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Table 1. Description of amount and frequency of N fertilization treatments.

Amount of nitrogen (kg/ha) ’ Frequency of topdressing
Treatment . Before  After As (NH{),S0s _ Before  After
tin-cutting® tip-cutting ™ tip-cutting tip-cutting
A° B 147 441 2800 2 6
B 84 346 2030 1 g
C 84 252 1600 1 4
84 3012 1600 1 6

a:Tip-cutting was conducted on April 1, 1987 or 114 days after transplaniing.

b:Including 49kg of N from soyben cake with 509 each applied on April 13 and May 13. Contents
of N, P,Os and K;O in soybean cake were 7%, 1.5% and 2.5%, respectively.

c:Amount of N applied before and after tip-cutting were 149 and 441 kg/ha, respectively, for
treatment A, 84 and 346 kg/ha for treatment B, 84 and 252 kg/ha for treatmentC, and 84 and 301
kg/ha for treatment D.
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Table 2. Agronomic characters and yield and quality of dry straw of mat rush as affected
by method of N fertilization.

Tip-cutting stage Harvesting stage
Treatment® plant stem stem |stem number /hill st?;zv % of valuable straw?®

height | number | length

(em) per hill (cm) | Total [Valuable] vield 1st “nd 3rd {Total

(kg/ha) grade | grade grade |

A 69.0 239 1274 330 231 18,400 6.6 245 38.9 10
B 62.0 242 1247 325 210 17,200 5.0 23.5 36.5 65
C 62.0 216 121.3 303 187 16,100 2.1 23.7 35.2 61
D 58.0 218 121.2 299 171 16,600 2.1 24.3 326 59
L.S.D. 5% 6.8 47 6.0 49 33 3,744 6.5 56 15 8

a: See Table 1 for description of treatments.
b: 1st grade: straw length over 120cm; 2nd grade: length between 100 and 119cm’ 3rd grade:
length between 75 and 99cm.,
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Fig. 1. Number of total stem and tip-cut stem per hill of mat rush at 114 days after transplanting.
(See Table 1 for description of treatments).
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Fig. 2. Comparison ot percentage of valuable stem (length over 75cm) of mat rush among N ferti

lization treatments. (See Table 1 for description of treatments).
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Table 3. Comparison of fertilization cost and gross income of mat rush among various

methods of N fertilization.

?&nﬁu)msgf Cost of | Dressing Total cost of | Dry straw Gross
Treatment® a 41i'éd ¢ fertilizer?® wage’ fertilization valued income
Ofé’ /ha) (N.T.$/ha) | (N.T.§/ha) | (N.T.$/ha) | (N.T.$/ha) | (N.T.$/ha)
A 2,800 11,592 3,600 15,192 533,600 518,408
B 2,050 8,487 2,800 11,287 498,800 487,513
C 1,600 6,624 2,400 9,024 466,900 457,876
D 1,600 13,624¢ 3,200° 16,824 484,100 467,276

. See Table 1 for description of treatments.

)

: Unit price of ammonium sulphate fertilizer was N.T.$4.14/kg.

>

¢: Dressing wage was N.T.$400/person/day.
d: Unitprice of dry mat rush straw wasN.T.$29/kg.
Including the cost of soybean cake at N.T.$7,000/ha and additional dressing wage of N.T.$800/

ha.
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Effect of Nitrogen Fertilization on The Grass
Yield and Quality of Mat Rush (Juncus effusus
L.decipiens Buch)'

M. F. Hu, S. M. Chiu and S. Y. Liu*

Summary

The influences of amount and frequency of N fertilization on the yield quality of
mat rush were studied with the aim at evaluating the adequacy of heavy application of
N fertilizer in coventional cultural practice. The amount of N applied per hectare
before and after tip-cutting for the four treatments were, respectively, 147 and 441kg (
treatment A), 84 and 346 kg (B) 84 and 252 kg (C), and 84 and 301 kg (D).

Mean values of stem length, number of stem per hill, dry sraw yield and percent-
age of valuable stem (with length over 75cm) were highest for treatment A, the
coventioal method of N fertilization (127.4cm, 330, 18,400kg/ha and 70%, respectively)
as compared to the othe treatments. In other words, heavy N fertilization tended to
restult in better agronomic performance. However, no significant difference existed
among four treatments for most of the characters with the only exception of percentage
of valuable stem.

In terms of profit, treatment A was the highest among the four treatments.
However, in this treatment the heavier application of N (63 kg/ha mor than the others)
in the early stage did not enhance the growth, and sheath blight prevailed after tip-
cutting due possibly to heaving N fertilization. Therefore, treatment B, i. e. 84 and 346
kg/ha of N applied before and after tip-cutting, respectively, was recommended. The
application of soybean cake after tip-cutting did not increase the yield and exhibit any
beneficial effect, and therefore was not recommended as a practical measure.
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