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Effects of Different Interplanting M odels of Flue-cured

Tobacco and W heat Interplanting on Agronomic Traits,

Yield and Quality of Products

FU Zhan-ying, HAN Dong-heng, WANG Guo-feng
(Wuyang Branch of Luohe Tobacco Company, Wuyang 462400, China)

Abstract: The present research had been carried out to study the effects of different interplanting
models of flued-cured tobacco and wheat on agronomic traits, yeild and quality of products of
flued-cured tobacco.Zhongyan 100 was used as experimental material. A cost-effective evaluations
were given in order to obtain optimail interplanting models of flue-cured tobacco and wheat to the
main crop of flue-cured tobacco.The results showed that: 1/2 type of interplanting had the better
impact on the tobacco agronomic traits, the maximum effective leal area(1689. 93 em”) and leaf
number(22.5) were significantly better than other treatments; 1/2 type of interplanting can effec-
tively reduce the incidence of disease, and its disease index was significantly lower than purely
plant spring tobacco did. The order of eonomic benefit of different flue-cured tobacco and wheat
interplanting mode from high to low was as: 1/2 type> 1/3 type=>2/6 type. 1/2 type of interplan-
ting, as compared to the purely plant spring tobacco and other treatments, could improve the mul-
tiple cropping index and the overall efficiency of farmland by the marginal effect of wheat.
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