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The Suitable Model and Benefit Analysis of Maize
and Soybean Intercropping Pattern in Cangzhou Area

LU Shan, XIAO He-xia,MAO Cai-yun.LU Jian-zhang, YUE Jin-sheng
(Cangzhou Academy of Agriculture and Forestry Sciences,Cangzhou 061001, China)

Abstract; The yield and economic benefits were studied through field comparison experiment of maize and soy-
bean intercropping with 4-4-size row planting mode and conventional maize single cropping in order to explore
the maize and soybean intercropping patterns suitable for cangzhou ecological type area. The experimental re-
sults showed that the average yield of maize was 7 605 kg« hm?, and the average yield of soybean was
1 530 kgehm? in intercropping mode, while the average yield maize was 8 280 kg+hm?® in maize monoculture
mode. The output of intercropping comprehensive yield was 10. 32% higher than that of the monoculture, and
the average cutbacks was about 8 250 yuanshm™®. The economic benefit of maize and soybean intercropping was
significantly higher than that of maize monoculture, which was provided a theoretical basis for the promotion of
local maize and soybean intercropping technology.

Keywords: maize and soybean intercropping; planting pattern; yield; economic benefit
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Table 1 Effect of CO, enrichment on
the photosynthetic parameters of celery
HOLAHEE/ , oAt A/
ik 3 T b -
. (pmol COz*m?-s!) . (pmol *m?Zes)
T'reatments & LCP
Pn LSP
=974 21.840.17 A 25.2 1519. 2
Elevated CO,
X i 12.340.32 B 28. 8 954. 0

Ambient CO,

RAKREFHEMR 0.0l KFLFRE.
Different capital indicate significant difference at 0. 01 proba-

bility level.
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Table 2 Effect of CO, enrichment on the plant morphology of celery

b3 R/ em

Treatments Height of plant

LR i3

Number of leaves

IR AR K /cm

Length of maximum petiole

A 8 58/ em
Width of petiole base

=k Elevated CO;
F B8 Ambient CO»

82.040.61A
69.540.40 B

11.7£0.35a
11.5£0.20 a

37.440.46 A
32.240.52 B

2.84+0.12 a
2.540.23 b

RIR KNG TR B R 0,01 H10.05 K F2£ 573 8%, R,

Different capital and lowercase indicate significant difference at 0. 01 and 0. 05 probability level,the same below.
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Table 3 Effect of CO, enrichment on the yield of celery
b B Wbk E /g HHETH/ g T/t P/ (kgem?)
Treatments FW per plant DW per plant DW/FW Yield
Bk Elevated CO, 390+1.65 A 31.3040.42 A 0.080740. 46a 12.274+0.85 A
%fHE AmbientCO, 220+1.81 B 15.9040.33 B 0.073+0.25 a 9.7940.54 B
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Table 4 Effect of CO, enrichment on the quality of celery

Qb AEEEIE Y % VC & &/ (mg-gh) HHAB/ (mgeg!) MERE/(mgegh)
Treatments Soluble solids VC content Protein Chlorophyll
&% Elevated CO, 8.10%+0.15 A 0.550. 08A 5.11%+0.28 a 1.43£0.37 A
X} # Ambient CO, 6.53+£0.27 B 0.3440.06 B 4.6440.34 b 1.35+£0.25 B
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Effect of CO, Enrichment on Photosynthetic
Parameters, Yield and Quality of Celery in Greenhouse

SONG Hong-xia, ZHENG Shao-wen, XU Xiao-yong, ZHANG Jing, HOU Lei-ping, XING Guo-ming,

LI Mei-lan

(College of Horticulture,Shanxi Agriculture University, Taigu 030801, China)

Abstract ; In order to improve the quality of celery in facilities, the celery variety Queen was used as test material

and CO;enrichment was applied to greenhouse environment in the winter and spring.to explore effects of COs

enrichment on the growth of celery, by measuring the photosynthetic characteristics, morphological indexes and

quality indexes. The results showed that CO,enrichment increased photosynthetic performance, the plant height

and the fresh weight were also increased, the yield increased by 25. 33% ., and the product quality was im-

proved.

Keywords: celery; CO,enrichment; photosynthesis; yield; quality
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