI % 1596.5 h, SF¥FE/KE 1200~1700 mm, JCFE
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Table 1 Effects of cassava intercropping pumpkin on yield components of cassava

=]
s MK

. Fii e Hi S R RHE R
Treatrhen ¢ Plant height Stem diameter Length of Diameter of ~ Number of tubers Weight of single Weight of tubers
(cm) (cm) tuber (cm) tuber (cm) per plant tuber (kg) per plant (kg)
C 318.24£3.4a 3.68+0.04a 28.3+0.4a 5.08+0.08a 13.3£0.4a 0.39£0.02a 5.17£0.25a
P60 - - - - - - -
CP40 317.94£3.3a 3.59£0.01ab 26.2+1.3a 5.18£0.15a 11.5£0.7b 0.41£0.04a 4.73+0.20a
CP60 302.2+4.0b 3.5140.14ab 30.1+2.3a 5.54+0.17a 9.740.2¢ 0.53+0.07a 5.09+0.55a
CP80 296.9146.0b 3.3440.11b 28.5+0.9a 5.10£0.14a 11.2+0.4b 0.4310.05a 4.81+0.42a
FEFIAR/ING PR AR 0] 2 SRR BE KT (P<0.05) 5 “—7 FoREALTEE; FH.
Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate that the differences between treatments reach significant levels (P < 0.05); “—" means no

data is available; the same below.

22 AREEWERMXMAEZ~EMGRAIFN FUeky e BAE T BT AR, SRR e

B 2 oA, AZRMER TN AR ZER & & .
ETR, ErE, EhrE, ETELEEY
Wi, 3 FplAER AR EE E = B8, S558EM
o B2 T 8.5%- 1.6%-+ 7.0%. 3 FhiE/ERE A

*2 AEEMERLXA

BPEE T T 11.7% 1.5% 7.6%; Z T 755
S HNEFE T 10.7% 1.5% 7.4%. Hrf, CP60
ErrE, EMmE. ET BN CP40 5 CP80
Qb BRI BN . FT I, CP60 [ TR AR N AR
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Table 2  Effects of cassava intercropping pumpkin on cassava yield and quality

5 e i E B g e B H R
Treatment Starch content (%) Dry matter rate (%) Fresh tuber yield (t/hm?) Starch yield (t/hm?) Dry tuber yield (t/hm?)
C 27.3+0.3a 27.8+0.2a 57.4242.79a 15.69£0.91a 15.98+0.88a
P60 - - - - -
CP40 26.4+0.3a 27.240.2a 52.54+2.22a 13.85+0.43a 14.27£0.49a
CP60 27.4%1.1a 27.9+0.8a 56.50£6.09a 15.46£1.55a 15.74£1.58a
CP80 27.240.6a 27.7£0.4a 53.39+4.67a 14.50+1.28a 14.80£1.29a
HPRIHIRN, CP80 K2, CP40 IR K. Br
N = . 30F
23 AEIEMERE I R R R £ .| pm o
B LR, 3 R R L R R E S | o e
TR A, Sy LA™ T 23.4%. 16.5%. 2 sl
24.0%. [AAERE T CP60 AbFE f1 o JIC 7= B i 2 = 10p
=T CP40 5 CP80, 43yt CP40 F1 CP8O #47/= 1 s
9.0%H1 9.8% . & WA I B 10 Fof A 5 JEE i R 1 i TR 0 : : - :
P60 CP40 CP60 CP80

E R, M. AR A K,
24 ARE. B EERGEY 2 mEMRN
FHE 2 A, S FpdE, [ ER U EY e &
F I J9 CP60>CP80>CP40>C>P60. 3 Flilal {1
XMEY =& R E S TARE. FMKE/E. CP60
A E e B TR, BREAE, B
=T CP40 5 CP80. 3 FalfEAL A N A XS [HI1E &
G TR N 71.4%. 71.1%. 71.8%, F§JIKT
[ VE RS TTRRAE 73 70l 28.6% 28.9%. 28.2%.

AbFE Treatment
AFERE . NGFEP MR IR 2 R XK S (P<0.0D) |
B3¥ (P<0.05) KF, TR,
Different uppercase and lowercase letters indicate that the differences
between treatments reach the highly significant (P < 0.01) and
significant (P < 0.05) levels, respectively, the same below.

B 1 AFEEWERELX N~
Fig.1 Effects of cassava intercropping
pumpkin on pumpkin yield

AL, ARZERHEAE R GAEY) I P BT, F R 5T
HRAES 5270 o
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Fig.2 Effects of intercropping patterns
on total yield in intercropping systems
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E QN ERTE S A I P ATE 2 U ) U PN
CP60 FaME /N o 3 Pl AR 5 B AR AH L3 AR 5
RN T SN 5 C AL, 3 FhiEVER R
NS FIRTE T 106.9%- 124.3%F1 107.6%; 5 P60
WEERAR L, BN B TE T 37.2% . 48.8%F
37.7%. 3 FEERL TR R E PR TH T I . 5 C
AERARLE, 3 FhEVERL IR 2 AR T T 89.4%.
112.5%7#11 90.3%; 5 P60 AbELAHEL, 1IN 2 AR

® 3 AFEMERIXEERGE AT

Table 3  Effects of cassava intercropping pumpkin on the economic

efficiency of intercropping systems

Jige/hm? x10* yuan/hm?

AbF PR RA TV ON =)L ON ISUSON KON
Treatment Planting costs Fresh tuber income Pumpkin income Total income Net income
C 1.00 4.02£0.19aA - 4.0240.19¢C 3.92+0.19¢C
P60 1.60 - 6.06+0.02aA 6.06+0.02bB 4.46+0.02bBC
CP40 2.60 3.68+0.16aA 4.64£0.05¢cC 8.32+0.15aA 5.7240.15aAB
CP60 2.60 3.95+0.43aA 5.06+0.13bB 9.02+0.56aA 6.42+0.56aA
CP80 2.60 3.74+0.33aA 4.61£0.03¢cC 4.61£0.32aA 5.75+0.32aAB

ANFAKEFRACEA B 2 R R KT (P<0.01) 5 MHEE P RAILAZ 1.0 5yo/hm?. BER 1.6 /io/hm?, TWaihiEAZ 700 so/it.

5K 2200 Jo/t 5.

Different uppercase letters indicate the differences between treatments reached the highly significant levels (P < 0.01); The total cost of planting and
management is based on 10 000 yuan/hm? for cassava and 16 000 yuan/hm? for pumpkin, and the market price is calculated at 700 yuan/t for cassava

and 2200 yuan/t for pumpkin.
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Fig.3 LER of cassava intercropping with pumpkin
for different pumpkin planting densities
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AR AL EARZE PR IR, HIER
JRA = B 32 B e T FL PR 25 2 o G SR 5 R
X, B ARA BRECAS, P 2w WP
Bk, o RGE KBS, TR R R X,
SEEEMK. Bk, EARZENERMERS, @
Tk R T T TR R R SR R I TR AR AR O A
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Effects of Intercropping Cassava with Pumkin of Different
Densities in Cassava Fields on Crop Yield, Economic
Efficiency and Land Productivity
Huang Yulan', Liu Wenjun?, Li Yanying', Zhou Jia', Zhou Lingzhi',
Lao Chengying’, Li Suping', Shen Zhangyou', Wei Benhui'

("Cash Crops Research Institute, Guangxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Nanning 530007, Guangxi, China;
2Vegetable Research Institute, Guangxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Nanning 530007, Guangxi, China)

Abstract

five treatments were set up in the experiment, which were cassava monoculture (C), pumpkin monoculture (plant

In order to explore the efficient cassava-pumpkin intercropping mode suitable for Guangxi region,

spacing 60 cm, P60), and cassava intercropping pumpkin (three planting densities, pumpkin plant spacing were
40, 60, 80 cm, respectively, and were recorded as CP40, CP60, CP80), each treatment was repeated three times.
The effects of pumpkin intercropping with different densities on yield, economic benefit and land productivity
were studied. The results showed that plant height, stem diameter and number of tubers per plant under
intercropping were lower than C treatment. The cassava yield and its components under intercropping were no
significant effect compared with C treatment. The pumpkin yield of three intercropping patterns significantly
reduced compared to P60 treatment, with pumpkin yield of CP60 being the least reduced. The total crop yield of
the five treatments were in the order of CP60 > CP80 > CP40 > C > P60. The total crop yield, total income and
net income of three intercropping patterns were significantly higher than C and P60 treatments. The contribution
of cassava to the total crop yield of intercropping system was bigger than pumpkin. The land equivalent ratios of
three intercropping patterns were 1.68, 1.82 and 1.69, respectively, which increased land equivalent ratio by 68%
to 82%, indicted that the system had the intercropping advantage. The study showed that the cassava-pumpkin
intercropping system with pumpkin plants spacing 60 cm was considered as the most suitable cassava-pumpkin
intercropping pattern to promotion in Guangxi, which had the highest land equivalent ratio, high yield and
economic efficiency.
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