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Effects of Interplanting Maize Between Ridges on Yield and Bolting of Angelica acutiloba

YAO Yu-ling, YANG Ying-chun,LI Yun-fei et al (Yichang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Yichang,Hubei 443004 )

Abstract Angelica acutiloba (Sieb. et Zucc. ) Kitagawa was used to study the effect of different planting spacing and row spacing when inter-
planting maize on its yield and bolting. The results showed that when the planting spacing and row spacing was 1 mx3 m,the yield was the
highest (12 882. 6 kg/hm”) ,which increased by 32.99% compared with the lowest yield,and the bolting rate was lower (0.87% ). The bol-
ting rate of A. acutiloba was the highest when the plant spacing and the row spacing of interplanted maize was 0. 75 mx2. 00 m, reaching
2.17%. The bolting rate of A. acutiloba presented a low-high-low trend with the increase of maize interplanting spacing. We found that the yield
of A. acutiloba could be increased effectively and the bolting could be controlled by reasonably controlling the plant spacing and row spacing of

interplanting maize between ridges,so as to achieve the goal of green production and increasing yield and income.
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Fig.1 Effect of interplanting plant spacing on yield of A. acutiloba
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Fig.2 Effect of interplanting row spacing on yield of A. acutiloba
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Fig.3 Effect of different interplanting combinations on yield of

A. acutiloba
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Fig.4 Effect of interplanting plant spacing on bolting of A. acutiloba
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Fig.5 Effect of interplanting row spacing on bolting of A. acutiloba
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Fig. 6 Effect of different interplanting combinations on bolting of

A. acutiloba
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