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Screening of the Sweet Potato Cultivar for Tobacco-sweet Potato Intercropping

ZHANG Yong-yue, MENG Fan-qi, QIN Su-yan et al (Luohe Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Luohe, Henan 462000 )

Abstract [ Objective ] To screen the proper sweet potato cultivar for tobacco-sweet potato intercropping. [ Method ] Screening evaluation test of
different sweet potato cultivars under the condition of tobacco-sweet potato intercropping were carried out in 2014 and 2015 in different tobacco ar-
eas. The proper sweet potato cultivars suitable for tobacco-sweet potato intercropping were screened. [ Result] The fresh tuber yield of all sweet
potato cultivars reduced under the condition of tobacco-sweet potato intercropping compared with the condition of single cropping. The vine length
of aboveground part increased, the branching number reduced, and tuber number of underground part reduced. [ Conclusion] Combining with the
change situation of fresh tuber yield and vine length, four sweet potato cultivars were screened out, which were Sushu 9, Shangshu 19, Xushu 32

and Guangshu 87.
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Table 1 Comparison of fresh tuber yield of different cultivars in 2014

ERp R - EN (B T o LERNEAIAE +
b4 R Fresh tuber Eﬂ&ﬁ%lg * Fresh tuber 2¥ﬁ3&@% 1.8 * Intercropping
. . Intercropping . . Single cropping

Cultivar yield of . yield of single . compared
name intercropping compared with cropping compared with withsingle

e/ hnn’ Xushu 18 /% ke/hm’ Xushu 18 // % cropping // %
#3259 5 Sushu 9 13 404.90 aA 77.35 24 022.05 42.36 —44.20
5% 19 Shangshu 19 10 434.15 bAB 38.04 20 115.45 19.21 -48.13
VA2 10 5 Luoshu 10 9 776.55 bAB 29.35 24 203.40 43.44 -59.61
BHEZE 9 5 Luoxushu 9 5573.25 cC -26.26 15 236.40 -9.70 -63.42
142 22 Xushu 22 9 069.60 bBC 19.99 28 060. 65 66.30 -67.68
%% 18(CK) Xushu 18( CK) 7 558.65 beBC 16 873.65 — -55.20

T (AP ENE PR 0. 05 KF 225 B3 I—Jﬁﬂxﬁlj{??ud&ﬂ“O 01 K225 35
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indl(aled significant differences at 0.05 level ; different capital letters in the same column indicated significant
differences at 0. 01 level
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Table 2 Comparison of vine length,tuber number and branching number of different cultivars in 2014

LA +
EFh Intercropping #lifE Single cropping Intercropping compared
ShRh &R with single cropping // %
Cultivar HK O AME MR HRK O SME MR gk L st
Vine Tuber Branching Vine Tuber Branching Vine Tuber Branching
length number number length number number length number number
cm A~ A~ cm A~ A~ cm A~ A~
7 9 5 Sushu 9 178.5 3.1 7.4 165.7 5.3 19.1 7.72 -41.51 -61.26
2 19 Shangshu 19 305.8 3.1 11.0 299.2 5.4 18.9 2.21 -42.59 -41.80
12210 %5 Luoshu 10 248.6 3.4 6.1 224.0 5.9 16.4 10.98 -42.37 -62.80
121452 9 5 Luoxushu 9 392.3 3.3 6.7 356.3 4.7 17.8 10.10 -29.79 -62.36
%24 22 Xushu 22 403.8 2.9 8.6 337.3 4.3 15.9 19.72 -32.56 -45.91
%% 18(CK) Xushu 18(CK)  509.3 2.8 8.7 356.8 3.3 14.3 42.74 -15.15 -39.16
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Table 3 Comparison of fresh tuber yield of different cultivars in 2015

L AESEER g, BFMRARE

R4 B Fresh tuber ?ﬁﬂgﬁ%%l?ﬁ * Fresh tuber Intercropping
Cultivar yield of Intercroppl{lg yield of single Single Cropp}ng compared
name intercropping compared with cropping compared with with single
kg/hmz Xushu 18 // % kg/hmz Xushu 18 // % cropping//%
]2 87 Guangshu 87 8 014.05 abAB 132.84 20 725.65 36.60 -61.33
4% 32 Xushu 32 8 887.35 aAB 158.21 16 695.45 10.04 -46.77
732 9 5 Sushu 9 11 796.00 aA 242.72 30 962. 85 104.07 -61.90
T3 19 Shangshu 19 10 558.80 aA 206.77 23 793.15 56.82 -55.62
VA3 10 5 Luoshu 10 4 511.55 beB 31.08 16 343.40 7.72 -72.40
PB4 9 5 Luoxushu 9 4 886.70 bcB 41.98 19 252.95 26.89 -74.62
4% 22 Xushu 22 4529.10 beB 31.59 23 563.35 55.30 -80.78
% 18( CK) Xushu 18(CK) 3441.90 cB 15 172.50 — -77.31

T AP RN TR N 0.05 K225 B3, HﬂTHjﬁ’%?ﬂi’%ﬂ’O 01 R 5 B2

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0. 05 level; different capital letters in the same column indicated significant
differences at 0.01 level
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Table 4 Comparison of vine length,tuber number and branching number of different cultivars in 2015
ERERLEE +

Intercropping compared
with single cropping// %

S RHIN, SRR B> Horb) g 8T 95 9 5 AR
32 3L 3 A AP RARIRE RN, O 3. 14% ~4.43%

ZEF Intercropping #lifE Single cropping

ARl P
E;i:;var L2 MR PR L2 SR PR 2R SR SRR
Vine Tuber Branching Vine Tuber Branching Vine Tuber Branching
length number number length number number length number number
cm ™ ™ cm A~ A~ cm A A
] % 87 Guangshu 87 185.3 3.9 15.6 177.4 4.8 28.0 4.43 -19.79 -44.29
#32 Xushu 32 235.5 2.6 12.9 27.3 5.1 37.4 3.59 ~50.00 ~65.51
J339 5 Sushu 9 229.8 4.1 7.8 222.8 4.8 16.0 3.14 -15.63 -31.56
% 19 Shangshu 19 322.0 3.7 9.1 272.5 4.6 18.1 18.17 -20.65 =50.00
10 2 Luoshu 10 334.0 3.8 5.6 274.8 4.4 13.1 21,54 -14.77 ~57.63
K9 % Luoxushu 9 380.5 3.2 6.4 327.4 5.9 20.1 16.22 ~45.76 ~68.41
142 22 Xushu 22 312.4 3.2 7.5 242.4 4.0 19.7 28.88 -21.25 ~61.93
142 18 (CK) Xushu 18(CK)  428.3 2.9 7.3 307.3 4.1 14.3 39.36 -29.27 -48.95
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