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Fig. 1. Investigation of arthropods (a) species and (b) numbers captured in

organic water bamboo non-intercropping field.
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Fig. 2. Investigation of arthropods (a) species and (b) numbers captured in

organic water bamboo and water spinach intercropping field.
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Table 1. Investigation of arthropod species and numbers captured in different

function groups affect by intercropping. (Eiz:8)
Analysis item  Pattern Pest Graminivore Predator Parasitoid Pollinator Scavenger Total
Species” Intercropping 12 12 17 12 1 17 71
Non- 10 7 14 6 1 13 51
intercropping

Numbers¥ Intercropping 113.8 36*% 27.2% 14.2% 0.3 732 264.7**

Non- 102.3 163 10.7 7.5 0.2 64 201.3
intercropping

 Arthropod species in function groups within experimental period, data were not analyzed by
software.

Y The mean of arthropod numbers caught in experimental period, data analyzed by one-way
anova.

*The symbol * and **means significant difference. * means p < 0.05, ** means p <0.01.
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Table 2. The effect of intercropping water spinach in field on annual yields,

quality of water bamboo.

Edible shoot Edible shoot wt

. Amual O Vithleaf  without leaf  LUlDle shoot
Field yield length
(ke/ha) sheath sheath (cm)
(8 (8
Non-intercropping” 1340 454 a¥ 32.6a 15.1a
Intercropping 1472 49.7 a 344a 153a

“Trial areas of two treatments were in the same field. All the trial areas had a procedure of
weed control by hands several days before water spinach planted.

Y Means within each column followed by the same letters are not significantly different at
P<0.05 by Fisher’s protected LSD test.
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Table 3. Comparison of production benefit of organic water bamboo production

with and without intercropping water spinach farming modules.

Non-
Intercropping | ) Remarks
intercropping
Total Profit
1812.0 335
(N.T.$ 1,000/ ha)
Water bamboo
Harvest (kg/ha) 1472 1340
Price (N.T.$/ kg) 250 250
Organic water bamboo: 250
Profit (N.T.$ 1,000/ha) 368.0 335.0
N.T.$/ kg
Water spinach
Harvest (kg/ha) 18050.1 0
Organic leafy vegetable
Price (N.T.$/ kg) 80 -—-- purchase by Ilan school was
80 N.T.$/ kg in 2016
Profit (N.T.$ 1,000/ha) 1444.0 0
Total Cost
179 69
(N.T.$ 1,000/ ha)
Organic fertilizer 25 25 Fertilizer : 450 N.T.$/ 20 kg
Camellia meal: 450 N.T.$/
Pest control 9 9
20 kg
Labor
Nursery of water bamboo 15 15 Wage: 1500 N.T.$/ day
Harvest of water bamboo 20 20
Nursery and cottage of
Y ) g 20 0
water spinach
Harvest of water spinach 90 0
Net profit
1633.0 266.0

(N.T.$ 1,000/ ha)
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Abstract

The effects of intercropping with water spinach (lpomoea aquatica) on
the yield and profit of crops and the biotic component of arthropods in water
bamboo (Zizania latifolia) field were investigated in this study. There were 71
species of arthropods captured in intercropping field, which was 1.4 times
higher than in non-intercropping field (51 species). The number of arthropods
captured in intercropping field (1,588) was 1.3 times higher than in non-
intercropping field (1,208). The number of nature enemies in intercropping
field (248) was higher than in non-intercropping field (109). The yield of water
bamboo was 1,472 kg/ha in intercropping field, which were slightly higher
than in non-intercropping field (1,340kg/ha). The yield of water spinach was
18,050.1 kg/ha, which could increase the yield and profit of crops in
intercropped field. The results indicated that intercropping with water spinach
increased arthropods numbers and species in water bamboo field, and it had

positive effects on the production and profit of crops.

Keywords: biotic component, water bamboo, water spinach, ecological
function group, arthropod, paddy field



