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Abstract: In order to improve the benefits of vegetable intercropping and multiple cropping, this experiment was
conducted to compare the production value of eight patterns on sweet maize and intercropping. The results are as follows:
the total income and yield of sweet maize and vegetable intercropping are higher than vegetable monocropping. The total
income of the pattern(2:4) was the highest in 2004, and was increased by 49.1% on average than vegetable monocrop-
ping. The total income of the pattern (2 rows of sweet maize | 4 rows of cabbage / 4 rows asparagus lettuce) was 67 377
yuan*hm 2 in 2005, which was the highest income of crop sowing in summer. It has been increased by 96% as com-
pared to the vegetable monocropping in same season. The total income of the pattern (2 rows of garden radish || 11 rows
of garlic / 2 rows of asparagus lettuce) was 64 667 yuan*hm~2 in 2005, which was the highest income of crop sowing in
autumn. It had been increased by 161 % in comparison with the vegetable monocropping, and its annual total income was
increased by 299.5% than monocropping. In conclusion, maize and vegetable intercropping can increase the yield and
output of intercropping and rotation, and the patterns of 2:4 are recommended for vegetable production.

Keywords: sweet maize; vegetable; intercropping; production value
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Table 1  The yield of different vegetables in 2004

ALHE Treatments A B C D E F G H
THEAK Sweet maize 1.34aA 1.87dB 1.51cA 1.37abA 1.81dB 1.48bcA — —
H#E Cabbage 3.62aA 2.80aA 3.15aA — — — 5.15bB —
BB Pepper 9.32a 0.71a 0.66a — — — — 1.25a
595 Asparagus lettuce 3.07aAB 2.50aA 2.63aA — — — 3.72bB —
T Hair vetch 2.67abAB  3.07bB 2.42aAB 2.36aAB 2.75abAB  2.20aA — —
377 Buckwheat 0.19a 0.22a 0.16a 0.20a 0.24a 0.17a — —
HEH S Pea 0.79aA 0.78aA 0.77aA 0.78aA 0.73aA 0.82aA 1.54cB 1.29bB

I AT ARVNG FRERTE P <0.05 KF EZRREE AR KRS FRIRTE P<0.01 KF LSRR, T,

Note: Different capital and lowercase letters indicates significant difference at P <0.05 and P <0.01 level respectively. The same as below.

F2 2005 EXRLEHERT2HE/ (kgem?)
Table 2 The yield of different vegetables in 2005

Qb Treatments A B C D E F G H
fifEK Sweet maize 1.35abAB 1.97dC 1.58bcAB 1.29aA 1.68cBC 1.41abAB — —
# Cabbage 5.61hc 4.28a 4.51ab — — — 5.83¢ —

B Pepper 0.25a 0.18a 0.14a — — — — 0.13a
;%EQ%AS; e iﬁiff; 4.27aA 3.79aA  4.11aA — — — 6.06bB _
% | Radish 3.91cB 4.95¢D 3.75bcB 3.49bAB  4.48dC 3.16aA — —

FHHEDI . Pea — — — — — — 2.67a 2.47a
#:7 Onion 5.66a 5.07a 5.05a — — — — —
K% Garlic — — — 3.57a 3.16a 3.40a — —
3% Asparagus lettuce 1.88aA 2.76cBC  2.28abeAB  2.19abAB  3.30dC 2.58bcABC — —

(k3% , Autumn sowing)

MFE 2 F:2005 4F,2:4 WAL (AL B B, E) I &
K BN BIEEFEEE 4R (LB A, D) &
2267 AL (AP C,F) M ik B EEZF (P <
0.01), B Ab BLH oK 7™ & fe b A AL B BG i
45.3%,B AL FR B b 7 A fomr, O F AL BRSO
56.8% ,E Kb LAk & 55 77 i A, A Kb PR BG
46.6% . BACFIHIE &S A AFEAIHAE G LRy
KRB R E 2255 (P <0.05), BB IE o0 2
Kb P Z M o #2257 (P > 0.05), Horfr, [\
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1 H AP 41.3%F1 70.7% ,E AL BEL G 40 BEAN
H b330 28.7% 1 55.5% ,2: 4 i BIALBE B 14k
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35.0% ; [ EAEAN R F(2:6 A7 D) /Y 7 (8 A%, {H 1L
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Table 3 The total output value of different treatments in 2004/ (Yuan*hm~?)
YL IS N HiE Bl (25 Ik [ig oA S E
Treatments Sweet maize Cabbage Pepper Asparagus lettuce Buckwheat Pea Total value
A 26878 10861 — 12275 974 7868 58856¢dCD
B 37355 8392 — 10011 1122 7789 64668dD
C 30106 9454 — 10540 780 7725 58606¢dCD
D 27408 — 18636 — 989 7805 54837¢
E 36148 — 14286 — 1209 7275 58919¢dCD
F 29630 — 13228 — 831 8228 51917beBCD
G — 15456 — 14878 — 15435 45769bAB
H — — 24964 — — 12921 37885aA
R4 2005 EREEEEMENXBFELLE/(TT-hm~?)
Table 4  The total output value of different treatments in 2005/ ( Yuan® hm~?)
wa MR e BT w e amems ws (P pew
Treatments N Cabbage  Pepper 12;‘2‘1:2”“ Radish Pea Onion Garlic ;Ef:fi““ Total value
A 27091 16829 — 17099 19551 — 28282 — 7535 116388¢eE
B 39367 12831 — 15180 24763 — 25345 — 11048 128534fF
C 31642 13540 — 16424 18731 — 25239 — 9101 114678eE
D 25716 — 5054 — 17442 — — 32994 8741 89947¢C
E 33652 — 3677 — 22409 — — 29073 13186 101996dD
F 28298 — 2712 — 15794 — — 31859 10307 88971¢C
G — 17488 — 24234 — 26679 — — — 68401bB
H — — 2532 — — 24747 — — — 27280aA

M 4 & ,2005 4 (A E 1AL LR 5 5 HAEAL
G AL H 2ZRBEE (P <0.05), M EELLR
[FAbEE B FNALFE B 7 5 A AL 3 22 S5 34 B 2
(P<0.05) b A .CHIZFARE(P >0.05), 4k
BED A FH2ZRAEE(P>0.05), AR E™
B (F B 4E M AR Bk 2.00 J6- kg™ !, H#50.30
JC-kg !, BS54 0.40 JG kg™, BAR 2.00 DG kg, B
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JC-kg™ ' EMEBIE 1.00 JC-kg'o) 5 2004 AEAHIT,
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x5 BEREAREFEAFEAESH/(TT -hn?)
Table 5 ANOVA of total output value of different treatments in different seasons/ (Yuan*hm~2)

Sijjn Tjﬁ A B C D E F G H

H% 2004 50014bcBC 55758¢C 50100beBC 46043bBC 50435bcBC 42858bB 30335aA 24964aA
Summer sowing 2005 61020dD 67377eD 61606dD 41722¢C 30770bB 37329¢BC 31010bB 2532aA

% 2004 8842aA 8910aA 8506aA 8794aA 8485aA 9059aA 15435¢B 12921bB
Autumn sowing 2005 55368bcBC 61156dDE  53071bB 59177dCD 64667¢E 57961cdCD  26679aA 24747aA
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