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STUDIES ON THE ECO-ECONOMIC EFFICIENCY OF HIGH
BENEFICIAL INTERCROPPING MODELS IN UPLAND

Wang Ying Lei Weici
(Hubel Agricuftural College.Jingzhou 434103 ,China)

Abstract A field experiment of three replications, four treatments and a series of check
demonstrations conducted in 1988~1992. Those four treatments are “wheat-watermelon-
cotton-radish”, “wheat-watermelon-corn-radish ™, “ wheat-watermelon-pepper-radish” and
“wheat-cotton (CK) ", The results indicate that the output value.the net income per Mu or
per labor day,and the output/input radio of the three intercropping models were able to be
increased by 3. 26~5.20.4. 37~8. 24,2. 11~3. 69 and 0. 75~1. 28 times as compared with

those of CK respectively. The field ecological environment was improved.

Key words; upland,intercropping model , eco-economic efficiency.
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FEEMN‘EARERAES BEHA MU IURERNM LD IHFREREL. %%
-0 ZRFARERNSE  AAEEREWH TR BRI SRS EY R ERERE
e F GO, — R B T 25 AT ¢ MER . monetary equivalent ratio) # +# A (LER, land equiva-
lent ratw EXFEHFE, BX A CH SR, R LIEARE A CIREEEE PN E = R ER L AOH
FEAX.AEENRAR METREE HETISE.

1 HES5HE

1990 IE ML HLBE A S W HEBE R FITTHDE-HL-FE- ¥ b AFE-FTR-FE%-% b pFE-B
N-BH-% b F- R CKOSFNEE 3B S R PLE R 5 W B 266. Tom, 4 F33. 3om. B B
300cm, FHEE . RITE100cm . EHP A& FETRE. B TE0cm, B H %33 3cm . B IEKEE
25cm G666 T 35000 AT M. E R  EGEA EHGH LEENLIT, 5—H L@ E R 301
T BRBE R A66. Gom AN FE1200cm. Bl 488 B 10K, K2778m, /K B 333, 4m’, £ E B 120 MK, B0
1333, dm* . R F 161, 11kg /666 Tm ) 8 b (2500kg /666, Tm¥) AR fE ST U F 5 K iH 7, B T &
180. 17kg/666. 7Tm®, T 471. Shg/666. Tm* HIE W B, =RBILTH., DAL R B  E B0,

R HE A 2~0 33bm’ P AN ER Y Sk — AR T ROV TR WAL 5
BB AW R2)—881 . MEC —HHLE, ERM—EHFH AL W) —FaE. %6 b
(T)— S HE®, Bl (P)— W& AN SR ELF G A F EXKF0 7 IR0, 4, HR
L 5. 464 5. 8 bO. 2 T4/ H B bl = .

WETENELHEE TANKHELR AN BERLEST. H BT RITENLE T, AL LR
EEHAER. FHRBEN AR FIHFIBARTAME T ERELR . FURNMTHERE RS KEH
fEZ (A TR XL HR D EBR AT K AR B2, 8 A EE. e AR E. B
WRHEE BT HERZ B RLGEMEHRA M T ARRXT X IMEEE RA7A T AW E s EEAE
FrRGUELRERMLESFST, " HNEE#HALH BLCRETE. MBEE S48, °F
EWNR TR FEAEDTES KL ERERHNRAE’A TRA . FARKRE N ERMN S®. 21982 HE
HHMPOFH KBAEAWKO SR .EERETREVAIASE ZEE R FHE LT NN
ARl EEEE,MHEL BHEHFRA 0~ EEH.
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Tooat  BMEARM 0N W ER UMM TREFATHER . MEN TR EWS FXEE, THE
EX.WEFS ELKTEHZ .

1 MAYLXE BN <R ke /666, 7Tm?)

Table 1 Yield of watermelon in radom replication expt.

BHH Replication ZHEEFY  Average of 3 replications
W Treatment
1 1 I H{H Average value (%
DFE-FM-BE-E T 2682 a7 arrs 3725 92. 07
DE-PR-Ek-F & 3950 R 3420 2694 91. 30
- IL-BE-E MY 4138 3891 4108 4045 100

IW-Wm-C-T.@W-Wm-M-T , dW-Wm-P-T

W& EESR FEEN EEE F=0.56. A F=12.56" Fo =" 94, F; .= 18. 20, iF
MRl ERRE EEMEREER | F-AL-BH- ¥ MAL RS EE T A0, Bola oM
TREER.
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AR R E, R M R T B T 23.57% (R D) & AR Y ¢ %
2=55. 80vtp 0s™= 2. T8y te =4, 60, IEFZt B RERE T F . P ARMLE RS , EHERARNE T FE
B KRB FACSHHEARRS L ASHAERETER, AfrRANME-BIXLHFES. LR
£8 X LR R R

¥2 HNEAZRHWESE(ke/666. Tm®)
Table 2 Yield of cotton in radom replication expt.

XX Replication ZRXFH  Average of 3 replications
%k Treatment
[ 1 1 HW{E Average value (2
- b D 59 66 63 52. 67 76. 43
MR- 78 &7 81 B2. 00 100

DW-Wm-C-T,®W-C
21.2 FREEY>E 1986~ 19028 E X S ANET A ZFH ERIFRA N A EE Y
AR (EDSARNMRKAXR P EEYEIA = KK —REF1ER, R A ML L
BT 12. 39% e FEHL K 2 000 B I M =23, 57% , 7= 35 T BEL AT 20 DO 7 0 TP T 7% R34 32. 32 %45 =
AEF2AE, Ex=R107 3kg/666. Tm*, M ERM M E 48 B 7~ B 71 5kg/666. Tm?, T oK 1 =
50. 17 % e JS M =39, 58 % s = vE S 34 B . SRA = 119, Skg/666. 7m? ., b BEL LU L M 180. 17kg M
733, 67% , JCPO M0 = O AT I i B 1l MR 35. 0724,

®3 TIEEEFNR (ks /666 Tm®)

Table 3 Yleld of varlous cropy in demonstration flelds

HES I | dl Ek WME THL O MK ¥ AN
Chech group Treatmesnt w M C Wm P R No. of demon examples

E-PR-WE-Y bO 184.93 70.0 2521 1881 2z

' SR 164. 93 79. 9
AFE-ML-EK-Y b® 195,75 10737 2232 1937 13

* M-S 195.57 4.4
A3 -V B-MH-¥ % z12.05 2627 118.5 2002 12

: AE-RIED 212.05 66. &

OW-Wo-C-T,@W-C.@W-Wm-M-T, ®W-Wm-P-T

HHER EFLA22H0 T F LA X L ERIETESI. 3om, BITHE66. Tom §, HA 6H R KT
190cm  EfTEESOcm B9, MMV EARXB R MENR . RITERS BB R EMET AR . BETEESF
HBETFA N, E B 2R 130 P F IR B 2T MERITERN. SRR REMLITEX . RESR
66. 7cm, i REVLEX AR B EXBSE4HFE . L2 TR EkM AL,

S35 0 e 1 O 0 A AT A ML BE AT EE 83 Jom . BEATBE66. Tem Y, A B2 M75. 16kg /666, Tm?, TR
100cm , R {TEESOcm &, BP= B #4163, 51kg /666. Tm® BT & H G 318215 5037, HREHL B 258 o1 o {4 48
UM =8 05% JHEER B EWT RENEE LR HRKE S EEFR—E oM™,

2.2 NS

221 H MABEHEKARBROHEHEATEEOPTL. O AERSMEEEEEREE 16
~5 2R ARE . QNMEFTERTE M AR EPT. M55 06 % (RBEADE-THL-ME-¥ )~
68.50% (BHLEHXRAF-FLR-EX-¥ M. #bd M. B EsEATHUTRBATHELER,
EEFHAMLAEERS. KTRERD . P . ).
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FHi FHFUIBEIF={E (IT/666. Tm?)

Table 4 COutput value of various ireatments

RERFE LI | MhE OEXR O OB WL OBE O ®wh 4 "
Expt. or demon. Treatment w M C W P R Total

JE-W - AP 11287 282.02 1490 500 2334.8% 49502
% JF-BER-EA-F M 112.87 6405 1473 300 2154.52 447. 28
Experiment /| -W/L-8-% F® 11287 1624 270.26 500 2507, 12 520.39
hEE-RRE 112. 87 364. 00 481.78 100
SE-TAM-HAE-F R 129.45 315.00 100K 378.2 183065 374 37

| FE-1 125. 45 355. 53 480,00 100
- $E-FL-EX-¥ L 13650 75.16 go3 387.4 1452 .46 316.62
Demonstration E-HE 136. 90 334.79 471.6% 100
SE-EL-B-E N 148.44 IG5 179-31 400.5 1779.25 397,01

hF-tRIE 1458. 44 295. 72 £48.16  Ll00

TOW-Wa-C-T,.SW-Wrn-M-T , HW-Wm-P-T, [ W-C
222 FUHMEA AESHTEEUTLAHE. ARERR R EG A E HR WS TaHEme
RN, LA R e S AR B P B T L3R 5 B TR A B R U 35 251091, 20~ 1924, 9978
J666. Tm® BB R 3. 37 ~7- 2445, TR I 0012, 54~ 18. 330 W 1. 11~ 2. 6T R AR LS
T fERR 03 57~4. 81,4805 5 0. 75~1. 2865 A O, FHRIERBRA THEMNPF ST 1 HASH
WA MGER FIEgEA.

FHs WAt A BAIR CERIS (/668 Tt RN/ ALY

Table 5 The input.labor,net income (yuan/666. 7m*) and output/input ratie
Felf i

it i) & = = N AI%E Net income (gl L N
Expt. of demon. Treatment Output Input Labor Cutpot/Input
yuan/§6§. Tm?yuan/labor

E-TEIR-HRE-¥ bP 238489 60512 110 1778. 77 14. 18 3.96
o DE-EL-EHR-FFE 205492 541.72 a5 1613. 20 6. 98 3. 95
Experiment . -PE)L-B00-% +O  2507.12 582 I3 10§ 1524. 9% 18- 33 4. 31
PE-RAEY 481.78  255.25 13 233.52 4.97 1. 8%
hF-TWL-HE-F b 1830.80 51301 42 1317, 80 14,32 3. 57
- 489.00  251.68 43 237.01 5-52 I.54
r# FE-BER-ER-F b 1492.46  401.05 &7 I091. 20 12. 54 372
Demonstracion b5 Fid 471.70 222.11 42 249, 58 3. 94 2.12
AE-ER-HE-FF 177923 49%.02 95 1280. 21 12. 43 3.57
BT 148. 16 242 40 40 205, 77 5.14 L 85

DW-Wn-C-T,@W-Wm-M-T. @ W-Wm-P-T,DW-C

TN RN R TR SR FREF T USSR~ 4FN L S/ A TR
WA R 2~ 3 LR AR EN R R EAS LR EER T T EEN RN LI
ARERAME D AELEETEE U B LR e S S MR — B B L ilicigeod-dl
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fraEFrie e, E R H R — 20 B 1 E wAE S HFRAE.
23 L£ERM
2.3.1 MERBEHN 1990FEF HATW/EFTH 23,26, 20 F 308 YLK H 548 1L 17 B0 f R B
TH B dREHREREP (R . 3d METTHHELZ RS HH AT B T AR 42- 334.60- 89%.33.38%.
YRERTENFE M. MAEMCE.HCEHHENE . RABEZIAR AUAMEELE KL &
D R REES B LS.
s BULEARRARETANENET AAKANRRR (on/d)
Table 6 Evaporation rate of free water surface under cotton rows and watermelon vines

in radom replication expt.

MZEHA-H) SR -1 AT E HLET
Ditermination date Weather condition Under cotton rows Under watermelen vines
7423 LT e PR B 2 5.18 6. 45
726 WAz 128N B 14 5.37
7:28 Loa00RT B, R ¥ K o 658 1 1~ 28R I, 4.55 3.70

FRIME - M E R EXERARER AR B (BB TFHREREAMRE. . £7A23F
BAI~4ERAET.MEHO~20cm L ERE (20, 8% )M E (19, 420801 4%, A0 R 7. 22%, L4
14:00/R AAO~20cm SBE (20. 1% R H (18 4% )L 7% A0 R #0924 % HH26 H 14, 00K H O~ 20em
1 B T 40 B . H 2 F BP0 B (R LA 9 .

2-3-2 ¥ ENBEREE

] R 0 A i+ R B (8 R R P B R T B T I 5 3d E MR, JR H Sewm #9(20- BT R
WHGEL9CHEL 1T 10em A9 (29 4 T B E (31 1CH{EL 7°C 3 14:00, JI B Sem MR (31. 9T L H
(35.5 C ME3. 9°C,10em(30- 7O H (34- 2C MBS 5 CL.ERERE A TER K. RS, LNEE

7 7TA~VWASBELMBHE(Y)
Table 7 Seoil humidlty of various layers in 23~~29 Jul.

zf 1 WHEEE Layer in cotton field{cm) ME+ERE Layer in watermelon fieldfcm?
Date Tire 0~ 5 5~10 10~20 0~20 0~5 5~10 10~20 0~20
& 21 20, & 2.3 210 20.2 22-1 24. 8 22. 4
14 17.3 18.0 19.9 18.4 18-4 20-9 21.1 21
7-23 20 15.9 20.1 20.6 18. 8 18. 6 20.5 20. 9 20.0
Azf_ge 17.3 15.5 21.0 19.4 19.1 21.2 22.3 20.8
8 14. 6 13. 6 16. 4 15.5 18.4 18.5 20.0 19. 0
14 16. 2 18.0 18.3 17.5 11.9 13.3 15.0 13. 4
28 20 13. & 16. 9 17. 6 16.1 16.2 13- 3 19.3 18.3
iy 14.9 16. 8 17.4 16. 4 15.5 17.0 18. 2 16. 9
B 16. 6 16. B 17. 4 16-9 11.3 4.6 15. 3 13.7
14 12.3 14. 2 15.2 13. % 12.3 16. 7 17. 9 15. 6
7129 20 13. 0 15.0 15-§ 14.6 14. 0 15-4 16. 1 15.2

Ty 4.0 15. 3 16.1 15.1 12.5 15. 8 16. 4 14. 8
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%8 7H23-29EFELE O

Table 8 Sail temperature of various layers in various time,23--2%, Jul.

+ Etem) & = MZENE Ditermination time in day H 1Y
Soil layer Treatment B 10 12 12 14 1y v} Averuge 1n a date
woAr 27.7 25. 3 32.0 35.5 34.2 2.9 317 3t. 9
) mw &Y 26.7 27.3 3.5 at-9 32.14 0.5 29.3 29.3
w E 27. 8 28.8 a7 34.2 347 3z.1 BT 3l.1
v noE 26. 8 27.3 300 30.7 30 % 30-8 26,14 25. 4

iDCotton field , (2 Watermelon field

WA BERASRRKANTRIEDERET.
2.3.3 HMTEREHPHRE  1990-09-30RIRHL E A% 6 [ E-TTR-HEE-2 b oW W, C- T+
HEMTER. 28 2 VLA S’ A F-BEW-CO N, A REDER . RiILEHTESE 5L
B iR EAR AR HXEREL  FERETHEE RIS 58 0E ER A STE IR
- JCTE S
®9 NE-HL-BE-FMEASLIENPO.KOELAERSMB2 LR
Table ¢ N .P;0,,.K,;0 and organic matter content of various soil layers

in W-W,-C-T model as compared with CK

LEriemt EREHHE Lk G HEE
i ) N Pi K0 ’
Soil layer Content & companson Tulal Chrganic matter
4 & Content o113 0. Q91 Q. 930 Q. 297 2.414
0~-5
>CK 32. 06 20.02 a8- 12 36.73 27 71
% #& Cantent 1. G893 0. 104 0. 807 1. 001 2- 6RE
h~10
>CK 28. 14 21. 72 4i5h. 01 31. 62 30. 14
& #& Conlent 0-014 0.111 0. 971 1.127 1. 621
1020
>CK 31. 46 23. 01 34. 36 31.24 25.23
4 it

FHEZERTHERIERSE . 666 Tol W H42.1~49. okg, W B X B %8R0, gt or
ALk RETE TR B o R TR L E 25 B T A0 BT R U R S S0 R A
% 7666 Tm M 15% ~82% .

EAEXRMEME TR R A E SR . S SEEfaEME 2 LER 21524
FUEL . {H MER {TH#4£18. 62% ~22. 94 % 0000 MO3E M4 BB AT R AE T8 70 P Bl B T 8
FEBEEEE. . G228 MR 120~10%, SRR 0%~ 14%7, AL A, Hosny 3545
REFEUTH T EAMTRE /7 2k AEREREMEM,

HEERNTE G Fleck Nilson HiB#E.m HES KEBFE. B MEELITS LA .ELE
P oK T R PR ) Mathan K. K. 1 BRSEHAHFEE SRR RAE, 5O KT R. 95, -
WERE SRER. AR BREA N T EE " Ramalho ZHE. Tk K E R fEEME e %
F OO, R AT R

mmEz AEEHERREEEARNRIE . EEAFE20% L F.FER LER 4555 7 Wik
By PR A k. S A b R E T S m S e i e R e T SR (& &
SRR R BN T EREE RS2 AMBEEZ 4R R R RS F R E AR ER
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e Z A A MR B AT B R R MR K SRR R
W R R LI, & QM KA B 4 M0 MR R R B A TR S
B EAR O B K BT AR RTINS FE N KK TR AR
PO LN PP SES BN S P T
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