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Observation on the Adequate Stage to Select Jute Apical Cuttings for Collectmg

Seeds
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Table 1. Result of Seed Production from Apical Cuttings of
Jute in Various Growing Stages

(5) (6) (7) - (8)

\'\\ lﬁﬁﬁ : (1) | (2 | (3) ,_(4) £ e | i
A B | R | I §$%5%2ﬁ$5@%§m L
_ - — CO/ ) Ay | (AT | (A 1 (%),
Ay #  #m | 32 | 26 | 8.3 | 46.2 8.9 4.5 o7.4 | 50.6
(B) ® M| 3 15 2.9 | 385 4.7 | 2.4 62.3 | 51.1
© 1 M| 3 u 324 .8 | 9.1 a4 | 116 | 48.4
(p) = # | 32 3 | 9.4 é 28 | 127 | 67 | 3005 528

‘A, . Treatment: Ages of apical cuttings:
{A) Seedling, (B) Flowering bud, (C) Flower, (D) Fruit.

1. Items investigated: :
(1) No. of apical cuttings planted, (2) No. of plants harvested, (3) % of apical
cuttings survived, (4) No. of fruits per plant, (5) Wt. of fruit per plant in gr., (6)
Wt. of seed per plant in gr., (7) Wt. of seed per fruit in mg., (8) % of seed in friut.
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Table 2. The Results of Apical Cuttings from Various Stages in 1953

e ﬁ(gﬁ 2) %&g%} 4y | (5) 41(*6%& {h({) @) é()_
A ﬁ,\ THA N T gy | W g ﬂsz}“ | Yk ;éx !% § | IR R Tm_%
G A 0 RN D/ ¢ CIJ,,_, B G T ‘< ) <f\F,,l,f,\tﬂ,,> YD)
(A) #& Eif !7 15| 84.2 5 ] 141.7 |© 3.8 164.7! 9.1 | 720.8 4.2
(B) & fE Hj %7. 22| 86.7 4 1 142.9 3.8 1795% 8.9 ‘ 770.8 | 4.1
(C) = & # ;7 29| 95.0 5 | 1BLO| 3.7 17691 9.6 | 912.5 | 4.0
(D) % B # !8. 5| 98.3 6 | 140.4| 3.8 | 148.8| 8.7 ] 854.2 4.1
(B) £l # 4 8 12 95.8 6 ! 128.2] 3.8 | 1342 8.2 787.5 | 4.0

A. Treatment: Ages of apical cuttings:
(A) Flowering, (B) Beginning of flower, (C) Flower in full blossom, (D) Young
fruit, (E) Seed in milky stage.

1. Items investigated:
(1) Date of apical cuttings planted, (2) % of apical cuttings survived, (3) Days for
rooting after apical cuttings planted, (4) Plant height in cm., (5) No. of branches

 per plant, (6) No. of fruits per plant, (7) Wt. of seeds per plant in gr., (8) Yield

of seeds per hectare in kg, (9) Wt. of 1,000 grains in gr.
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»’ Talbe 3. Analysis of Variance on Yield of Jute Seed from Various
Stages of Apical Cuttings in 1953

H & E X /T A \ 52 B s i\ Snedecor’s F Value

i
A A E

@ I \ F 'ﬁﬁ Y —
Source of Variation | D.F. | S.S. | Variance 5% | 1%

o e I R - S I S L — |
[“ %ﬁ Blocks 3 2.48 % 0.83 2.3 3.26 5.41
)it # Treatment 4 8.08 I 2.02

|
# 2% Error 1 12 9.36 | 0.87 Jl
- T o f T
# # Total | 19 19.92 | | | |
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Table 4. The Results of Apical Cuttings from Various Stages in 1954

m CENNORNONNONNONNONNCRNG RO
& @ o BB | WEER OB SR gy e wmm | E LW T
GRS IRCH N IRe o B (55) apiem| (A5 | (%) .

(a)#® #7)8. 28| 74.0 : 64.0 | 3.6 | 725 | 16 119 3.6 | 66.4
, (b)safets | » 86.8 { 64.3 | 3.6 | 70.1 | 2.2 194 3.5 | 75.0
B OB | (c)EEy |~ 88.4 | 71.3 | 3.7 | 91.9 | 3.3 202 | 3.6 | 74.2
' (d) g | » 87.6 | 81.8 | 3.7 | 8.5 | 3.1 275 3.5 | 75.6
(e)ZBH | »2 .| 40.0 | 78.0 | 1.6 | 49.6 | 1.0 40 | 3.4 | 72.2

|
i
|
{
|
i
i
1
|
1
i

(2)% #7|8. 28| 61.6 . 76.8 | 3.7 | 825 | 2.9 | 177 | 3.4 | 69.0
(B) _ (b)WIEMI | ~ | 722 | 719 | 3.8 | 9.0 | 41 | 300 | 3.2 | 58.6
()it | » 65.4 | 75.7 | 3.7 | 80.7 | 4.1 | 266 | 3.2 | 58.2

—— — ——

(d) %34 (8. 30| 87.8 | 77.3 | 3.9 | 7.3 | 3.4 | 203 3.1 | 70.8

\
(C) 1} H
BEEE | (e)mm | 2 66.8 8.5 | 2.8 | 69.5 | 1.5 .92 | 3.2 63.8
. | | i

(A) Huwei green bark No: 7, (B) Suishang green bark, (C) Hsinfeng green bark.
{1) Varieties, (2) Stage of apical cuttings cut, (3) Date of apical cuttings planted,
(4) % o} apical cuttings survived, (5) Plant height in cm., (6) No. of branches per
plant, (7) No. fruits per plant, (8) Wt. of seeds per plant in gr., (9) Yield of seeds
per hectare in kg., (10) Wt. of 1,000 grains in gr.; (11) % of germination.
(a) Flowering bud; (b) Beginning of flower, (c) Flower in full blossom; (d) Young
fruit; (e) Seed in milky stage.
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Table 5. The Results of Apical Cuttings from Various Stages in 1955

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
B e me el | swe s w ok ERY wes (T2
(B~®) %) D) (BTIAE) (AT

7. 29| (a)E #9 49.3 89.4 3.8 85.4 185 3.8

v | (b)7E M| 76.8 86.6 3.7 79.6 322 3.8

z (e)y = M 69.6 108.0 3.4 90.2 226 3.6

2 |(d)3 o oH| 52.3 78.2 3.2 62.7 | 128 3.5

8. 7|(a)® #| 51.7 86.1 3.6 81.0 231 3.7

2 | (b)7E # 1 50.7 81.7 3.8 79.7 253 3.6

4 ()4 B # 52.5 80.3 3.6 67.3 184 3.7

(A) 7 ((d)gL # # 875 89.9 3.9 82.6 | . 364 3.7 -
K EFD |8, 17| (a)m@ # | 86.9 83.1 3.5 77.3 373 3.6
2z [ (b)3E #1| 84.0 85.3 3.5 73.7 354 3.6

7 ()% B OB 944 87.8 3.6 85.5 531 3.5

v |(d)5 # o#| 82.1 85.9 3.8 81.3 | 464 3.4

8. 27 |(a)® #] 98.1 75.2 3.8 67.9 374 3.6

z | (b)7E #| 96.0 80.2 3.7 75.2 389 3.5

7 | (e)% 2 H| 965 81.5 3.7 80.3 473 3.5

z (A5 B 94.7 76.2 3.8 68.1 407 3.4

7. 29| (a)® #| 63.2 82.5 3.8 80.9 333 3.7

4 (b) 1k #7 38.4 77.1 3.7 78.8 173 3.5

2 ()% B M| 384 85.8 3.7 79.1 151 3.4

o [ (d)3L # # | 40.0 83.5 3.6 82.3 158 | 3.4

8. 7| (a)® #|  66.7 86.6 3.8 85.1 294 3.7

7 | (b)7E #| 80.0 79.9 3.9 76.5 - 370 3.6

2 (cYsh 2 # 44.5 74.2 3.8 77.0 185 3.4

* (B) PSRN COE N A 77.0 3.7 73.6 211 3.4
HE T8 17|(a)® #| 816 69.9 3.8 73.3 233 3.5
7 | (b)TE # 69.9 67.5 3.9 70.5 225 3.5

7 ()W # #| 85.3 77.4 3.8 67.9 311 3.5

7 I(d)F W M| 853 83.0 3.9 74.8 319 3.4

8. 27| (a)® #|  96.0 68.6 3.7 64.3 369 3.6

¢ | (b)7B | 94.4 66.9 3.6 58.7 324 3.5

z ()% B Hiw  93.1 73.6 3.5 67.3 315 | 3.5

7z |(d)5. % o#| 86.1 76.1 3.7 76.0 340 3.4 -

(A) Suishang Green Bark, (B) Huwei Green Bark No. 7.

{1) Varieties, (2) Date of apical cuttings planted, (3) Stage of apical cuttings cut,
(4) % of apical cuttings survived, (5) Plant height in cm, (6) No. of branches per
plant, (7) No. of fruits per plant, (8) Yield of seeds per hectare in kg., (9) Wt. of
1,000 grains in gr.

(2) Flowering bud, (b) Flower, (2) Young fruit, (d) - Seed in milky stage.
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Table 6. Analysis of Variance on yield of Jute Seed from Various
‘ Stages of Apical Cuttings in 1955. '

. ’ . [, o Sned ’
52 . W EEEE S Mmoo H| F vale
Source of Variation D.F. | S.S. | Variance - 5% | 1%
Blocks (B) 4 17,875.97 4,468.99.
i . - M 1 | 79,744.90 | 79,744.90 | 14.98% | 7.71 | 21.2
Varieties (V) | 2=, (I (3% TY . . .
Ea - ! . K
i _ - 1 4| -21,204.23| 5,323.55
Date of Apical Cuttings Planted (D) 3 401,024.82 | 133,674.94 | 31.39%% 3.01 | 4.72
o B Byxw 3 | 94,057.05 | 31,352.35 | 7.36 | 3.01|4.72
, Eb 24 120,170.00 |  4,257.38
i i By i 1] -
‘Stage of Apical cuttings cut (S) 3 131.29 ‘43"76‘
oM B T MG R OIE ‘ il 1 0n |
. T ) : .9 174,554.26 | 19,394.92 | 8.76" 1.97 | 2.59
oM 0 3 B Hix&E 09 .92 e
%W 3 48,597.68 | 16,199.23 | 7.31%% 2.7 | 3.98
oM 5 IR WX R R HI xS R 00 12 e
S *DY* (V) 9 104,661.97 | 11,629.18 | 5.25% 1.97 | 2.59
Ec . 212,542.80 |  2,213.98
@ 5 Total | 159 | 1,274,661.97 }
G BRI REE B
® WEkE .
& ® e b 8 | % Lol
5K b C# B 3,737
OB OF O OK 7T B 165 3,572
B L.S.D. [5% 2,517
L.S.D: 1% 4,950 -
- EERSENEESRETE
R
i 1
§F & W Rr o & 3 ' Ly
8 A 271 @ 3,231 R
¥ RE = S A = 2,539 © 692
8§ A 7 B - 3,385%% 2,639%%
7 A -29-- 8 - 1,714 4,954%+% 4,253%% 1,506%
ian 5% 1,205
L.S:D. {1% 1,632
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%
e T ® @ o 7pwm |88 7TH |8AWAE SANE @ &
[[n] i —— ‘ |
7k L & B | — 359.50 ] —  496.50 743.00 | 113.00 | 0.00
% B # B | + 359.50 |+ 49650 | — 743.00 i — 113.00 | 0.00
i gt ] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 0.00
[ 5% 52.16
L.s.D. { 1% 80.03

o EFRERLE MERE TEY > KLF

BER8ATH REFE T R7HTRE

sﬂhﬁ’dﬁﬁgziﬁﬁ@m%%ﬁ%ﬁo

© RSB X FHERE

o T B on - -
ﬁ*ﬁ%m;@]“"*u\#\i 7 H 2 H i,8)37151 ‘8}’3178 8H2r | | &
% # 36738+ 6.38 l — 362.88%% — 10.88 | 0.00
7t # 272,13+ 359.13 | — 480.13%% — 151.13%% 0.00
il 7 # | — 142:13%  — 564.13 | 539, 63%* 166.63*  0.00
5 # B | — 497.38%  198.63 J 303.38%% —  4.63% 0.0

i &t 0.00 " 0.00 1 0.00 0.00 | 0.00
59 : '
Ls.. {3Z 30.93

- A BT U B TR R e A > e R

S R A B BT A

GIBAE » 0 8 A m7ELh R I E BN BRA TR RE R B T 8 JI i B U RGIT R ARG 2

IEE T » S0 B — RIS » ESUBERE IR > Rl —E2igs  REREFERTRES AL
DTEHEREEE » REERERE » EBUYRMSEEE -
®  FEHEIHR X WiE
m%%agﬁ\¥§\m EO# K| RR W TE | W &t
g : H — 565.00%* 565. 00%* 0.00
it . H — - 20.00 20.00 0.00
b4 4 Hj 401.50%F —  401.50%% .} 0.00
=2 e B 184.00 —  184.00%% 0.00
1A &t | 0.00 0.00
) 5% . 25.26
L:S.D. 19/2 33.19
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Table 7. The Results of Apical Cuttings from Various Stages in 1956

(1) (2) (3) [ (&) T (BY | (6) | (7) | (&) (9)

B | o s | n e | b | DB BB g | ST
o AsEN RCHINGY>) (A% (AFFIAE) B 3
7. 30| (a)w #| 96.3 | 110.8| 3.7 58.1 | 5.3 478.2 117

Z | (b)1E # | 94.7 | 110.1| 3.6 54.5 | 4.9 399.8 2

Z |(e)4 R #| 9.4 | 110.0| 3.7 | 59.5 | 5.3 422.8 s

Z ()R # ¥ | 93.9 | 107.0| 3.8 | 58.5 | 5.1 383.4 |~

8. 9/(a)® | 411 | 94.0| 3.8 | 56.9 | 4.6 | 201.8 | 112

7 | (b)7E #| 47.0 | 87.2| 3.7 | B8.0 @ 4.1 | 2054 &~

7 ()4 B M| 424 | 8.9 3.5 | 5.7 | 44 | 204 »

(A) # | (d)FL # #| 325 | 845! 3.6 | 52.9 : 3.6 | 101.6 »
ALHE 8 19 (a) & #| 61.3 73.0| 3.5 | 59.3 | 4.5 283.2 101

{(b) 3t #| 741 80.3 | 3.6 56.2 | 4.6 324.2 y

(a)5, # #| 53.9 | 76.0| 3.5 53.5 | 3.5 174.2 7

4 (d) % 3 #1| 49.3 73.2| 3.0 44.2 2.2 94.2 7

8. 29\ (a)E # | 57.3 72.6 | 3.6 45.5 3.2 180.0 92

z | (b)7E #| 53.4 | 876 3.6 | 55.2 | 5.2 | 266.0 P

7 |(e)% H M| 6.3 | 74.9| 3.5 | 55.0 | 4.3 | 287.2 »

7 |8 % M| 0.3 | 7.4 8.5 | 508 | 51 | 338.4 ‘ ”

7. 30| () M| o97.1 | 123.2| 3.7 52.1 | 4.8 9.8 | 117

(b) 3t # | 96.0 | 123.0| 3.9 57.7 | 4.3 395.2 z

7 ()4 = #9| 93.3 115.7 | 3.9 56.1 5.2 477.4 7

7 (d)5, = M| 97.1 | 107.6| 3.9 60.8 4.6 407.8 Y4

8 9| (a)®m # | 62.9 90.9 | 3.7 53.3 4.5 288.2 111

2 | (b)7t # | 60.0 89.3 | 3.8 51.7 | 5.2 299.6 2

2z ()Y B #| 53.5 89.2| 3.8 54.5 | 4.6 265.0 2

P (B) | 7 |()5 # M| 589 | 86.6| 3.7 | 5.2 | 4.8 | 262.6 v
WE T 8. 19| (a)w #| 60.5 | 88.8| 3.5 | 51.1 | 4.3 | 292.8 100

2z | (b)FE #| 56.8 | 77.5| 3.8 54.5 | 4.5 267.0 2

7 (e)dr = #| 60.3 82.1| 3.6 53.5 5.1 306.6 z

2 (d)s # H | 8le 86.9| 3.6 53.4 | 4.9 380.8 7

8. 29| (a)w # | 61.9 69.6 | 3.4 47.0 | 2.6 149.5 91

2 | (b)7E # | 60.0 76.2 | 3.6 54.3 | 4.0 250.2 Y




8. 29| (c)¥) m ;tﬂ' 65.1

s Nﬂﬁ,% 1

65.6

70.7 |
73.8

3.7 -
3.5

48.2
52.9

[2]
[e]

|
4.1 l 256.6 91
4 i 185.2 I 7

(A) Suishang green bark, (B) Huwei green bark No. 7.

(1) Varieties, (2) Date of apical cuttings planted, (3) Stage of apical cuttings cut,
(4) % of apical cuttings survived, (5) Plant height in cm, (6) No. of branches per
plant, (7) No. of fruits per plant, (8) Wt. of seeds per plant in gr., (9) Yield of

seeds per hectare in kg.

(a) Flowering bud, (b) Flower, (c) Young fruit, (d) Seed in milky Stage.
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Table 8. Analysis of Variance of Seed Yield from
Various Stages of Cuttings in 1956

. ! - T Snedecor's.
" SR IR I T
Source of Variation D.F. S.S. | Variance | 5%

E’F‘.!". % g3
Blocks (B) 4 1,342.16 335.54 | 19.87% | 6.39 | 15.98
AT it
Varieties (V) 1 104.09 104.09 6.16 | 7.71 | 21.20
Ea 4 67.54 16.88
Date of apical Cuttings Planted (D) 3 2,417.02 805.67 6.14% | 3.01'| 4.72
int X b i o
o) 3 2,148.61 716.20 5.45
Eb 24 3,150.82 131.28
WM Ik : ‘ -
Stage of apical cuttings cut ()" 3 810.59 270.19 | 24.16** | 2.7 | 3.78
G ExIROM B Ik W Rk
' WVIKE) 3 291.00 97.00 8.67
A f‘ﬁxﬁ) (@) 5% IR 9 | 1,9%.97 | 213.99 | 19.14%% |
{
B FiXIF O O MO8 Ik o#7 %k |
A<Dy () 9 6,434.14 714.90 | 63.94%F 1 1.97 | 2.95
Ec 26 1,073.61 11.18
| N S
#  E Total | 159 i 19,765.55 | ,‘

i BTERS » RAKHEREEES o
G 25 P R 26 SRR i
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® TG

#0®  om|® 0m R % ]
7 A 30 @O 1,975.82
8 A 9 H 1,767.96 207.86
8 A 19 ® 1,709.81 266.01% 58.15
8 51 29 @ 1,540.82 . 435.00%* 227.14% 168.99
5% ' 211.45
L.S.D. {19 - 286.55

LR 7 A TR REE » 88 ik Tt o

RS R

4 ® 1 1,852.41 L

Vid 1 1,818.21 i © 33.83

i AT 1,692.96 159. 08** 125.25%F

=) #h % | 1,631.20 220. 84%* 187.01%* 61.67*

,,,,,, ! S

5% " 50.60

L.S.D. {1% 69.37

1 B ORI B ACBIBURSE TS ) ERREER -
© X R

o, @'“l?\ﬁi%ﬂ 7H38 | 83898 | 4A19E | 822098 @& & -
pid i # B | 42.48% | — B7,42% — 82.74% | 97.67%* | 0.00
W% B #H B | — 42.48%F | 4 B7.42%k | 4 82.74%% | 97.67+% |~ 0.00
s ’ =t 0.00 0.00 0.00 0:00 ’
5% ’ ’ 6.47
L.S.D. {1% 5.4

HERAPREE » FAFRREN > KRR RS AFa  REREER S A o
© i R

)= \\\% B # 1k # 9 B O#H FO0# M (W FF
X E # B 12.95 | 3.59 - 17.94 — 27.95 0.00
. . : - 1
P )= # B | —42.25 | — 3.59 17.94 27.95 0.00
|
i it 0.00 . ; 0.00 0.00 0.00
5% 1.80
L.S.D. {1% 2.36

TR » TR ARSI » K LR LSRN » PR BRI
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SR o
® FEHBIEGE X TR
e N jﬁ*ﬁﬁﬁ " s . | oo ; m' = l Si =1
¥ & # . Z7 H‘X;@} |OE # s ki) ’ JJ Ei b | ‘ Ho# # e &l
! T | . i I .
) e
7 A 30 H | 2950 — 60.81 | 18.91 12.79 0.00
8 H. 9 H 17.09 18.85  — 1671 | — 14.24 | 0.00
8 A 19 B | 3615 19.96 | — 15.29 | — 40.82 0.00
8 A 29 H | —82.78 27.80 . 13.02 | 42.25 0.00
4 # ) 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
T \
5% 2.91
L.s.D. {31% [ 2.87

[HJ:%?J‘*E%‘E% ) PRI @ﬂ?ﬁ*ﬁ%ﬁ(%ﬁiﬁ%%ﬁ'%ﬁlfz%% o,
ﬂ]'uHH&#n aRg
SRR IR 20 1 > DUREM:SHTE B k4 BT B » ﬁ%@z?%@c% ﬁ:ﬁﬂﬁf— » BREE BRTE > H
0o hfjﬁﬁ}\&‘i@ R A B SRR WIEHEARE Y SHE TUCL&%‘%%L_ s BEIRARE
RGN > B HEERREI0E o 4B G 2 25 E BN FRDL R HIR R s
EAE ) FEBERE  HHESIBIIRE » FEHRTHRS ey E’H&Eﬂﬂ ’ éﬁ\uf’éﬁ‘d}é?ﬁ
TREETE ©
e ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁ%
Experiments on Planting Methods from Apical Cuttings of Jute
L RBRE W : SoRFR SR 2T Ak WA st HnkETEE 3
2. DERBRFAER SN L
(1 454
A IRFHAT B o 450 8 H24H » MiPﬁﬁﬁ’ﬁﬁ@??}ﬁ%ﬁ% TAES Bk o
B A BEFR T
C BB - HOERFE ; Q3HEE 5 O%aHHs OBIE % 5 OISR ©6)
BHNEBRBBHES GEB%F ’ Mé%ﬁ%&“’“‘f s B 6K 41T > FTHES0ASY s 15 54
R REEFKL0EHA
D HERFEE: i’ﬂ!aﬂf%Q :
B RO ST RS AR i
Table 9. The Results of Cutting Methods in 1956

— . (1) 2y | (3) (4) (5) (6)
mi’? Elg WEE | B B 5HY | Sk shpesl s g 5
Bo— @ e | (2% | (@riaE

(A) & & 44.3 71.5 3.5 55.0 3.00 119.0

(B) #l % | 5.7 75.7 | 3.3 48.4 2.69 133.7

() ® =X # =w 45.8 80.4 3.2 42.3 2.57 115.0

(D) # =X W B | 837 65.9 2.9 40.5 218 | 66.7

(E) B 18 ® & | 84.2 70.1 3.6 52.1 4.10 343.0
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{ .

(F) fEHFEBREEE: - ! 63.3 3.1 ‘ 22.1 ‘ - ]J 63.7
5% 16.5 | 102.2

L.S.D. 1% 22.6 ‘ l 138.5

A. Planting methods of apical cuttings:

" (A) Plant erectly, (B) Plant obliquely, (C) Plant obliquely in furrow, (D) Lean"
against soil in furrow, (E) Tie on a stick as support and plant in water but above
soil, (F) Transplant after growing roots by leaning against soil in paddy fleld.

1. Items investigated:

(1) % of apical cuttings survived, (2) Plant height in cm, (3) No. of branches per
plant, (4) No. of fruits per plant, (5) Wt. of seeds per plant in gr., (6) Yield of
seeds per hectare in kg.

SRBLLSE » SRAINARIEIRZE » (MR i IR B AR o S > T P R BRL IR 8 1y T 8
%ﬁzﬁ ) EFRERBR RS » I )5&%73‘%2%%{% » IREHAHE B R BRIk B RRE R
o THRIRA SR o A o

E B8 5Hms10:
710  ASHERRRIT R A B R B

Table 10. Analysis of Variance on Surviving %
of Jute Apical Cuttings in 1956 .

. s . . Snedecor’s F
3t N | EmE| | E #F @B 7i P "Vale
Source of Varietion | D.F. S.S. Variance 5% 1%
i ‘
[ % Blocks (B) 5 1,230.67 246.13 1.305 2.87 4.43
& P Treatment (T) 4 8,870.20 © 2,217.55 11.761%% 2.71 4,10
# 3% Error (E) 20 3,771.00 188.55
- :
# &l Total 29 13,871.87 ’
5% ‘ . 16.54
L.s.0. { 3% 22.55
x11 ASERRTHRREEARFEEREONTE
Table 11. Anmnalysis of Variance on Seed Yield -
of Jute Cutting Methods in 1956
" i ~ ) Snedecor’s F
a4 B EmE | F | A "Value
Source of Variation | D.F. S.S. Variance 5% 1%
. - | |
& % Blocks (B) 5 8,589.00 1,717.80 0.93 2.6 3.86
i P Treatment (T) 5 321,117.00 64,223.40 34, 64%% 2.6 3.86
# 3% Error (E) 25 46,345.00 1,853.80
W & Total 25 376,051.00
5% 102.2
L.S8.D. 1% | 138.5

R E OISR ) AR ENEREEE o
@ 464
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A EEIAR ML  A6FE8 24 R B o BT RS B AR B P 3 Tl 2 sio

B HEAME K EFR o

C REXE : BOERE » Q3G O%# » WHERHE » 048315 » (6)bifRs5 P. P. M.
B4 RBITIRT 6 FMRIE » L6 X 6 A T HMEXE » 57T » 178 6 AR » 1THE50A5) » #EE20%
Ak

D H®BHE: #¥lmTE

K12 ACEFFRITHFEERBREER
Table 12. The Results of Various Cutting Methods in 1957

A \ (\1) (2)* (3) | (4)1% @(S)ﬁ: (6) ﬁ(é)g @(8)$
B HE A EIEEEHR B HEK ﬁﬁ%&ﬁ "R 2y Tra
COMRG YD) l s amingm) e (A3
(A) & | 89.1 99.2 3.3 56.4 6.4 562.1 100.0 3.6
(B) &, | 84.0 97.8 3.2 55.6 6.80 516.3 91.9 3.6
() jmE | 83.8 100.9 3.2 56.1 6.3 504.3 105.0 3.6
(D) ® | 89.5 92.0 3.2 59.7 6.8 590.0 89.7 3.6
(E)Z U 5| 88.4 97.7 3.2 58.5 6.6 567.0 101.0 | 3.7
(F) fi{ﬁ@ﬁ@& 29.0 92.2 | 3.3 46.4 2.9 55.6 9.9 3.7
Lso. {3%2| &5 | , 600

A. Planting methods of apical cuttings:
(A) Plant erectly, (B) Plant obliquely, (C) Lean against soil in furrow, (D) Tie on
stick as support and plant in water but above soil, (E) Lean against the frame

- obliquely, (F) Plant 4 days after immersing 85 PPM H,SOx..

1. Items Investigated:
(1) % of apical cuttings survived, (2) Plant height in cm, (3) No. of branches
per plant, (4) No. of fruits per 'plant, (5) Wt. of seeds per plant in gr., (6) Yield
of seeds per hectare in kg., (7) Index of seed yield, (8) Wt. of 1,000 grains in gr.

ARIEFFIREE 5 RAKERT 3 2% » REESE 140 A » SE7EFARIPRS » BESE T » e I Bn B
LAELLE  BRREE o MIFR RIS RHR B RARER » V)3 NETE: o BRI ERTIEE
et » DIAEDRERF IR 2UBRATE » SHECHTE » WRISHHELL @ﬁﬁy’ﬁ@ﬁ%zﬁno

E BRI 13

K13 AT R REERBRE SRR
Table 13. Analysis of Variance on Surviving 2 of
Jute Apical Cuttings in 1957

. YL e Sned s F

” SRR P - “Value
Source of Variance | D.F. S.S. Variance 5% 1%
i %l Columns "5 180.48 36.09 . 0.34 2.71 4.10
# % Rows 1 s 292.47 58.49 0.55
" J ® Treatment 5 39,570.47 7,914.09 73.77%%
B # Error 20 -2,145.56 107.28

i@ F Total 35 42,188.97

. 5/0 12-‘47

L:S.D. { 1% 17.01
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M RO > AUREERTE RIBEE

#£14 ACERFETRATEABRERREORE
Table 14. Analysis of Variance on Seed Yield -
' of Jute Cutting Methed in 1957

Snedecor’s F

—— 3 -
3t W | AEE | T S M3 7 _ Value
Source of Variation | D.F. 1 S.S. Variance 5% 1%
‘ i I 1 T
# % Columns | 5 = 22,041.58 | 4,408.31 | 129 | 2.71 410
# % Rows 5 |  45,788.06 ‘ 9,066.20 | 2.69 ‘
% 7 Treatment | 1,147,215.06 | 227,220.79 67.30%* J :
# % Error 20 E 68,187.94 3,409.41 | ; }
|
- — |
# 3 Total 35 | 1,283,222.76 | | |
5% 46.93 o
L.S.D. {1% o3

B L FAHT 2 S R
@) 47
A SRS : 4TIE8 A10F » MERARRESRERS TR TAEE R o
B s R : K ETFESHEL s A8 A10HRETEN » A OB TI0A5 0 » BY FHSIET
ﬁ o
C  SABRE: AT ~ 2HF ~ 0 ~ AU - BIFS 5 ME > D5 x 51 T HH®s > 647
& 178 6 AR » 17EES04343 » BREE20/3 457 ©
D SABRFR : &Flm=E1S

#¥15 ATEFMTREEERRRER
Table 15. The Results of Cutting Methods in 1958

(1) (2) (3) (4) *(S)H ,_(6)% (7) jW(é)‘a -@(9)
] = ¥ BE 5 2 4 =2 B N BE = E -
: @ | @amt & (€:D) (/A W) ARIAE) (%) (@YD)
(A)E | 69.1 126.4 2.7 49.1 5.1 342.5 100.0 3.9
(B) &} | 66.9 | 110.7 2.5 45.0 4.8 308.4 90.0 3.9
(COOEXEE| 749 121.7 2.7 47.2 5.0 363.7 106.2 3.9
D)ERHH| 9.4 119.4 2.9 56.9 5.0 448.9 131.1 3.9
(E) & & | 98.9 114.9 2.9 1 56.7 5.8 561.5 163.9 3.9
1
l _
5% | 19.2 | 165.8
LsD. {3%| 35 | 232.8

(A) Plant erectly, (B) Plant obliquely, (C) Lean against Soil in Furrow, (D) Lean
against the frame obliquely, (E) Tie on stick as support and plant in water but above
soil.

(1) Methods of apical cuttings, (2) % of apical cuttings survived, (3) Plant height in
cm., (4) No. of branches per plant, (5) No. of fruits per plant, (6) Wt. of seeds per ,
plant in gr., (7) Wt. of 1,000 grains in gr., (8) Index of seed yield.

FERETRREAISET  RERNY » B SR ) EREE FfE%M’ET{ETEH%?
RHERES  FUS S HEEN ISR RARERNE » BREM o
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E BEAN: inFEI6R1T
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Table 16. Analysis of Variance on Surviving % of
o Apical Cuttings in 1958

‘ — , - Snedecor's F
- H | BEmE | A5 R | Z) - “Value
Source of Variation | D.F;’ S.S. | ' Variance 5% 1%
® % Columns 4 2,229.36 | 557.34 2.857 3.26 | 5.46
# 7] Rows 4 280.16 | :  70.04 0.360

Bt 7 Treatment | 4 | 13,803.36 3,450.84 | 17.754%%

# . % Error 12 2,332.48 104.37
# E Total 24 18,645.36

H ESHTREE » AP R o

K17 ATHFFRETERSESE
Table 17. Analysis of Variance on Seed Yield of Jute
Cutting Methods in 1958

) - ~ Snedecor’s |
. B BEE|F K Om|y Vel . N Valde
Source of Variation | D.F. S.S. Variance 5% 1%
¥ 4T Rows 4 69,1628 3.26 5.41
A 7 Columns 4 68,634.2 ) )
% # Treatmant | 4 683,997.5° 170,849.4 11.76%*
_ H& 3% Error 12 174,283.4 14,523.6
# & Total ! 2 993,239.9 f |
5% | _ © 165.8
L.8.D. {1% 232.8

Hi MW7 » S EERg e R R

. MR : |

BRABIERER ) IR » SR ~ TS~ TR RS TR - AYilanAel8
K18 FHRRIT IR B BRAO T ATHE BB sk

~ Table 18. Summary of the Planting Methods of
Apical Cuttings From 1956 to 1958 -

WA B R | R DBQ‘E/ Jf 1. FFEEE 2. ¥F ] i 77 e
ﬂi FE| 5 ﬁ, D;fe of Saee(;) I Itenis. (A) (B) (C) (D) ( E)

an- nvestig-
Year |Variety! ting Collec- vestig

i 7T
e e | AN BT A Zm 5% R
ated |1 4|24 i | | 0 02 %EQ?% 4 e

tion i

45 "Hawei |8 A4AILI28A| (2 = ‘ 1 ,
; " 713 75.7 80.4] 70.1 65.9  63.3 -
(1956) | GTeen |Aug. 14Nov. 28 : C)fMJ‘) : .
3) RER
No. 7 | (AR Ay | 119.0) 148.3 113.3) 359.6 66.6.  69.6

)(f;iﬁgy? 44.3 55.6) 45.8 84.1 3.6
) ,
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K R 1“%@};?@ 89.1 84.0 89.5 83.8 88.4 29.3
i . B | 99.2 07.8 92.0| 100.9 97.7] 92.2
(1957) | G228 |Aug. 24Nov. 19 ‘
Bark (/\}_jjﬁif) 562.1 516.3 590.0/ 504.3 567.0, 55.6
X EH “%%fgﬂ 69.1 66.8 98.8 84.2 03.4
47 .. |8 A16E/11718R .
| Suish (28 % l126.4 107 114.9) 121.7 119.4
(1958) | Green [AUE- 16‘Nov. 18 (3) AR | i
Bark | IR | 2425 308.2 541.5 363.7 148.9

1. Items Investigated: .
(1) % of apical Cuttings Surrived, (2) Plant height in cm., (3) Yield of Seeds

a.
C 2. ll?{’lga/rl:tmg methods of apical Cuttmgs.
(A) Plant erectly, (B) Plant obliquely, (C) Plant obliquely in furrow, (D) Tie on a
Stick as support and plant in water but above soil, (E) Lean against soil in in furrow,
(F) Transplant after growing roots by leaning against soil in paddy field, (G) Lean
against the frame obliquely, (H) Plant 4 days after immersing 86 PPM HySO,.

O HEBEHEER RITEERIEES  FHNUZRR  WEFERS » RERFES o

@ IFIERISHRIREN A BNRER  AAEEGZRR -

@) A6MATIRG  WIERT - BISEHE  FREZRER L FRWAE -

@ FERREE SRS EREER BRSNS RE » HEN RN ER » TR &
BHET B HEERFER RN » (AH AR o

® FEHERSERRSEN LUBERE  FiHRE » EiB—RITIREL » SRERET
 FFREREE  NIFARRREY  RERR  RIEETHLER SRS '

(6) %Mﬁ%&?iﬁﬂ?ﬁ@%ﬂ’iﬁi*ﬁ%%%ﬁ’mﬁﬁtﬁﬁﬁ%’ﬁﬁgﬁﬁ
E%%ﬁ’@&&%H’Emﬁ&%ﬁ%km%’KﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁtO&%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ
AR PSRRI AT RO ER ) FEIRERRYL > ENTRIRIRR TR » W TS BT A
By SBEBILEE » SRk EEGI(L > DUFHER : '

() JEE R » REERWAE BTSRRI FRERRD ) IRHERRL
BERBREY » REmdAREIE » BIRUTIR SRR ERNE » REERE » #IERTZ
FHik e

® ﬁ&ﬂﬁﬁ&ﬁ’ﬁ%%ﬁﬁim@%ﬂ’T@%E » BRIETRBATERE R » U@ 0 BT
R » XAt R E L MR RRA LA G o .

©) EEEAHEN: » HBHEE ) HATRK ) EEEZIRET » —RFEESFHRA
¢ FERET RS AR .

Experiment on Methods of Field Management for Jute Seed Production From

Apical Cuttings

L fFERERKERE

0 FEREM: ﬁgﬁﬂmZﬁﬂ“E’%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ y R AREZ RS o

(@) WIS : 426E 7 B o AR RIREABRS FiEeRE LU o

@) HEAME: BREFRTH

@ HEREHM::

A REIHH : JlgpmHkeE
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B H 5. *=
ZIIEK ~ AKER5~8A 5} » TR R ISRERGBEE o
FHREROK » FEHEEE: o ’
BT EARE » SRAEMNBRIK 1 X -
BTIERRG » B 1 K H sk 1 o
HITHERE » SRPBEHK 1K o
. BITREERE > SEBUK  BRBEK o
THEATE REEHRE 2 KT 2 RBHTHE o
B REREE  AERBEWRE BEW 8417 FE6AR » 158 05 AR » KIS
02 AR » /PNEEEI2FHAR o , .
© HRVEE: 7 A23H REREARTER » SUBURIS TR » BIREEE ) 8 H15AKRE 1 %
» 8 A25HK 9 A9 H/MHEIE 1 & » &AM e 133 A7 » SEEEERSE 133 23T » R ALER66
S 0BT 6ET- -
(6) RABRRR . 523519 ,
#F19 Q2EEFTERER KRR
Table 19. Result of the Observation on Different Practices of Irrigation
for Jute Seed production by Cutting Mthod in 1953

=
e
&
S5

ORCONCNCNONCN

(€3 B I I I D €3 B ) B B € R I €S B B € ®)
Bom | B wE R RSk om aawl o o -
(A~ BB EA~E) () | (&%) CA%)

(A) 7. 23|7..27|8. 7| 97.5 129.6 3.90 8.24

(B) # |-2 |8 9| 9.5 | 133.9 | 3.75 6.85
(C) v 7 |8 9| 9.8 | 127.0 | 3.50 | 6.35
(D) 2 # |8 7| 96.6 | 130.3 | ¢.75 7.39
(E) 7 v |8 7| 9.5 1342 | 3.40 7.43
(F) 2 2 |8 9| 96.6 | 128.6 | 3.45 | 7.16 :
(G) # |7. 298 12| 0.05 | 114.8 | 3.58 4.16 |HEEREH

B ¥ (ck) - — — — 100.3 4.15 4.80 | ERrERRE R ERESEH

(1) Treatments:

' (A) Inundate in water 3-6cm. in depth for whole growing period, (B) Inundate in
water during planting, drain affer survival, (C) Exchange water before or after
sunset every day from planting to survival, (D) Exchange water before or after
sunset on alternate days from planting to survival, (E) Exchange water every noon
and evening from planting to survival, (F) Irrigate in the morning and drain in the
evening every day from planting to survival, (G) Put in ditch with clean running
water and plant after growing roots.

(ck) Collect Seeds directly from normal plants.
(2) Date of apical Cuttings planted, (3) Date of growing roots, (4) Date of apical
cuttings survived, (5) % of apical cuttings survived, (6) Plant height in cm., (7) No.
of branches per plant, (8) Wt. of seeds per plant in gr., (9) Remarks.

H A4 BRIREE (G) » FRHSELEB AN » 2 RISHHE » SRENFET » BIS{% 0059 »
HRBGEBRYRR G » DEFCER » EEIRIERS » HAR R » QlEseE ,
AWK > FERES ) EELIRR AR AT » (B ERER » HRERIET o

2. ASERBHT IR LA '

Experiment on Irrigation and H-lling in Paddy Field for Jute Seed Production
by Cutting Method in 1954 :
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M) RABRBEK : EERITER R RIS R ERE 2 ~ R RIRE 2R o
@ FERARHE; : AERMET  » EERERAR DR TR -
@ HEAME BEFE TR -
@ REEYE:
A BBEIEA : ® B{EGHEE > ® FFRENTRIUK > O THEREITERMK »
© RIGEBEEEKIHK © HRERELE5RE o
B EABRHEH: DI k5 RE  AEREERE ) EHFOX 41TR TES AR » 17HE50
N5 BEEE20A5Y » /NEEFLIOF HAR o
(6) FERFER:
A A3FEHBRRIE » FinE20
#20 AEFRTRGETEERBRREE

Table 20. Result of Experiment on irrigation and Hilling for
Seed Production of Jute by Cutting Method in 1954

ap  PEmg g Dol D aln D ul onmes onnus | 2 % &

il ~—~ (%) G yiP) AR [(AFR/AE)
(A) B 1T M # & 92.8 68.1 3.7 50.9 3.9 166.6
B)EEWME®RBEK 94.2 81.6 3.6. 74.5 5.1 253.8
(OOBEBHNERH X 90.6 79.8 3.7 75.3 5.0 229.4
(D) BIRMIMEACRYE | 94.8 77.1 3.5 66.4 4.6 | 2%5.6
(BYfE & #% 2 +| 920 80.1 3.7 74.6 4.8 ‘ 252.4
L.s.n. {3% 26 8.5

A. Treatments:
(A) Apical cuttings planted in paddy field between rice rows, (B) Irrigate every
afternoon before survival, (C) Irrigate every morning bafore survival, (D) Inundate
in water after survival, (E) Hilling after survival.

1. Items investigated: '
(1) % of apical cuttings survived, (2) plant height in cm., (3) No. of branches
per plant, (5) No. of fruits per plant, (5) Wt. of seeds per plant in gr., (6) Yield
of seeds kg/ha:, (7) Wt. of 1,000 grains in gr.

i EEET > BISEUERAKES » EREE ) SHEEER > REMETRER 3 H M
SHRHUKEREE ) HAUSRBIARE » HRRRG  RERELRE « RAREZ » ITHlS
A EHK » BEREIE ) IMETHITR  BRAEERE  BRERA o

B MERBRRAE > FlmER21
2221 AERIT IR TR R R R

Tabll? 21. Result of Experiment on Irrigation and Hilling for Seed
Production of Jute by Cutting Method in 1955

Tl ay 1. @ [ (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Rl il e o I 9 el It - 51 42 2 O 5
(A)f8 B # | 69.2 60.7 3.8 32.1 1.55 60.4 3.4
(B)& m # k| 720 64.7 3.8 60.8 2.86 134.0 3.5
s B”B # k| 7.6 70.6 | 3.7 67.9 2.69 131.2 3.6
Dy %k K #| 76.2 62.6 3.7 55.7 3,28 98.4 3.5
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By % # +| su2 65.3 3.8 / 622 | 3.41 | 183.0 [ 3.6
. 5% 16.8 80.9
.s.o. {3% -8 J l 111.5

A. Treatments:

(A) Apical cuttings planted in paddy field between rice rows, (B) Irrigate every
afternoon before survival, (C) Irrigate every morning before survival, (D) Inundate
in water after survival, (E) Hilling after survival.

1. Items investigated:

(1) % of apical cuttings survived, (2) Plant height in cm., (3) No. of branches

Per plant, (4) No. of fruits per plant, (6) Wt. of seeds per plant in gr., (6) Yield

of seeds kg/ha., (7) Wt. of 1,000 grains in gr.

B RERRUR ) BE SR ) SRR S ) SBEEE RS TR

= WEFRNIDARS RT3 8 SREKERS  MATREE YRS - R mIT RS » 8
EREREHNSAERER » BLIRESIE T RERE ML TSRS » BRETTHE
SR » HEERIRERE R R ) KRBT ) BRI E LT WS BT R »

TS BRER » TIHSH TR » eEREREM - LEKESHEBE L » BRTE -
C  BRAUTFABRBIEIRES D
22 43-44 R R IEL ARRE R O B O

Table 22. Analysis of Variance on Irrigation ‘and Hilling for
Seed Production of Jute by Cutting Method in 1954-1955

Snedecor’s F

2 B (BEE|FE #5 f|wm 4 . e e

Source of Variation D.F. S.S. Variance 5% 1%
=) # Block (B) 4 5,164.48 1,291.12 | 0.4
i 7 Treatment (T) 4 61,927.08 | 15,481.77 | 5.31 | 2.63 4.11
e # Year (Y) 1 135,096.02 | 135,096.02 | 46.39* | 7.39 3.89
By <@ (YXT) 4 5,234.28 1,038.57
e #® Error 36 104,818.32 2,911.62

# B Total 49 | 312,240.18

K23 434 FERITHRRESTELERRSER 2 ERREEER
Table 23. Combination Between Years and Among Treatment on Irrigation
and Hilling for Seed Production of Jute by Cutting Method in 1954-1955

E%\\, _F op Year 43 44 5 %

Z Treatment . | (1959 (1955) Total Avevage
A 833 302 1135 113.5
B 126.9 670 1939 103:9
c 114.7 656 1803 180.3
D 112.8 192 1620 162.0
E 126.2 920 2182 218.2

#  F1 Total 563.9 3040 867.9

Z  # Average 1,127.8 608.0

an. {5R 83.6 52.7
Lis:D: {35 10009 63.6
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Fertilizer Test on Jute Cutting Method for Seed Production _
1. SEBRH : BRETEERS S RS EHIE » WIENEBRHREREE G RBHARER
By > DIEERIT IR RE R S 2GR EhREKE T B fHREERZBE o
9. BRI HUES : 43~ M4RAT > 3 EITE R RESARR O TS TR ) DR EPIREE
SR GE o ‘
3. HERBTEL 1 43~A5IERRRER TR » ATERK EFE o
4. RABRFE:
O REEH : EAEAEBHAER TSR
whikem (N,) 150 A7 K (No) 75 & 2%
SEREERGE (Py) 150 AT (Py) 75 AT R (Po) AHMiF 3
FAfpsr (Ky) 60 27K (Ko) A 2 _
(9) SRERERE: : ARER ik S BN MERSHK » TR 2x 3X2 HF-EAER » BREH 3
K [FES5 AR » {FEES0ASY » A3EASER 4 1718 » 4THE 6 1718 » [BI5HRD 4 17 » HUNEE
BRI0BEFAR o
5. AR 2/ NEEE20A5 » B0 FEERIE » FRERIEHE HEEETF104 55 » 35
BB » FHERRIERN » RIEEHK > HREF » BREEL » B—REHE o
6. SERABRER
) A3FEREBRREE « RIEEEAEA S E B R ERER > FlmR24
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Table 24. Result of Fertilizer Test on Jute Cutting Method for
Seed Production in 1954

PO ¢ B B gL O POLCO I DL O B O PR R L

®m T @ e |BRERE Egagigag REARIFy g
W | mmes w L | (%) | (s NN RS IAMCD)
75 0 0 97.6 95.2 102.9 4.44 440.0 3.6 94.6
75 75 0 82.3 89.9 96.8 4.43 432.7 3.5 94.6
75 150 0 94.6 86.9 97.8 4.91 481.3 3.5 93.6
75 0o | 60 98.0 91.2 113.9 4.74 474.0 3.7 95.6
75 75 60 97.3 94.8 111.6 4.54 450.6 © 3.7 96.3
75 150 60 98.0 87.8 115.7 4.83 477.3 3.6 96.3
150 0 0 97.6 95.7 92.6 4.91 484.6 3.6 94.3
150 75 0 97.0 101.7 118.1 5.24 520.0 3.7 94.3
150 150 0 96.0 99.8 118.2 4.89 479.3 3.7 02.3
150 0 60 97.0 100.3 111.4 4.57 457.3 3.7 94.3
150. 75 60 95.6 93.6 114.4 4.62 455.3 3.6 97.0
150 150 60 96.3 96.3 105.5 5.22 512.0 3.8 87.3°

(A) Ammonium sulphate, (B) Calcium super phosphate, (C) Potassium chloride.

(1) Application of fertizers kg/ha., (2) % of apical cuttings survived, (3) Plant height
in.cm., (4) No. of fruits per plant, (5) Weight of seeds per plant in gr., (6) Yield of
seeds kg/ha., (7) Weight of 1,000 grains in gr., (8) % of seed germinafion.
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Table 25. Analysis of Variance on Seed Yield of Fertilizer Test

from Apical Cuttings in 1954

2 W | owmE|F 5 m|B Al Snefecors F
Source of Variation | D.F S.S. Variance 5% 1%
= £ Blork 5 2,879.47 575.89 —
N 1 1,456.69 1,456.69 2.38 4.38 8:18
P 2 1,074.05 537.03 —
K 1 8.03 8.03 —
NP 2 477.40 238.70 —
NK 1 1,241.68 1,241.68 2.03 4.38 8.18
PK 2 562.72 281.36 —
. NPK 2 5,298.68 2,649.34 4.34% 3.52 5.72
# #% Error 19 11,604.25 610.75
i  F Total 35 24,602.97

B BT » SRR RS » KRN RS R HREER » K26

%26 ASEHFRTFREIEARBRZHRER (AT/A8D
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Table 26. Seed Yield of Fertilizer Test from Ap1ca1 Cuttings in 1954

&i\ﬁk@ﬂﬁm) 75 150 R
B ,
- Bg ggg@ (K) 0 60 0 60 P Average
(P) Ekg/ha\
0 440 474 485 457 464
75 433 451 520 455 465
150 481 477 479 512 487
@ B F B K Average 31 1 467 459 475
& M 2 3 N Average 459 ] 485

H R TR BN » BIERER N B R » TR » RS2
Ro |
2 M R« AR A A R B R R R > FlnER2T
‘ 27  AMEFFET R LR R i
Table 27. Result of Fertilizer Test on Jute Cutting Method
for Seed production in 1955.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)X (6) (7) (8) (9)
e BB & CAT/AED o g [ T
& T B e s | W | | g | e om R H BT
Ty B o | IEREERLE | & B (% | (a5 (AT (AFTIAED) (A7) | (%)
75 0 0 77.7 61.4 3.5 68.5 2.09 202.7 3.6 91.3
75 75 0 71.7 59.0 3.5 71.3 3.03 229.3 3.7 92.0




75 150 ] 68.0 | 68.5 3.4 | 63.9 | 2.93 233.3 3.6 91.7
75 0 60 84.0 | 72.5 | 3.5 | 70.9 | 2.34 | 198.7 3.6 | 89.7
75 75 60 73.7 | 61.3 3.5 | 69.5 | 2.71 | 230.7 3.7 | 91.0
75 150 60 79.7 | 55.6 | 3.4 | 77.6 | 2.88 | 258.0 3.8 | 94.7
150 0 0 79.0 | 73.5 | 3.4 | 92.2 | 2,93 | 265.3 3.6 | 91.0
150 75 0 73.0 | 63:6 | 3.4 | 69.9 | 2.89 | 228.0 3.6 | 94.0
150 150 0 70.0 | 66.0 | 3.4 | 86.1 | 2.99 | 246.0 3.7 | 94.7
150 0 60 80.7 | 58.8 | 3.3 | 59.5 | 2.61 | 212.7 3.6 | 91.0
150 75 60 74.3 | 69.4 | 3.8 | 8.9 | 3.00 | 250.7 3.7 | 91.3
150 | 150 | 60 78.0 | 64.4 | 3.7 | 80.4 | 3.21 | 247.3 3.4 | 95.0

(A) Ammonium sulphate, (B) Calcium superphosphate, (C) Potassium chloride.

(1) Application of fertilizers kg/ha., (2) % of apical cuttings survived, (3) Plant
height in cm., (4) No.iof branches per plant, (5) No. of fruits per plant, (6) Weight
of seeds per plant in gr., (7) Yield of sees kg/ha., (8) Weight of 1,000 grains in gr.,
(9) % of seed germination.

ool RS RORIERT ) MRS IS & MEREGE > SEBANERR ) BT TR EREE
» IR R ) BtE R (PR B DT 103828
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Table 28. Analysis of Variance on Seed Yield of
Fertilizer Test from Apical Cuttings in 1955

2 B ezl » @m|w I e T
Source of Variance | D.F. S.S. Variance 5% 1%
B % Block -5 391,429.56 78,285.91 9.10%* 2.74 4.17
N 1 10,885.44 10,885.44 1.27 4.38 8.18
P 2 11,898.39 5,949.19 1.26
K . 1 940.44 940.44 -
NP 2 1,367.39 683.69 -
NK 1 53.39 53.39 —
PK 2 7,240.06 3,620.03 —
NPK 2 17,091.29 8,545.64 -
# # Error 19 1,634,016.61 8,600.10 -
#  § Total ’ 35 2,074,925.56

H EFEHT - BUREAMEREE » RN SRR SRS
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Table 29. Seed Yield of Fertizer Test from Apical Cuttings in 1955

o e N

\"\
T\\:\@ﬁﬁﬂLw m 10 BT
) - 1 . o ’ P Average

0 | a7 20 | ¢ | 28 | as



75 234 199 246 212 234
150 227 258 251 248 247
4 B B 3 K Average 223 229 250 229
% MW & 3 N Average 226 241

BEFEBZ  BERAEENETR 28N %Eﬁ?& » G BRI eRBE 2 S » BRABEERER
HAF
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Table 30. Result of Fertilizer Test on Jute Cuttirig Method
for Seed Production in 1956

AN S AR A
Wi B o | EmERss | JE k8| (%) (87D (AE) (ATIAE (AR | (%)
75 0 0 80.0 | 112.8| 5.3 | 39.1 | 3.72 243 3.7 88.3
7 75 0 81.8 | 116.9| 4.4 | 39.8 | 4.11 288 3.8 | 89.0
75 150 0 81.8 | 114.7| 5.1 | 36.6 | 3.88 267 3.7 | 9.7
75 0 60 87.5 | 128.3| 4.7 | 37.9 | 4.64 373 4.1 | 89.3
75 75 60 80.9 | 125.5| 4.8 | 43.8 | 5.07 360 3.9 | 93.3
75 150 60 78.7 | 119.5| 4.8 | 36.8 | 4.38 341 3.7 | 83.0
150 0 0 84.5 | 118.1| 4.2 36.1 | 3.08 223 3.7 86.3

. 150 75 84.4 | 120.3| 4.3 44.7 | 4.67 292 4.1 | 88.7
150 150 0 78.2 | 108:1| 4.7 | 36.4 | 3.62 208 3.9 | 8.7
150 0 60 75.1 | 133.9| 4.4 | 49.7 | 5.62 330 3.9 | 8.7
150 75 60 86.7 | 136.8| 4.6 | 35.6 | 4.76 325 3.9 | 92.0
150 150 60 82.4 | 132.8| 3.9 | 41.6 |'4.73 349 3.9 | 88.3

(A) Ammonium sulphate, (B) Calcium superphosphate, (B) Potassium chloride.

(1) Application of fertilizers kg/ha., (2) % of apical cuttings survived, (3) Plant
height in cm, (4) No. of branches per plant, (5) No:. of fruits per plant, (6) Weight
of seeds per plant, (7) Yield of seeds kg/ha:, (8) Wt. of 1,000 grains in gr.,
(9) % of seed germination;

B LR RRERNGRSIEES S  HEEEELES  TETPRERBFENMRRE
2R FRFER R ST 31
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Table 31. Analysis of Variance on Seed Yield of Fertilizer Test
from Apical Cuttings in 1956

Snedecor's F
a3t K| EdEE | #lE K om| e Value
Source of Variation | D.F. S.S. Variance 5% 1%
E # Block 5 1,219.6 6,098.00

N 1 2,900.11 2,900.11
P 1,405:75 2,811.50 12,11%#* 4,38 8.18
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K 1 43,960.11 43,960.11

NP 2 87.69 175:39

NK 1 206.72 206.72

PK 2 2,166.52 4,333.05

NPK 2 6,795.87 13,501.74 1.87 | 349 | 5.8
# 2 Error 19 3,628.96 68,950.38 '
@ & Total 35 143,027.00

B EESTRER » DS IEAERA @iﬂﬂaﬁé » B ERERBRRER » HA—-30 ﬂiﬂﬂﬂﬂfﬁlﬁ!
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Table 32. Seed Yield of Fertilizer Test from Apical Cuttings in 1956

S -
T # (N 75 150
S fRew BEE Y
0 60 0 60 P Average
0 243 373 223 330 292.2
75 238 360 292 325 316.2
150 267 341 208 349 391.2
<
g B 3 ¥ K Average 266.0 358.0 241.0 334.6
& M ZF 3 N Average 312.0 287.0

@) ATHSRBRRRE | HREEEMR R RRE » #m#ES33
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Table 33. Result of Fertilizer Test on Jute Cutting Method
for Seed Production in 1958

- E—(I%/\ﬁ//\kﬁ) (2) (3) (4) §(5)7}% ’g(s)ﬁe (7) ECS)%
B s U e ¥ P h=o =
BhE gE | BmERs (B sl (%D A3 (AFIAE) (AR
75 0 0 99.0 99.9 2.9 57.9 5.16 511.3 3.7
75 75 0 98.7 98.4 2.7 50.9 5.13 511.0 3.8
175 150 0 99.7 99.3 2.8 53.1 5.51 546.3 3.8
75 0 60 97.0 95.9 2.8 48.0 | 4.94 485.7 3.8
75 75 60 98.3 95.8 2.7 50.2 4.85 478.0 3.7
75 150 60 97.3 95.7 2.7 58.1 5.81 567.0 3.8
150 0 0 97.3 101:1 3.1 56.8 4.97 469.0 3.8
150 75 0 99.3 108.7 2.9 62.3 5.78 565.0 3.8
150 150 0 98.3 114.3 2.9 56.3 5.21 511.0 3.6
150 0 60 98.6 100.0 2.9 59.3 5.31 523.0 3.8
150 75 60 97.7 99.8 2.7 52.6 5.31 518.3 3.8
150 150 60 97.7 109.0 2.9 56.0 5.91 579.3 3.8

(A) Ammonium sulphate, (B) Calcium superphosphate, (C) Potassium chloride.
(1) Application of fertilizers kg/ha., {2) % of apical cuttings survived, (3) Plant height
in cm., (4) No. of branches per plant, (5) No. of fruits per plant, (6) Weight of
séeds\per plant; (7) Yielq. of seeds kg/ha., (8) Weight’of 1,000 grains in gr.
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Table 34. Analysis of Variance on Seed Yield of Fertilizer Test

from Apical Cuttings in 1958

i EElE F m|® 2 Smecrcore F
Source of Variation | D.F S.S. Variance 5% 1%
= % Block 5 64,631.56 12,926.31 28.62%* 2.74 4.17
N 1 1,201.78 1,201.78 2.66 4.38 8.18
P 2 17,134.72 8,567.36 18.99** 3.52 5.93
K 1 427.11 427.11 -— 4.38 8.18
NP 2 588.72 2,941.36 6.51%* 3.52 5.93
NK 1 2,402.77 2,402.77 3.53 4.38 8.18
PK 2 11,070.39 5,535.19 12.25%% 3.52 5.93
NPK 2 27,968.34 13,984.17 30.96%* 3.52 5.93
# # Error 19 8,579.17 451.54
3 & Total 35 140,298.56

B BERDHTER » BUREIE R AL » BheP L RS LR » 22RaEE » bbb RE
AR HER » BEMRIS

#35 ATERRT REERASRZEERE (AT /A8
“‘Table 35. Seed Yield of Fertilizer Test from Apical Cuttings in 1958

S—--. !
By, g — )
RN | P Average
M 0 60 o | 60
g /mha. ~ L
0 478 485 469 539 492.7
75 511 480 565 518 501.2
150 546 567 511 560 546.0
& B ZF 3 K Average 511.6 510.6 515.0 525.4
g8 BB & 3 N Average 511.1 527.0

B R AT o RCR R MRS » CURSUR » B 43 & 44 SR
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Other Preliminary Tests on Cutting Method of Jute
LETH DERRHERT SURHRL ) SRR RS TR ek s o
1. FERREHG 3tk
Observation on Leaf Cut from Apical Cuttings of Jute
O HE: PRREEIE ) DURDES » SRS MinE R 2 W o
@ Fp::
A EpmIEH
® LIEEEE: £IEYGy BB REBESIEo
FRDUECH © B TATER ) BER ) SDEH SLBIS 5 o
B REh: Dbk 2 REEE » MRS x5=15[@pE » M TE20M » Jea SR
BRHEADPERR o ,
@) fEE: AT ) B R R HAb MR 36
#36 A2EHFEFEEERRRE

Table 36. Result of observatiom on leaf cut from Apical Cuttings of
Jute from Different Stages in 1953

T~ 1lms ) (1) 2) (3) _ (4) ' (5) ‘ (6)
A ﬁ\gﬁi‘ﬁ # ﬁC§)$ %&ﬁflﬁ~& 5 | SRR ﬁ%@?
(a) & # 5.0 _ — — —
(d) 15 78 # 10.0 47.5 3.5 26.0 2.00
(A) = & H | ()& T H 15.0 565 2.0 13.0 0.55
() 4 & 15.0 65.3 2.4 - 385.7 0.86
| (e) 5. # #H 80.0 38.3 3.0 7.3 0.73
(a) & # 80.0 54.8 3.6 34.7 2.34
(b) #& ¥t #H 70.0 69.6 3.3 38.3 1.80
(B) & Yo % | (c) B & # 80.0 85.8 . 3.0 51.3 2.74
(d) 4 & M 65.0 68.3 3.0 35.8 2.20
(e) 5 & # 65.0 62.9 2.4 30.4 1.93
(a) & # 90.0 - 87.5 4.1 52.6 . 2.57
(b) #& ¥t 95.0 86.2 3.6 46.3 1.80
(C) N & ¥ | (c) B & H 95.0 85.2 4.0 62.2 2.28
(d) 91 & # 95.0 64.5 2.0 7.6 0.50
(e) 5. 2 # 45.0 84.2 3.0 56.0 1.50

A. Treatment:
(A) All Leaves picked, (B) Half leaf picked, (C) All leaves reserved.
1. Items investigated:
(1) Age of apical cuttings for picking leves:
(a) Flowering bud, (b) Beginning of flower, (¢) Flower in full blossom,
(d) Young fruit, (e) Seed in mildy stage.
(2) % of apical cuttings survived, (3) Plant height in cm, (4) No. of seeds per
plant in gr.

R LR BEANTEL RN LI R SRR R EE » TS
SRRETEMEIE » RRRENHRECE  AUERIERRE  MIZZ  HHTHRER » 51y
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2. EhefREEENE
Observation on the Length of Apical Cuttings of Jute from Different Stages
O HY: PRBETIREEEE » MR EEES ) WiNRER -
(@ FHH::
A BEEH:
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Table 37. Result of observation on the Length of Apical Cuttings of
Jute from Different Stages in 1953

T (1) (z)/‘ 3 (4) (5) . (6)
N %ﬂi WA E B |5 B SR A
(a) & #] 95.0 84.4 3.7 40.8 2.36
(b) #& It # 90.0 82.6 3.9 46.6 1.20
(A) 30 & 4| (¢) B & #H 80.0 97.4 3.1 / 47.2 0.85
(b) 41 B # 95.0 94.5 2.0 30.6 0.63
(e) 5. # 80.0 86.8 3.3 61.9 1.81
(a) # #] 75.0 86.3 3.1 42.4 1.07
(b) % 78 # 85.0 77.7 4.0 58.8 3.54
(B) 40 & & () & 3t # 95.0 96.8 3.2 47.0 1.71
(d) 41 = # 90.0 68.3 1.8 18.4 0.65
(e) 7. % # 85.0 93.0 3.7 64.8 2.12
(a) & # 100.0 54.9 3.2 49.0 2.31
(b) % 7 # 90.0 66.8 4.4 49.8 2.63
(C) 50 2~ 4v | (c) 2% 76 # 100.0 85.3 4.2 72.9 2.63
(d) 41 2 # 95.0 93.7 1.3 25.3 0.67
(e) 7. % 80.0 84.4 4.2 72.2 3.86

A. Treatments: Length of apical cuttings.
(A) 30cm., (B) 40cm., (C) 50cm.
1. Items investigated:
(1) Date of apical cuttings planted:
(a) Flowering bud, (b) Beginning of flower, (c) Flower in full blossom,
(d) Young fruit, (e) Seed in milky stage.
(2) % of apical cuttings survived, (3) Plant height in cm., (4) No. of branches
per plant, (5) No. of fruits per plant, (6) Weight of seed per plant in gr.

B BRI R EESOA ST » FEAEHIBYR » iR B EE R » R i Rk fa e
% FREMERGEE » 0D EEE i&ﬁm“ﬁ% » BERBONDE o
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Observation on the Apical Cuttings of Jute from Different Stages and Differént
Portions in 1953
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Table 38. Result of Observation on the Apical Cuttings of Jute
from Different Stages and Different Portions in 1953

R 1%§ga~ﬁ D P we P als W ou e shams
% (%) [&%D) (A3
®E B nal se | we | ss | a1 | 1w
@ m1a8 | L me | ome | i o e
@wran DER AL me 0| | s |

A. Treatments: )
(A) Main stem, (B) The first branch, (C) The second branch.
1. Items investigated:
(1) Date of apical cuttings cut.
(a) Young fruit, (b) Seed in in Milky stage,
(2) % of apical cuttings survived, (3) Plant height in cm., (4) No. of branches
per plant, (5) No. of seeds per plant, (6) Weight of seeds per plant in gr.
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(1) MEE (1942) HERRERZ R » BT REARS
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STUDIES ON THE APICAL CUTTINGS OF
JUTE FOR SEED PRODUCTION

by

C.Y. Cur, H.S. Coow & Y.L. L1

SUMMARY

Jute (Corchorus Capsularis, L) is one of the most important long vegetable
fiber crops in Taiwan. Its fiber is produced commercially by retting the outer bark
of the stem and is mainly used as material for making gunny sacks to pack rice
and sugar for domestic demand or exportation. Usually jute plants grown for
better quality of fiber do not produce any seed; on the other hand, they kept for
collecting seeds do not produce any fiber of commercial importance. In order to
meet the seed shortage due to typhoon damage and for the convenience of crossing
on breeding work, the apical cutting of jute for the production of seed has been
studied by the authors at Taiwan Agricultural Research Institute, Taipei in 1948
and at Tainan Fiber Crops Experiment Station, Tainan, Taiwan from 1953 to 1958.
With the development of this method, the best quality of fibers and a maximum
yield of seed could be produced from the same plant. The results of different
experiments are summarized as follows:

1. The optimum time for selecting apical cutting: It was found that the
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optimum time for cutting off the apical flowering branches was after the maximum
flowering stage with the formation of a few young éapsules about from early August
to mid August. '

2. Planting methods of apical cutting: According to the experiméntal results,
the following method for planting apical cuttings is found to be the best one for
increasing the rate of survival and seed production, altough the apical cuttings may
be planted erectly or obliquely for convenience. During harvesting time, the jute
stalk is cut off from the ground. The apical portion bearing the flowering shoot
which is quite tender does not give yield of much fiber. This apical portion may
be cut off from the stalk and used as cutting. The apical portion could ke tied on
a piece of jute stem of 810 long. By inserting the stem piece into a flooded field
as support leaving the basal portion of the apical cutting immersed in water but
above soil, it would hasteti the fibrous roots to develop within 5-8 days. If properly
managed, the rate of survival may reach as high as over 90%. After the cutting
is set, new flowers may develop and capsules are in formation. The seeds will
mature after 80-90 days about in late November.

3. Methods of field management: Draining dirty water and irrigating clean
water every afternoon are necessary for increasing the rate of survival. As soon as
the cutting survive, hilling, weeding and fertilizing are necessary in order to increase
the production of seed.

4. Other Experiments: Leaf picking from apical cuttings is not necessary.
When apical cuttings are cut off in maxium flowering stage, their optimum length
are 50cm. Apical cuttings being cut off 10cm. from branching point of main stem.
in the stage of young fruit show high surviving rate and yield of seed. The surviv-
ing rate of apical cuttings from branches is higher than that from main stem when
the apical portioris are cut off in the milky stage of seed.

5. Fertilizer test of apical cutting: From the results of the experiments in 1954,
1955 and 1958 the phosphorous and nitrogeneous fertilizer are more effective on
seed production in Chiayi.

6. The seed production of jute by apical cuttings is about 300-600kg. per hactare
in normal case.
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Appendix 1. Figures showing the Main Planting Methods from
Apical Cuattings of Jute in Experiment
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Plant erectly Plant obliquely
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Plant obliquely in furrow Lean against in furrow
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Tie on the stick (Woody stalk of Jute Lean against the frame obliquely and
stem or bamboo) as a support and plant in leave basal portion in water but above soil

Water but above soil
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Appendix 2. Photographs showing the Growth of Apical Cuttings of
Jute from Main Methods of Planting on Different Dates.

(1) #H#EFEEI0KZ(10 days after planting)

El. = & E2. # i

Fig. 1. Plant erectly Fig. 2. Plant obliquely

E3. Z = # & E4. i oK OB OIE
Fig. 3. Lean against the frame obliquely Fig. 4.
and leave basal portion in water
but above soil.

Tie on the stick and plant in
water but above soil
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Fig. 5. Plant erectly (right) and Fig. 6. Plant obliquely (right)
obliquely (left) and tie on the stick and

plant in water but above
soil (left)

B7. mRRE G5 RERXME (2D
Fig. 7. Tie on the stick and plant in water but
above soil (right); Lean against the frame
obliquely and leave basal portion in water

but above soil (left)
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Appendix 3. Demonstration and Field Day for the Improved Cutting
Methods form Apical Cuttings of Jute for Seed Collection.
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ZERRAHTBE
Fig. 8. Field day in demonstration showing the
cuttings leaned against the frame obliquely
and left their basal portion in water but
above soil (lefe) were better than that
planted erectly or obliquely in soil (right)
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Fig. 9. Demonstration showing cuttings tied on
stick and planted in water but above soil,

produced good stand of plants and high
vield of seeds



35

YRR R ) S e R
FRL BNE RFEF ALH

-—\E‘[lj E‘

R AEERGME Y —  TEREENE 2500 AEES » EESMREH « B8
» FUTRRSIANE K BB A TR ERIT o A& TERRIBI DL A RS E 1 HEJE TR R
7K o SRIGHME » RERIESRITI » BUTHNEE F AR » JEFENG DI FFERIGE » 7058 B SR » TEL ik
ZHET- o BREROD FYESAALIAN » RERF LM » JHVE TR o

RERRRE TR A G 0 BRI TEA02 57 0 AIRE S B £ R ~ i
RJGRE » FtS R # » ALY Z 8 #% Martin B Leonard (1959)® —Rpis
YEH» BIFTECRMT

B 4 BEyamE B E
(%)

iR 35-45 170-195

| 40-58 160-170

A 17-18 115-140

O 33-45 96-106

LA EERRRE T PR A BEEEREE  FREMZREM » AL UERE » SRS
Il MBI R LIEFGE » MR ERZWENE  MAARERE » HBRgEN>
EEJREE T (ERAER 80,000 ANE » A ERTFTAIMAEE, » B ERERRE » 9BED » K
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,Table 1. Main Characters of Seed-Flax Varieties Introduced from U.S.A. in 1955,

n F7E B & 23 B | & W T E R
Variety' | Pral Cotou | Fgrering ooy Pt e | “stem b | Seed Litd
Punjab 47 S 82 149 83.70 48.45 1,540
Punjab 53 % 108 155 | 96.10 63.90 1,347
Argentine % 78 150 87.60 59.60 1,512
Red Wood S 73 149 90.00 48.60 1,433

R : 4582103248 (Sowing Date: Oct. 24. 1955)
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Table 2. Seed and Straw Yield of Seed-Flax Varieties Planted
on Different Dates in 1956-57 and 1957-58

\Eﬂﬁ Year 45/46(1956/1957) 46/47(1957/58)
BTKE | BIEREKE| R B ETKRE| R ¥
Seed Yield Index [Straw Yield| Index Seed Yield Index
Variety (kg/ha) (%) (kg/ha) (%) (kg/ga) (%)
10. 16 868 77.5 | 4,500 69.2 885 59.8
1 1 797 7.2 | 4,500 69.2 | 1,355 91.6
1. 16 | 1,013 9.4 | 3,773 58.0 | 1,480 100.0
12. 1 886 79.1 | 3,409 52.4 1,185 80.0
Punjab 47 | 12. 16 145 12.9 | 3,136 48.2 870 58.8
1. 1 93 8.3 2,636 40.4 410 27.7
1. 16 209 18.7 | 1,954 30.1 285 19.3
2. 1 204 18.2 1,500 23.1 275 18.6
ffvem?e 526.88 47.04 | 3,176.0 48°83 843.13 56.98
10. 16 559 49.9 6,500 100.0 1,100 74.3
1. 1 700 62.5 5,637 86.7 1,195 80.7
11. 16 711 63.5 | 4,546 69.9 1,195 80.7
12. 1 529 47.2 | 3,773 58.0 840 56.8
Punjab 53 | 12. 16 102 9.1 3,364  51.8 445 30.1
1. 1 206 18.4 | 3,273 60.4 375 25.3
1. 16 236 21.1 2,227 34.3 205 13.9
2. 1 220 19.6 | 2,045 31.5 75 5.1
fvemi‘ 407.88 36.42 | 3,920.63 60.33 |- 678.75 45.87
1. 1 993 88.7 6,000 92.3 1,150 77.7
11. 16 | 1,120 100.0 5,182 o 79.7 | 1,152 77.8
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12. .1 856 76.4 | 4,400 67.8 | 1,050 70.9
Argenine | 12 16| 209 18.7 | 4,500 . 69.2 755 51.0
o1 463 1. 1 200 17.9° | 4,546 69.9 525 35.5
1. 16 115 10.3 | 3,818 58.7 255 17.2
2. 1 ur 9.9 | 2,182 33.6 175 11.8
10. 16 79 | 70.8 | 5546 85.3 | 1,200 87.2
Averau 549.63 40.363 | 4,522.88 69.563 |  794.0 53.64
10. 16 518 46.3 | 4,500 69.2 | 1,125 76.0
1. 1 788 70.4 | 4,136 63.6 855 57.8
1. 16 | 1,084 96.8 | 3,773 58.0 755 51.0
12. 1 | 1,059 94.6 | 3,682 56.6 | 1,245 84.1
Red Wood | 12. 16 229 20.4 | 3,501  55.2 720 48.6
: .1 200 17.9 | 3,273 50.4 460 31.1
1. 16 70 6.3 | 2,636 - 40.4 215 14.5
2. 1 113 10.1 | 1,772 . 21.3 115 7.8
fvmﬁ 507.63 45.35 | 3,820.38 52.59 686.28 | - 46.363
\ g8 Y"i 46/47(1957/58) 2 47 2-year Average:
i E ~ Items | HEWE |18 B BTFKE| R BIEEKE | 8 #
m \S"W‘;i Straw Yield Index |Seed Yield| Index [Straw Yield Index
Vanety\ I (kg/ha) (%) (kg/ha) %) (kg/ha) | (%)
10. 16 | 4,630 71.2 876.5 68.65 | 4,565 70.2
1. 1 | 4,53 69.8 | 1,076 81.4 | 4,517.5 69.5
1. 16 | 4,540 69.8 | 1,246.5 95.2 | 4,156.5 63.9
12. 1 | 3,3%5 51.2 | 1,035.5 79.55 | 3,367 51.8
Pudjab 47 | 12. 16 | 2,400 36.9 507.5 35.85 | 2,768 42.55
L1 960 14.8 2515 | . 18.0 | 1,798 27.6
1. 16 575 . 8.8 247 19.0 | 1,264.5 19.45
2. 1 570 8.8 239.5 18.4 | 1,035 15.95 .
ffvera?e 2,691.88 41.42 685.0 | 52.0063 2,933.9 45.12
10. 16 | 6,500 100.0 829.5 |  62.1 6,500 100.0
1. 1 | 6,140 94.5 632.5 71.6 | 5,888.5 9.6 '
1. 16 | 5,360 82.5 953 72.1 | 4,953 76.2
12. 1 | 3,765 57.9 684.5 52.0 | 3,769 57.95
Punjab 53 | 12. 16 | 2,040 31.4 | 2,735 19.6 | 2,702 41.6
1. 1 835 12.8 290.5 218.5 | 2,054 31.6
1. 16 580 8.9 220.5 17.5 | 1,403.5 21.6
2. 1 490 7.5 147.5. 12.35 | 1,267.5 19.5
fveraﬁ' 3,213.75 49.44 543.313 41.14 | 3,567.19 54.88
1. 1 | 6,105 | 939 | 1,07..5 83.2 | 6,052.5 93.1
11. 16 | 6,140 94.5 | 1,136.0 98.9 | 5,661 87.1
12. 1 | 4,790 73.7 953.0 73.65 | 4,599.5 70.75
12. 16 | 3,260 50.2 482.0 | 34.85 | 3,880 . 59.7
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Argentine| 1. 1 | 1,930 29.7 | 3,625 26.7 | 3,238 49.8
CI463 | 1. 16 | 1,140 17.5 | 1,850 13.75 | 2,479 38.1
2. 1 795 15.0 143.0 10.85 | 1,578.5 24.3
10. 16 | 6,075 935 1,041.5 790 5,810.5 89.4
Average | 3.801.88 | 585 671,813 |  47.0 | 4,162.38 64.0313
0. 16 | 4,820 74.3 821.5 61.15 | 4,665 71.75
11. 1 | 5,140 79.1 821.5 64.1 | 4,638 71.35
1. 16 | 5,250 80.8 919:5 73.9 | 4,511.5 69.4
2. 1 | 4,210 64.8 | 1,152 89.35 | 3,946 61.7
Red Wood | 12. 16 | 2,540 39.1 474.5 34.5 | 3,065.5 47.15
1.1 | 1,470 22.6 330 24.5 | 2,371.5 36.5
1. 16 | 830 12.8 425 | . 104 | 1,73 26.6
2. 1 625 9.6 114 89.5 | 1,198.5 18.45
Averams | 3.111.88 47.89 |  596.96 45.86 | 3,466.13 50.24
h ERBETRIRKER BRI TR ¢
1. BFEEDN
O BESH
: Snedecor’s
#w R 45/46(1956/1957) 46/47(1957/1958)
Source of %E%E : : F Value
Varietion | """ | 7pfn ss |y MS| F | ApA SS |wpMS| F | 5% | 1%
& .
Block ™ | 4 80,086.88 20,021.72 333% |  28,071.25 7,017.81 0.67 |2.71 | 4.07
i :
Date of | 7 | 3,579,041.10511,291.59) 85.05**| 4,022,119.78574,588.48) 54.95% 2.36 | 3.36
Planting .
Ea 28 | 168,300.62 6,011.45 292,808.75| 10,457.46
=}
Hariet | 3 90,732.97) 30,244.37| 7.23%  263,741.88) 87,913.96 7.94*% 2.70 | 3.98
%%%X%ﬁ
ate o
Plantinay | 21 |  328,309.00 15,633.76 — 318,993.12 15,188.72 —
Var. '
Eb | 96 | 375,776.78 3,914.34 1,063,220.00| 11,075.21
Total | | 159 | 46,622,267.35 5,988,924.38
»
@ HEVHETERSRLR:
g |2 3 4 5 6 7 8
14715 55535 4 1450 | 1965 | w220 | 128.95 | 128.32 | 120.90 | 131.09
£ BFREH| 1. 1612, 1 |11, 1 [ 10. 16| 1. 1 |12. 16| 2. 1 | 1. 16
B | (o) | 98181 | 532.95 | 810.83 | 684.65 | 175.00 | 171.59 | 162.50 | 157.91
-
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g 2 3 4 5 6 8
45 SSR 165.7¢ | 173.73 | 178.33 | 182.87 | 186.30 | 188.60 | 190.30
/46| 55—22.86 ‘ -7¢ : : . . . -
e |#EME 1. 16 | 0. 31| 10. 15 |12 1 |12 16| 12. 31| 1. 16 | 1. 31
o ﬁ?}%ﬁ 1,145.50 | 1,138.35 | 1,100.00 | 1,080.00 | 697.50 | 442.50'| 240.00 | 160.00
7
@ BEVETEEEENLE:
£ OE 45/46 46/47
g 4 3 [ 2 | l 4 3 2
SSR 48.45 | 46.86 | 44.48 126.87 | 122.73 116.48
: s Argentine : Argentine .
B #& [Punjab 53/Red Wood[Punjab 4757 e Punjab 53Red Wood ““& 4¢3 | Punjak 47
?lfg/%;% 407.88 | 507.63 | 526.88 | 94983 | 678.75 | 686.25 | 794.00 843.12

W BRI TER ) #MEASUEMILA A BEE R sE » SR10 315 » IRk
BEEKE 1M DR WERENER > E12HPaNE » ISERREZES ) 75
% DL 45/46 YR E » SERIETEE 0 20l Argentine B Punjab 47 R 5 »
Red Wood Z » Punjab 53 5% » #t Punjab 53 » FEEHRR » 2 8% SEf ik »
Red Wood 46/474 SisABRaTHGH » ANRIEHIH » (8RS Wz » SHOPEARIR SR o

2. FRERSH

® BESK
2 45/46(1957/1958) 46/47(1958/1959) Snedecor’s F
Source of B Value
Varietion | D°F* 4\:§S*ﬂ|i’3Msﬁj Fo|ELM i’ﬁMSﬁJ F 5% | 1%
= i

Block 4 | . 458 1.15 | 4.60%%  0.64 0.16 | 2.00 | 2.71 | 4.07
B B #
Date of 7 35.49 5.07 |20.28%% 102.34 | 14.62 |18.28%4 2.36 | 3.36
Planting

Ea 28 6.99 0.25 | — 2.13 0.08 | — - —

. §

[s]=$

Variety 3 8.24 2.75 | 91.67%% 399 1.33 | 66.50% 2.70 | 3.98

ate o
Plantingx | 21 3.75 0.18 2.90 0.26

Var.
. EBb 96 2.95 0.03 1.75 0.02
bl 5 -

Total 159 62.00 113.75
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(@) EREEEE |
A BB S B e

] g ‘ 2 3 ' 4 [ 5 6 \ 7 | 8
44/45| SSR 736.36 | 772.66 | 795.30 | 813.00| 828.33| 838.50 | 846.12
g BRI 0. 16 11. 1 | 10. 16 | 12. 1 | 12. 16| 1. 1 1. 16| 2. 1

%‘E/%“ji 5,261.36 | 5,068.18 4,318.18&3,818.18 3,647.18 | 3,431.81 | 2,659.09 | 1,875.00
* |
g 2 3| 4 } 5 { 6 7 8
45/46 | SSR 145.00 152.00 156.50 160.00 163.00 165,00 166.50
F OBEEH W0 1510, 31 | 11. 16|12 1 |12 16| 12. 311 1. 16| 1. 31
=
b %?/%f 5,508.75 | 5,480.00 | 5,322.5 | 4,022.5 | 2,810.00 | 1,208.75 | 781.25| 665.00
H t
37
B RS g
F B , 45/46 46/47
g | ] R 4 2 B \ 4
SSR 176.27 | 185.71 | - 192.01 156.52 164.90‘ 170.49
=) Argentine| Punjab Punjab |Argentine, Punjab Punjab
i M "Clags | 53 |RedWood U [ATEERtne PUgl®® IRed Wood TR
FH % & & 691.8
(kg/ha)” | 4-522.88 | 3,920.63 | 3,820.38 | 3,176.00 | 3;801.88 | 3,213.75 3,111.88’ 2,691.88

B ERSHRR » R B 2 SRR EE B R ES —a o DR R0 h FaEEE R
WOREE > BUES, 00028 D) I » 11 4BFEE » 5 THE/S 4,000—5,000/ 2 e » SBRI2 A L

o ERTMERER ERamuERER 2
B Red Wood Miff&EZ » Punjab 47 #i% o
& EREEF

FHI#EL, Argentine C. IT 463 % 1§ » Punjab 53

RIERAER > B R IRRR A TR » DI Pk e 8 RE4 o

923 45/46 N A BB T R A B
Table 3. The Growth and Developement of Seed Flax Varieties Sown

on Different Dates in 1956-57.

LRy Py i i s RN g s = s Eﬁﬁ%ﬁ’ﬁ%ﬁ% Xﬁi F
re Sow- Germin Date | Date Days of Date Grow- | Plant | Stem No.ofNo.of 2
= ing | ating |Of Ist{ofFullg2ie O of Ha-| 1 ! t. of
Variety Date Da.teg Flow- Flow- " = O rvest- 1)lng Height | Length | Bran-| Cap-| 1,000
eringering | VETInE ing ays g Seeds
o A~BLA~E BEANE R BB (B | (em) | (cm) |ches sules| (g)
10. 16/ 10. 21 |12. 23’ 1. 18 94 3. 23 159 84.55 | 60.31| 2.8 | 43.2 5.3
1. 1]11.5 |1.16 2. 1 92 4. 8 146 86.57.| 85.85 | 2.4 | 34.1 4.2
1. 161121 |2, 1|2.8| 8 |4.20 156 | 82.36| 55.88 | 2.8 |45.5| 5.5
Punjab (12. 1112. 5 |2. 16/ 2. 25| 86 |5. 7| 158 81.06 | 50.49 | 2.4 | 36.6| 5.7
47 12. 16/ 12. 20 | 2. 25 3. 5 88 5. 200 156 77.09 | 49.36 | 2.3 | 43.6 4.7
1.1/ 1.6 |3.153.23 113 5. 220 142 72.53 | 48.41 | 1.5 | 25.0 4.4
1.16 1.233.284.5| 84 |5 28 133 | 70.65| 45.38 | 1.3 | 22.9| 4.8
211 2.7 |4.5/4.11] 69 |5.28 117 | 64.94 | 42.22| 1.4 | 26.6| 4.5
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10. 16 '10. 21 1. 11 2. 5 113 3. 28 164 104:31 | 85.85 | 3.0 | 33.9 4.2
11. 1| 10. 5 | 1. 24/ 2. 16 78 4. 8 159 95.18 | 76.23 | 2.6 | 27.87" 4.5
11. 16/ 11. 21 | 2.5 2. 20, 96 |4. 20| 156 86.75 | 61.86 | 2.3 | 35.0 5.0
Punjab |12: 1|12. 5 | 2. 25 3. 11} 100 5. 7 158 84.79-| 56.01 | 2.6 | 32.3 4.7
53 |12. 16 12. 20| 2. 29/3. 18 92 |5.20 156 | 90.14 | 55.70 | 2.6 | 39.6 | 4.2
1. 1 .6 [3.18 4.1 124 5. 220 142 74.95 | 55.20 | 1.9 | 25.5 4.2
11,16 1. 23 |4.214.9 117 | 5. 28 133 73.13 | 45.11 | 1.4 | 28.1 4:8
2.1 2.7 |4.8(4. 14 73 5. 28 117 67;42 45.03 | 2.1 | 23.7 4.2
10. 16| 10. 21 |12. 16‘ 1. 7 99 | 3. 28 164 88.76 | 69.02 | 2.7 |33.7 6.0
11.1(10. 5 | 1. 1,2 2 93 4. 8 159 95.11 | 74.80.| 2.5 | 35.3 6.3
11. 16/ 11. 21 (2. 1| 2. 6 82 |4. 20, 156 89.23 | 67.37| 2.8 | 29.2 6.3
Argen- | 1l12.5 |2 16 2. 95| &7 |5 7| 158 | ss.75| 6118 2.3 [34.8| 6.1
2:263 12. 16} 12. 20 2f 26l 3.5 79 |5.20 156 84.48 | 57.38 | 2.14] 43.2 5.1
1.1| 1. 6 |3.11 3. 22y 111 5. 22 142 87.29 | 65.05| 1.5 | 22.0 5.1
1. 16 1. 23| 3. 13/ 4. 8 92 | 5. 28 133 83.14 | 59.83 | 1.8 | 20.3 4.0
2.1 2.7 |4. 414, 12 71 5. 28 117 80.45 | 56.16 | 1.8 | 23.6 | 3.5
10. 16) 10. 21 .112. 16/ 1. 7 98 (3. 28 164 84.84 64.09l 2.6 31.6i 5.3
11.1/10. 5 | 1. 7| 1. 28 88 4. 8 159 85.25 | 64.24 | 2.7 | 34.6 5.5
11. 16/ 11. 21 | 1. 27| 2. 5 81 4..20 156 82.54 | 58.23 | 2.5 | 29.2 5.5
Red 12.1112. 5 (2. 8]2. 19 80 5.7 158 81.26 | 52.33 | 2.7 | 35.3 5.6
Wood [12. 16/ 12. 20 | 2. 22/ 2. 28] 74 |5. 20 156 | 80.36 | 50.80 | 1.9 | 29.4 | 4.7
: 1.1} 1. 6 [3. 11 3. 21} 109 5. 22 142 79.06 | 52.77 | 1.7 | 23.2 4.8
1. 16) 1. 23 |3. 24{4. 1 75 | 5.28 133 76.50 | 49.62 | 1.8 | 23.0 4.5
2.1} 2.7 4.3 4.9 67 | 5. 28 117 72.51 | 48.04 | 1.9 |23.1 4.2
#£4 46/4TEHARBEPET ERE TR VLEER
Table 4. The Growth and Developement of Seed Flax Varieties sown
on Different Dates in 1957-58. ,
PRI 2o O ) B e e/ CF B DO (o Bl Bl o BV
=] Sow- |Germin| D2t8| Date inae of Date) Grow | plant | Stem No.ofNo.of:F o E
Variety | ing | ating | Rl NIGHCTIPulRIo 00T ing | oo
Date | Date | 'c20C)e ing Wering| /5" Days Height | Length \Bran- Cap- | oo o
A~B|.B~8 |B~HBA~NH| (K IA~8] (B | (cm) | (cm) | ches|sules| (g)
10. 15/ 10. 19 [12. 9 | 1. 6 83 3. 14 150 80.15 | 61.79 | 1.33 | 13.41) 4.92
10. 31} 11. 8 |12. 30 1. 15/ 76 | 3. 25 146 83.38 | 65.63 | 1.20°| 19.65 5.42
11. 16/:11. 21 1 1. 18/ 2. 1 77 | 4. 5| 141 83.23 | 61.68 | 1.14 | 19.63 5.32
Punjab [12. 1 |12. 7 | 2. 12/ 2. 24 85 | 4. 17 135 73.40 | 52.92 | 1.10 | 21.50| 4.54
47 12. 16/ 12. 21 | 2. 26/ 3. 8 81 | 5. 6 143 67.27 | 50.80 | 1.23 | 18.84] 4.48
12,31 1.7 |3 1113.17) 106 |5. 14 135 49.17 37.79 1.28 | 13.71 4.26
1. 16 27 | 3. 22| 3. 28 71 | 5. 19 124 43.85 | 28.62 | 1.06 | 13.53| 4.42
1. 31 2.8 [4.3 4.6 65 |5.21 111 38.67 | 27.19 | 1.14 | 9.22| 3.76
10. 15/ 10. 19 12. 7| 1. 28 105 | 3. 26, 162 92.61 | 79.02 | 1.24 | 11:86| 4.54
‘ 10. 31/ 11. 8 12. 31, 2. 5| 96 | 4. 3 155 96.58 78.93 | 1.26 | 15.07| 4.58
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. 10] 146 | 94.72 | 77.34 | 1.08 | 13.63] 4.46

11: 16 11. 21 (1. 18/ 2. 22) 97 |4
Punjab [12: 1 |12. 7 |2.203. 5| 94 |4.23 144 | 82.64| 63.97 | 1.52 | 17.03 4.36
53 [12. 16 12. 21 | 2. 28/3. 13, 77 |5.5| 142 | 64.80 | 53.45 | 1.27 | 14.84 3.82
12.31 1.7 |3.153. 24 83 |5 14 135 | 45.75| 35.06 | 1.43 | 12.80 3.56
116 1. 27 3. 24 4. 4| 78 |5 19 124 | 38.82| 25.04 | 1.42|13.40 3.8
181 2.8 |4.4|4.10 6 521 11 | 3471| 24.82 | 121| 7.04 2.88
10. 15 10. 19 [12. 6 |12. 17 63 |3. 18 154 | 76.38| 59.18 | 1.22| 7.22 5.908
10.31{11. 8 [12.27/1. 9| 70 |3.27 148 | 81.88| 77.75 |1.27 | 10.77 6.01
, Fl' 16 11. 21 | 1. 15| 1. 26 71 | 4. 13| 149 | 87.01| 69.56 | 1.16 | 10.28) 3.88
Argen | 1l12.6 |2.6]2 20 81 |4.27 148 | 80.35| 63.40 |1.07 | 10.95 5.22
tine o 16/ 12. 21 (2. 26/3. 5| 80 |5 5| 142 | 71.07| 58.08 | 1.16 | 14.48| 5.0
CL463 |1 31| 1.7 3. 13/3.17 106 |5. 14 135 | 57.00| 45.10|1.25 | 11.70| 5.08
1. 16 1.27|3.243.31 74 |5 19 124 | 50.33| 35.09 | 1.37 | 13.88 4.28
_ 131 2.8 |3.30 4.5 6 |5 21 111 | 40.51| 38.02|1.28| 8.20 4.0
10. 15| 10. 19 12 .9 h2. 171 63 |3.21 148 | 76.35| 55.56| 1.57 | 13.01 5.38
10.3111. 8 [12. 27 1. 9| 7 |3.23 144 | 75.32| 58.97 | 1.13| 9.37 5.12
11. 16/ 11. 21 1. 15| 1. 27 72 |4. 13 149 | 81.62 | 61.85|1.07 | 11.06 5.22
Red [12.1|12.6 |2.2|2 17 78 |4 22 3 | 75.73| 58.88 | 1.19 | 14.75 5.12
Wood |12. 16/ 12. 21 |2. 26/3. 3| 77 |5.5| 142 | 65.65| 50.85 | 1.17 | 12.39] 4.04
12. 31 1.7 |3.113. 15 104 |5.14 135 | 76.05| 44.18 | 1.28| 9.0 4.36
1. 16 1. 27 (3. 20 3. 26 69 |5 19 124 | 45.63 | 30.15| 1.40 | 12.05 4.24
1.31 2.8 |3.804. 4] 6 |5 21 111 | 38.93| 25.47 | 1.14| 6.81 3.66

HPl k2 ER BT EREBIEY » fRkmT :
1. BER AR )
45 /46 R ) RAVREBIIEIIEEL 1 A 1 BRE 24 6 158 » BB R #E109-124X 2 A1
iR 8 s £ 67-T3 R » B s MENEN o BE » BR—%0 FHI0H15H
R | A B Bl 16 B E 8 I R > B8 6 HIFIERER » HEW
CJREL o SERIMIERIHE » & HIREL. Punjab 53 BRAEHEE » £ 73-124K > Punjab 47
+69-113K % Argentine C.IL 463 2 71-111 K&k » MLl Red Wood 7 67-109K 5545 »
patEE R Punjab 53, 6-15K » B SRR 2 E RSBk B HEE 1
1 SRR EEMRE  H12H 1 BEER > B HTIESE » il Punjab 53 B4, Hi
EOESE1H 164K B4 3 BEEIS6K » 4 HREEEIS6R » Mﬁ%;ﬁﬁﬂb%,ﬁiﬁfﬁ”ﬁfﬁi ) BEES
BREIITER o -
A6/ATERBRHEBENZIBE » B AR BB ERIMERT ARG B
FEHSEL > 3+ Punjab 53 Bk 0 #69-105% » Punjab 47 £ 65-107K » Argentine C.I. 463 5
65~106K » Red Wood HIfS 63-104 K » Hjifkk REWIZ AP AR » JREL LAEREIR—30 MEARE
R ERREE R o
2. WMBEE:
HIERESRED » 2 ERMEZET AT » 45/46 3B D10 RILAwEES
2 R B ) USRI AIKIUET » 46/47 455 » LA 6 HEES » FEHE
BRZEE » W REHBE WRRIESR/D » B LSBT RS B o
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L8 DR AR

SR e Bl 2 Bt > BTN B T IR 0 NERI 2 5 o SRR R BB IR
BN  SEEIR B » 46/4TERRERBUBERIOAFRRELLA LaEEE » KI12E bihik
BEEE > WAhEES ) KTEd » {EESPAEEREY Punjab 47 5 1.06-1.33 » Punjab
53/ 1.08-1.52) Argntine C.1 463 f3 1.07-1.28 » Red Wood HIf51.07-1.57 » 45/464F#ASAER
#ERAIMI10A16H » 11H16A R12A16H % 3 B2 BB EE D » HARERHZ AR
) REEESS » 2 Punjab 47 5 1.3-2.85 Punjab 53 £5 1.4-3.0 » Argentine C.I. 463>
15-2.85 Red Wood £ 1.7-2.7 o

FREETH R BRI ZIBE » 2 R A—3 » 45/46 FEfER » BB KAZEE » oS E
BHRINS » (6 46/4THERER » 1] 2 BRI > 2 Erhik 2 MARRAERILRE (7) REEHSm
T '

45/46 7=0.8917
46/47 r=0.1362 .

45 /46 R IR D B B & B IRE 0 5F Punijab 47 £5 22.9-+45.5, Punjab 53 £ 23.7-39.6,
Argentine C.L 463 55 20.3-43.2» Red Wood 55 23.0-35.3 » 46/4T(ESkERR I » SIB DB
BIRD » R ER IR ETE 10-15 BfE s o 45/46 TR IR B ARIE » LREE » WiHE B
B RRENEER ) BEER 2 EOERERS EREZERENA

EREET A/ REREE 2R RSEAREEN S REBTE AR 2 FERRRSER
OB IRERE TR BB » SEERLE 0 Argentine C.1. 463 5K 2 E4g T4
FEEEEE 64 > Punjab 53 B/ 87 45 AZRM o

W e B R R

AEREERERE  ERELRA ) it » EUTAHRK© » BHEEEY O
REEEEG (1938) R385 ks ERT (1947 » 1948) i@ uie R TallR » FLUIRAIL » 2 FHER 7 KR
BHI0A FaZ11 A dagiEs w0 Bgiiy  FEERREHENE R » SRERAINTLA kh

AR AR » EATR FAE FRE RV HA AR TR R o R bR R

W
o

20t

2uanyenddwa) aS»QJZ,AV ( Oo) - .&g:a

) ] 1 ! ] 1 |
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B1 ARSI ()

Fig. 1. Temperature Curvev in Flax Growing Period; Taichung
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Fig 2. Day Length Curve in Flax Growing Period, Taichung

AN E 5 ~ SRR ~ FIBE R M 2 I WS 2 BRRR S NTAB RN IRk Ghamranry
e (1956) 2% > R0 d /B T » 14 T B2 B o RBER 2 R » &
R B0 P aREESE » B ERSREEEE  BrERIRMILARaEEER
£ 2 JRERDA BB A3 » TR T-EERRE A4 IR F D B AR MM R R A R 2R
BB R IS o

BRI R BEM Y HAEREE o et £ E B ETG  REBEEE 0L
WiINE: » RIS B S IR AT o A R IR » BRI 220k HE » TR RIRRE .
BB BERAHE SEELRE2) » BZhREE Ml HEENEE o
AR 2 PR S 10-11 BIBMEE A EHIFUE150KD b » BB REREENEL- 22/ )
(BB » MR RE S0 A ERWEE 2 E ) B R 15 - ZHEETESR
HRAELRENREZR » BREEAR » WRHBIZES » B —RERBECHRE » &2
Red Wood GBS » $PEFEER gk ~3hBRaisk® » HBOLBIE RS A ¥ RETERMD

T
K Hb B BHAE B HREHK ErEg (kg/ha)
SR RREM 61 105 489.8
ESE P E 70 C117 602.6
S BUTREE N 54 93 479.3
JIIEPN — 104 426.4
mELR 60 92 306.6
ENCE 73 149 1,433

* (RisgAcE D) , :

DL EB MERE TR T R NMER R RS » A BT
BRI 2ER SRR 1R H AT E R g A G7ES00-100023 7 » BAFE 1 sl sk gk
) Ko 40-80 2 > LA BB TR E K » ARG o MR B R 4R » SRLh g
R AR 5 BT ) — AR RIBRER] > THR] K BRI
AR BIRD > TR » SIAKBINR » H101 EEE 2 A s 3 AL » (ER95-110% »
HFIERTERSE » DERNBE ) REPERIFE 1 IE K2 ERHERR » SRR
) RAUMETERRAE » Sl RRIRE » TiRAEE SR RAEEHE 1 BiiLL » BERReAER S
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RAEE A EARIEEIEE » EK B » TIAREGRIE SR EEEEREE o

R 2 B BIRRRR LA » BT ER B o i Larson (1959) 774
BLWIORER » TR TR » FE T2 BB R AT 3-4 4 > AR » BN L
K > SRR RN A R 2 S 2 S R » (b ~ 26K~ ZRal— 28 2 KASE
VERA IESEE » MR 2 Ve KIS B e R T-I0 » SE 7 o ILAMIESE ~ 35 ~ =45
BRIETESY » LURTTEMETREMELIERIYE » BBk (1951) S BRBRFTSL » HABKAE H AETTIHORAME
T 0 MR (VTR R R Z%@Tk@o

™ - 5 =

1. ASRERDI SR 5 [ 2 f TR b Punjab 475 Punjab 53 Argentine C.1. 463 F2 Red
Wood % 4 RS EFEF » jA45/46]%46/4THEH] » E#%%ﬁ%ﬁ’wiﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁxéZ%@ﬁﬁ
» METIH LA G = AT et o

2. #RfEEEI0AmAERE2 AE ) S L EAEE LR 5368 1 » SRERRERIEH » BHRE
B A aEEEERRS €% 1 A ISRk » mRREEI0A haEEE R

BEAICE » IHETREBHER o
3 AR ) SRR » B aﬁﬂﬁ,ﬂmﬁﬁm@ﬂZ%@ ' BIEE
B [ R RS » BRI SER 1A EER » EEEE 150 KES » RZHEE
(IR BB T 2 S TR TR B FhUE 1 B2 R F Phi— R K > 1A ZRME » SR
EOVEE BRI 228 1 2 BifE B SRR » S ITAEMRDIE o

4. BIEZRBTER > AREEEEAE HBEEZS S REERRES » IRREED > 28
T B » SRS R IR B R BB E » R RS & ) R ER 2PN
» IER L ) T RAREE IR o -
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STUDY ON THE ADAPTABILITY OF SEED FLAX
VARIETIES TO DIFFERENT SOWING DATE

by
C.Y. Cui, K.S. Cuen, C.C. Tal & H.S. Cuow

SUMMARY

This experiment was carried out in 1956/57 and 1957/58 in order to find out
the most appropriate sowing time of seed-flax varieties and their possibility of
growing in Taiwan. Four seed-flax varieties introduced from the United States
were used and sown from mid-October to late January at the intervals of 15 days.

From the results of experiment, the highest yield of seed was obtained from
flax sown in mid-November. Shafp drop in seed yield would occur when sowings
were made after January. It would be decreased gradually as the sowing time
delayed.

Due to the effect of shortening of day length and lowering of temperature in
flax growing period, all the varieties sown from late October to mid-November
would be matured about 150 days. Consequently it is impossible for cultivation of
those varieties in. Winter fallow time of paddy field between two crops of rice as
the substitute of the current fiber-flax variety, Taichung No. 1. They may be grown
in certain area g,round Central Taiwan where second single rice ctop is prevailed.
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ERERHZEE ERERS 102%  HERIEFHEE 10.8% o

=, HEEE KER
& R RN R R R T A B ERR



4

Test on the Effect of the Row Widths and the Sowing Dates of Cotton upon the
Relay Interplanting Sugarcane and Cotton from 1955 to 1957,
1. #EHEGE: -

AEABRHSERE 44 4R 3 ABELAE SR RRRRSABR D FTEESE TR HRE o 'ﬁﬁ%ﬁnnﬁﬂr’z"ﬁ@ Coker 100
staple » HERE N:CO 310 o pEiTE H A FETHE 1.2 A R HER 11T (BDETRN > Rutkss
PR 24 ARFEHR 217 (EIRETRIMD o MRS 2 G » FEH/ER HEE B 6 i o -
FHV“#%%IE%H%%L ) 6 EH o {TE 8 AR » ﬁEE?ﬁ%ZE&%EHﬁ;E RIS 24ARE L2AR » BERS

SRR HISHRESE 1.2 AR » HEEMEEY 04 AR o /NETEIES 71718 » LI 5755+
%EQOHEEMJE’U\FPFEEI4 TRFHER -
P R R — R B R A T o FATERRRBE D PS4 6 H20A R 7 A 1 HilE » 2421 A

B RE » HEERMAEEQ 1 8 HIBAE » 46 1 JI16 FIKHE » MLHis Frimistess <

il > 5’ it}
Fertlhzers Cotton (kg/ha) i Sugar cane (kg/ha)
% B & (NH).SO: 585 1,008 -
% 85 CaHy (PO, 445° 417
o {t & KCl 300 300
2. ABRROH
O EFHABHE

A. BB RRABRIGIEE T RET A S SR RIS 1 R E % » N
Wride s o BB R OM R BT B B Z108: » 85 1 RICHEE 2 245 S 45 B FRfE 5 17
KRR R o %Iﬁfﬁjﬁ%hﬁ%ﬁnﬁ 1o

#1 WIHREEEERS E%%?Ei%‘ﬁ%i
Table 1. An investigation of growth characteristics of cotton at harvest as
affected by the row widths and the sowing dates of cotton in 1955,

=B B W B E—REErE
JrA il ﬁPlant heighr? Bol{s per Percentage of ﬁPignE Eir%z( )
Treatments (cm) ?n?)l.l;: ﬁrst(zzs:kmg hectare
‘ = —.
Li] 1t B
Cotton non-interplanting 106.61 24.40 19.82 27,777
ST 6 A IS ‘
1.2m with 1 row cane, 107.61 35.00 10.75 20,833
Middle June )
STHERTRA LAE :
1.2m with 1 row cane, 113.96 39.41 4.96 20,833
Early July
mﬁﬁ¢ﬁ6ﬁ¢ﬁ%‘
2.4 m with 2 rows cane, 103.70 44.41 11.23 10,416
Middle June . )
BATHEERT7THE LA
2. 4m with 2 rows cane, 104.58 46.61 6.96 * 10,416
Early July - ] : ’
]

| RIS IR T AR REES » IR 6 A BRI R B e RR
R o SHIFBEIESEE IRBOE  BITHIES RMETRHIME 7 ABS 186 B8 o 15 1 IR S

VRGBBIERIE 7 IR0 RIS » ORIBIRTIIEEE » S IR
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B> 7 REBRBONES o S/ R BIES AR » S1TRIVES HNEIT RN o
‘ B. HIE : ARBHEETRAEHANEEE » 2% DEER » Al » RiSERLs
SRRI12ZA2 A0 4135 6 ARKEERTIZY o BE » WL RAERE ) SEH SRR
108 > BT » EFRERASEFNSERERERENN 41T o REFRERWT :
F2 RRTH AR R H R R S

Table 2. The length and diameter of stalk of sugarcane in 1956-~1957 as
affected by the row widths and the sowing dates of cotton.

o e
>y

<

= & &
B 7 Length of stalk (cm) Diameter of stalk (cm)

Taeatments 1282 Al4 Ale ABES b als mla gle g | BER

Dec. | Feb. | April | June |2 B3| Decl | Feh. | April | June |2t ha-

- | | |
H HE B , .
Cane non-interplanting 19.45| 27.63] 36.89 160.43| 307.50 1.?2 1.68 - 1.99) 2.26 2.40

{
1.99
v
W e B fE HE TR fE _ - - — ’
Cane after cotton 3.91} 89.08| 282.67, 0.27) 1.76 2.20
1.2m with 1 row cane, 7.90| 19.12 29.08138.98/ 303.17| 0.56] 1.37

1.60 2.11 2.40

.Middle June .
STEER 7 B Bag :

1.2m with 1 row cane,| 7.43) 17.48 27.10!139.77 299.17, 0.44 1.13!

Early July

FRITREENE 6 Bk )

2.4m with 2 rows cane,| 15.33) 24.35| 36.41|156.13 311.17. 0.97, 1.56 1.61 2.20 2.40
Middle June : {

1.55 2.16, 2.30

1

|

!

\

SOMER 6 A | ‘ ‘ }
;

FRATTTAER 7 B L

|
: i
2.4m with 2 rows cane,| 15.50 22.86[ 33.58 156.66 308.83! 0.95 1.46l 1. 85‘ 2.23
Early July ] 4 ‘ | _ ‘

IR R BRI 2 F R > PRVERBR BB R T > (T RV e BB SR T » AaTEsE
LR 7 A6 AEEREM REREEH I B S e &
TTTERTSE 2 R BBIRITIIE R o MR8 A S 2R 00D B B JARTYE »  BRTTRVER RME1TR
TR BRARBZMENY ) 247 4 ARBHEZHEREAREIR » Tide 2 B LA TRIEEA »
4 RURRITRAREER » AR R R R Bl > TR B HE R B Em B>
B& o 6 AZMREREIFER > 6 AUBRMUIERREIE » B> %5 Bl 2.
U o Rk A 2 ZefRAE 6 A DIBT YR EAR R ARIE » BRITR IMSITRINE o (A5 H R >
ARIBRRIEEARRRIE » FTRERRAISTRINE » 0 6 5 R R/ i & e B B b
I B UHER YRR P R B ERY SR RE B o A5 BRI 2 BE R BB IRITH /) o

£33 TS RIS SRR :
Table 3. The number of tillers per plant and the rate of dead stalks of sugarcane
in 1956-1957 as affected by the row widths and sowing dates of cotton. -

2.30

1
\
!
|
f
|

N = 7 3
Jra 7R No. of tillers pér plant Rate of dead stalks (%)
12 B2 A4 RBl6 H|12 Al2 Ale gk
Treatments Dec. | Feb. | April | June | Dec. Feb Apnl June ‘?&r:sat-

|
¥ m B | ; |
Cane non-interplanting 26.41 '16.55/ 3.45 0.23 15.4] 12.78] 20.75 ‘36.63} 17.74

WoIE B B R - _ : _
3Cane after cotfton ' 2.56  8.58

-] 5.14 5.92
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STEVER 6 A ek ‘ ' .
1.2m with 1 row cane, 1.28/ 14.83] 5.26/ 0.58 2.01] 2.45 7.89 31.011 11.17
Middle June . :

SARIER TR LEE | '
1.2m with 1 row cane, 1.56 13.06] 6.88] 0.48 1.43  1.47 9.92 29.53 10.75
Early July
FRITRVERS 6 B dvElE
2.4m with 2 rows cane,| 13.78 16.60] 4.48/ 0.60] 8.97 4.99 12.91 33.06 , 18.59

Middle June

- RATRMERR 7 H LA
2.4m with 2 rows cane,| 11.12| 17.53) 4.46] 0.40 8.06 6.40] 15.52  37.79
Early July ' ’

17.56

Fa  RETTHE B R H R A e 2l e T s .
Table 4. The number of survived stalks and millable stalks, and the percentage
of avaijlable sugar of sugarcane in 1956-1957 as affected by the
row widths and sowing dates of cotton.

23 77 ® % CEEIEE R R
J7iA ki No. of survived stalks No. of Millable Percentage

(stalks/ha) . stalkss | of available

Treatmets 2 A4 6 H Z/AE | 1R B sugar
o o Dec  Feb. | . Apr11 | June | stalks/ha | Index (%)| (%)
o B B fE | 40s s0s 511,632 348,438 178,648 127,170 100.0) 11.78

Cane non-interplanting

I B IE ¥ %

Cane after cotton

GITHERS 6 A akg '
1.2m with 1 row cane, | 118,099 313,629 323,090/ 179,427 126,997 99.9 12.01
Middle June :

’_’_ﬁaﬁ{’ﬂ% 7 B kg
1.2m with 1 row cane, | 80,295 270,009| 278,516 161,241 121, 050, 95. 2] 12.26
Early July .

FRfTRfERE 6 Bhai '
2.4m with 2 rows cane,| 209,549 426,433| 356,597| 185,156 124,826 98.2 - 11.55
Middle June

FRITRFERS 7 A bai& '
2.4m with 2 rows cane,| 205,252 433,898/ 329,254| 169,314, 119,618 9.1 - 11.80
Early July

- — —| 166,445 - 117,230 92.2 11.80

3 3 SO BER RRTER Z FaRER - %&%@Zﬁ%ﬁ%&&%@ﬁ%ﬁ% fefTRrER =R
2 FITRVEER S o % B DBERB AT, » BIFBIRTRIED BER AT 2 A EKLIRT » HEBE
12HBEZRES > BITHIERILI 2 AREERS » FTRIEDBERINAE2 A4 A MLl 2 BB
RRE o MEBREREAEG A ??%EZ?%E%BU WO BES B IR IRTT » IRITRRET
TR RFEBRIE o

R BEIERRES » BITRS » BITXRZ » BIERD o BIERIGTRINELE12 A EfSEaE
BEREE » BIEE 1549 [B1T 8.06-8.972 » Mi4s{T{#E 1.43-2.01% » & 4 BhfiE 7.89-9.9225 o Nk
BN SRS L B E R R T VRS 0 TS TRV » BRI &K%@%ﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁ%@%ﬁ
BEME ERAERGTIEESRE  SIEDIERS TE TR

F4BFRBZEGFELEIZAR 2 HAUBESRS » BITRZ 8175 4 ARRBIEN
' Y EUEESE > [RITRIVERS 6 A EE S REFE » S17HE 6 Ak DRIRT 7 A%RMEs
F 6 F R R SO R FUN S SR ISR 4 RIRTEIRIERE D » DU
TERE » RFIEIE IR 94.1% » {15 6 2523 o RIREE Z A BBV E H BRI 2 »
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FITRIE B e U EE 12.26-12.0125 F%ﬁfs’iﬁ?% 11.80-11.55% » BiYEfS 11.782% o
@ ERDH:
#£5  AIHE RRER I R E R TR

Table 5. Yields of seed cotton in 1955 and millabls cane in 1956-1957 as
affected by the row widths and sowing dates of cotton.

' i R E R | FoHEER| ik
V& Treatments = Seed cotton 1 %( Cane yield | i ¥
yield (kg/ha)| Index (%) (kg/ha) Index (%)
H HE B e — —

Cane non-interplanting ‘ 136,892 L 100.00
LCRRCI. U S 2,641 100.00 112,977 82.50
S 7 M fF B 6 A A IE :
1.2m with 1 row jcane, Middle June 2,070 78.44 134,201 98.00
F T M EHR 7T AR Eq B
1.2m with 1 row cane, Early July 2,275 86.14 129,427 94.56
e 7 M /8 % 6 A f A &%

2.4 m with 2 rows cane, Middle June 1,602 60.66 132,161 96.54
fe 77 M 8 7 B E & 8 |-

2.4m witEh 2 rows cane, Early July | 1,513 57.28 126,997 92.67

. 5% 220 —_ 8,525 —

L.8.D. 1% 322 — 12,403 —

RSP 2SR fEEE BIERRER > SITMERRITHERM » FHEMREHEE» 6 A
S 7 AR o AR R R E B b i B FEmRTE » HAL 2 R B R R o Hy
#5 %ﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂ%&ﬁﬁ%@@%ﬂ VERR (RS & 42.72-13.8625 » PRTRIFBETTRIVE 25.8625 o Bk}

B‘%fﬁf’ﬁ@fﬂ{’ﬁﬁ 17.52541 » ﬁf@%??f’ﬁ&?ﬂiﬁhl’ﬁ@ﬁﬁég7 33-2.00% » W REHEES
%%‘%ﬁf‘aﬁf’ﬁz%@ﬁ/b °
3. #EE e .

@) FRAERIVEEIRITRIE R B S ATEH S B o SHIEMRTERR » MFREERS »
FEITRIVERBEITRERS » ROVERETE BB IR o

@) MVERERITIERE » BAEEREERS » FREERRMEZREREX » STHEEET
RIVE 28N » FTRVRRIKER 13.86-21.5627 » [R{TRIVERKE & 39.54-42.72%5

@) FIVEH SIS IR A B » IRTTRIFETTRIEZ AR o NERRRR IR 2R
Vet 8 E » RCHBEIEH R NS BRBFEREEI » HAGRNE 4 AIER
EHEBERE» £ 6 AERERDED 6 AEZ RE RS REE ) KEFIREEER » ik
R R SRR B2 B/ o ‘

4) MEHEEZOBEREBERMBIEEE AR » BrEREITREDERIEIZAR2 A »
FITRIEE2 AT 4 A » MEBIETE 6 A o HEZHEREROBRKS BB ZHE » MIEHESH
SEEEHY ]S

(6) MIEHEER PS> B B2 AL 2B » SRR H REER (KR B.7.33-2.00% » 45170/
W B RABBITRIVE » #5 6 HIBMEBR T Ak o

(6) FIPEEH BER B2 M SUE R R 2 o
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Test on the Effect of Planting Dates of Sugarcane and Varieties of Cotton upon

the Relay Interplanting Sugarcane and Cotton from 1956-1958, '
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Table 6. An investigation of growth characteristics of cotton at- harvest as a'ffected '
by the planting: dates of sugarcane and varieties of cotton in 1956

A S Ei gelanthel ght‘No of bran !No of vﬁéﬁ %Jﬂes@%é%z %Pelnfenta;ﬁe%%
| Treatmenss | PPUGny™| cheper ative branchd Pougnf |, et piging
m Delfos HAI0EE | 138.34. | 30.55 | 548 | 27.62 21.44

# Empire & #8& | 112.53° 25.43° '4 89 - |  45.79. | . 10.48
9H6HM Sept.6’ |° 1875 | 28.92 | 519 | 3.1 |  17.80
CBEI0H AR Oct. 4 | 128.75 27.64° | - 4.96 ‘| 365.09 | '12.86
KUABHM Nov.3 | - 120. g2 | 242 | 5.4 39.12. | 16.50

%G 4%5511 ’ 75%15 2 nnﬁZ%ﬁlﬁzﬂkﬁﬁ R Empn'e Hﬁ%@?ﬁ ﬁ#&ﬁ%&&ﬁﬁ%‘(%&d) .
o ﬁcﬁéﬁkﬂ_ﬂﬁgﬁz‘ﬁ » REBE—REEE D8R B o ﬁﬂéﬁ%@i@w‘ ‘
'B. ﬁ‘ﬁ iﬁﬁﬁ‘ﬁi’ﬁfﬁﬁzlﬁﬁ Rﬁ&%ﬁﬁﬁé‘)#ﬁﬂ ’ ﬁﬁ’n‘%ﬁn“ﬁ‘

KT MEEERHRER T ERRRERK

Table 1. The length and d:ampter of stalk of sugarcane in 1957-1958 as affected ’
by the plantmg dates of sugarcane and varieties of cotton. -

— 3 ' | B
B o 1 . Length of stalk (cm)w ) Dnameter of stalk (cm)
 teeatmens | 22[2,814 A8 BRNT mals Al Ale A sha
Treatments | pec. Feb. | April{ June at ha- | e’ | Fep. | April June iﬁeﬁ' )
1 Delfos BIW119R/& | 7.20 1172 22.20 111.03 271.03 0.2 0.67 1.3 1.69 201
8 Empire B & | 10.35 15.93 27.67117.30 200.30 0.48 0.89 1.49 177 -2.14’
MOB 6RME Sept:6 | 17.45 22.95 31.50 121.15 289.00  0.74] 1.14 - 1.68 1.80 2.04
%108 4 Hj Oct. 4 | 5.95| 11.85 23.50109.15 274.000 0.23 0.78 1.36 1.68' 2.06
;Eu)asa;ﬁﬁ Nov. 3 |- '2.55| 6.70 '19"80 112.20 278.15| . 0.14/ 0.43 1. 11 ,1' 71 2.13

ma7§xﬁa¥Z§§§a§@ o rassay 251 aaﬁ%}e;reefaﬁﬁi ks » 1
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 Empire SEM/F#lE Delfos M 119 ARI BB o HIEHIIIIEEN » 205 » R
A0 9 HAHEzEdEs » 10135 f4ﬂﬁuﬁﬁmnﬂﬁ% » T 6 SIS R » ST
PRI R B o
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Table 8. Number of tillers and rate of dead stalks of sugarcane in 1957-1958 as
affected by the planting dates of sugarcane and varieties of cotton.

jr M No. of tillers per plant Rate of dead stalks (%) B
= , =

12 Alz Ale nle Alz Alz Ale ple A|EEN

Treatments “ Dec. | Feb. | April | June | Dec. | Feb. | April | June ?‘irehsail:

: [ | ] i [ ]

i Delfos B 1191 ] 0.55| 4.37" 11.57 3.301 0.72|  0.80, 0.13 1.00, 8.29
¥ Empire & # | 2.13 . 6.30 9.79 2.08i 0.87 1.20, 0.20, 0.88) 9.81
‘T7E9 H 6 AkE Sept. 6 l 3.23 8.33 10.43] 0.65 1.41 1. 69\ 0.30 0.70| 12.74
HE10[ 4 AflE Oct. 4 ‘ 0.80, 5.83 11.89 2.59; 0.78  0.87 0.10 1.08 6.44
JAUIS R4 Nov.3 | 0 185 9.68 3.21 0.21 0.611| 0.0 1.05  7.98

#£9  HefCSTE R H RSN H RS B T R s
Table 9. Number of survived stalks and millable stalks, and percentage
of available sugar of sugarcane in 1957-1958 as affected by the »
planting dates of sugarcane and varieties of cotton.

I 7% B m om wm m | RmAE
Bk ® B '
= ] No. of survived stalks . Percentage
(stalks/ha) No of mmable stalks of availabie
Treatments 12 A2 A4 A6 A |  Z/AHE l # | sugar
Dec. | Feb. | April June stalks/ha Index (%) ( %)

— : l S
it Delfos BRI 1195 39,106, 136,371 373,806I 480,294 114,192 100.0, 15.67
1% Empire & Ff 69,119 242,020 648,957I 542,099 . 115,169 100.9 15.25
#9661k Sept.6 85,742 310,012 501,496 612,238 103,147‘ 100.0! 15.27
76107 4 OAfi Oct. 4 | 47,428 183, 313 428, 57J 476,854 119,424/ 115.85 : 15.47
118 3 HiE Nov. 3 | 29, 167 68, 945 279, 817] 444,498 121,712“ 118.0} 15.79

Hi%E 8 S R M ENTE S W ) ZIRE AN > 2 FEEREAER] ) Empire [
SAEWIS » s ARG AR » 128% 2 A Empire %4 Delfos B 119T& » 4
J17% 6 AH Delfos g 119 % i» Empire [&» Empire B2 ERREHES o 3 HEMNZD
CBEECH > 9 AMERI0AMERER > 2 Fms NILIMER o 9 ARI0AMEESIEENE 2 A4 /]
i BRI A LIATR 2 Bt n0 A » 103 %7 4 A6 A% RO A% 1115
IYEERREATE A ) o e S AN EE 2Bk O AME TR0 MR » 10 AER RIS o

HSEERTE 6 FEEDLAT 2 S 258/ » Empire F#57 1 Delfos BIS1191 o &HAIH 9
SIS N0 A4 » 10 ARz 11 o E ks Empire &R Delfos BIH 11918 » 9 IR
P10 RERILARE o bl - DR R Ay » HREZ REREEELEEE SRR -

O RBPZ A TERN 0 75 6 AELIT% A4 Empire W% /3 Delfos BIH 119TE» 9 /7
Hi% 1 1078 » 103764 1t TLEHE » REWcHE2 EURREN, 2 SBE IR/ o 18 0.925273% » S HEIHI
108 ERILAMES R 9 A o TR jBn R L] o

@ EESH:
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Table 10. Yields of seed cotton in 1956 and millable cane in 1957-1958 as affected
by the planting dates of sugarcane and varieties of cotton.

% mo | % oW oE R | | BUR R R I i
Seed cotton Cane yield |
Treatments vield (kg/ha) | Index (%) (kg/ha) - | Index (%)
|
# Delfos Bi# 1195 Luz7 | 100.0 100,550 100.0
¥4 Empire & & 973 | 87.1 100,842 100.3
| ! e
L.S.D. 5% 246.18 - | 15,703 ; -
FE9H6HKE Sept.6 1,063 100.0 103,081 100.0
1108 4 BiE Oct. 4 1,033 ' 97.2 99,766 96.8
118 ., B Nov. 3 l 1,036 97.5 99,242 96.3°
L.S.D. 5% 116.37 | —_ 10,328 —

PR T AR o H A B B S B L R R 0 AR » RSB 2 F e
B o 10 ) Ak B T EUR e S B VB R B RS R 2 R e R IR e R
Wit o FREREES » 4% Empire RI/FRSE R Delfos BIFT 119 RRfE + #E9 AMlRE A3
it 2 MR » (RS R N RS > ILFRAE R RVE RS R R B RK o

L 2R ARE R MR R 2 e B R » MRS  BREMEE) =
B 2 SR A B 0 (BRSBTS R R R R WA
HEARBREAR o MR » 9 B2 ST REF]  ERMERTA » 510/
B 11 B e 3.2-3.7% o
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Test on the Effecf of Irrigation and Applying More Fertilizers upon the Relay

Interplanting Sugarcane from 1957-1959. '

1 Mt A o .

AR A6 T ASLEAE SRS R IRSY I TARSHIEE o BEEAMERITERS Empire »
HEFS N:CO 310 - prEpIE H 43 BIVE SRR 268 » H RSN M /1 B BLog 153022 FI B 26 » HESRHER:
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PEPEIUT AN 2 1 > LA 8 BRED o JERGIR TR AT d‘ 4 TR TR AR HHE 04 AR S /ST
WA 9 1716 » DUrRR 5 TR o HEE 81TIE » DIFRRS 4 15RHLER o
IARVEFER » FRTEIRA6HE 6 124 F48HE » 121 3 FLIKRESE® » HEE IR 46/ 9 J1 7 AEHE » 483‘ 2
A6 E ekt » NERH RS -

| W E s e . #  Suger ;aneJ v
) ili y A W 8 i 30% &k
Fertilizers | Cotton (kg/ha) - | }gtandﬁérd (kg/ha) |  Increase 30%
T B 8 (NHyeSO4 585 : 1,098 1,464
B B B 45 CaHy(POy), a5 | 417 | 542
Wt & KC 300 300 ; 390

W5 1 RO AB B A 25 K —k » MEBARMERT 30 mm By 3 KFer 40 mm 1> JII Rk
W (AR T 1 RS SERINE R, o

2. BRI
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Table 11. The length and diameter of stalk of sugarcane in 1958-1959 as
affected by irrigation and more fertilizers of sugarcane.

= I T
P Erid Length of stalk (cm) Diameter of stalk (cmiBﬁgﬂJ :
1282 Al4 A6 A _12}5]2}%4)36)% .
Treatments Dec. | Feb. | April | June z:,ti,é’; Dec. | Feb. | April | June !iﬁ,:;:
1 o
LA A e T R OR T f‘!
Non interplanting, 21.1 23.3 35.0( 146.0 319.5 1.09| 1.43 1.65 1.89 3.51

standard fertilizer,
non-irrigation
TfE R e B R
Non-interplanting,
standard fertilizer,
irrigation i
5 4F 38 e JE B OR : |
inﬁ‘;‘;'s‘;‘%eg%af’;?g%zer 20.8| 28.3 85.7| 146.3 301.8 1.09) 1.56 1.57 1.89 3.33
‘ non-irrigation |

T AE 3 M TR O

21.3 23.90 36.7] 139.1 314.5| 1.08 1.55 1.67 1.89  3.28

Non-interplanting, p " : X . ‘ 9 3.36
increase 204 fertiizer,| 219 248 405 1647 307.0° 111 1.62 179 1.62 ,
irrigation : !
P 5 8 e L |
Interplanting, standard | 5 /| 95 19.5 101.0/ 311.8 0.24 0.68 0.97 1.74] 3.43

fertilizer, s
non-irrigation . ) L

M fE 2 e JIE 8 W ‘
Interpla?ting,- standard 5.7 8.8 23.4] 114.1] 313.3 0.14] 0.62 1.09|
fertilizer, irrigation ‘

1.81 - 3.37

R 7F 38 7 JE & K 7

Interplanting, increase | 53 11.4 217 115.5 308.5 0.13 0.61 1.06 1.72 3.35

non-irrigation
i1 fE 38 36 IC B ¥

Integ{;‘%n}fg;%’ﬁ;gﬁrease '5.7] 8.3 24.9 131.6 303.5 0.37] 0.72] 1.10 1.81 3.36

irrigation
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Table 12. Number of tillers per plant and rate of dead stalks of sugarcane in 1958~
1959 as affected by irrigation and applying more fertilizers of sugarcane.
a BE i i % #
Jr il No. of tillers per plant - Rate of dead stalks (%)
BCRE IRy

12 Al2 A4 Ale Al1z Alz A4 A6 A .
ijeatments Dec. | Feb. | April | June | Dec. | Feb. | April | June ?"irg’;}c

fﬁé’ﬁ%%ﬂﬂiﬁf?’éﬁ : .
on-interplanting, A
standard fertilipee, | 29.85 15.62 5.47 0f 12.76 11.63 12.25 39.44 15.00

non-irrigation

WUE B B U R

Non-lnterplantmg, - )
standard fertilizer, 26.15 14.37 5.22 0l 16.05 11.831 12.100 33.74| 15.38

irrigation
BEe B RER

Non- mterplantmg,
increase 200 fertilser, | 2557 1647 7.17 0| 11.67 10.02] 10.62 40.98] 22.07

non-irrigation
BOE 48 M R RTE

Non mterplantmg, . } .
increase 30% fertilizer, 28.72) 18.02) 6.55 0 17.13 10.97, 11.75, 35.36 - 26.69

irrigation

Tl 1 152 #E I B 0NV I

I“terpl?;‘rt;ﬁigz’effandard 0.35 9.63 14.80 0.78 2.71 1.27] 8.4 35.05 8.3

non-irrigation
MM e R R
Interplanting, standard 0.02] 8.40| 14.55/ 0.93| .1.50, - 0.89 7.48 37.15, 10.32
fertilizer, irrigation

0 E 38 M FE B R W

e e 25 | 0.70 10.95 13.77 0.85 2.26 0.81 10.80 35.76  11.04

non-irrigation

e EREER

Interplanting, increase
30% fertilizer, 0.60] 13.02 19.30 0.33 2.92 1.59 7.42  37.00

irrigation l
12 ) BIEDERBAIES » DEHRT » BERRE » HERBOBRES K o %2
SYBEM i BV R B R VR S S e R 45 1B TR Ef’EH‘ BER B T TRV S
IAEEE o & A RBERE BRI ﬁ!’ﬁ'ﬂ‘}]ﬁﬁ?ﬁ%@ﬂﬁi%ﬁ]ﬁxﬁ s VR H R A FAEE ’
IR TR IEIE > R R B ER VR R IS MR I B > R A ©
213 FEPEERAME IR H R Y 2 T U
Table 13. Number of survived stalks and millable stalks, and the percentage

of available sugar of sugarcane in 1958-1959 as affected by irrigation
and applying more fertilizers of sugarcane.

13.72

H 3 S B BB E OB o] RE AR
i E:::f : No, of survived stalks No. of Millable Percentage
(stals/ha) - stalks of available
Treatments 112 B2 HAi14 HI[6 B | XZ/AWE |18 sugar
Dec. | "Feb. | April June |stalks/ha |Index (%) (%)
BEEBEEEERE K

Non-interplanting, .
standard fertilizer, 834,440/ 408,919 440,560/ 187,698 145,760 100.0; 14.16

non-irrigation




LA s I k3
non-interplanting,
standard fertilizer,

irrigation
L 36 s L R S
Non-interplanting,
increase 30% fertilizer,
non-irrigation
T TE 38 M e i
Non-interplanting,
increase 30% fertilizer,
irrigation
B 1 A2 e 8 B R 9 deg
Interplanting, standard
fertilizer,
non-irrigation
M) fF A oe I B i
Interplanting, standard
fertilizer, ir;igation

050 0 36t IIT 5% < 988 gt
Interplanting, increase
30% fertilizer,
non-irrigation

LRGE =

Interplanting, increase |

30% fertilizer,
© irrigation

- 36,523 143,880

|
303,906 408,984;
i
|
|

306,706, 408,854
308,203 406,836

32,617, 116,862

33,984/ 108,724

36,719 144,987

437,370
456,706
459,570
0
258,333

270,898

322,656

192,383

197,526

200,716
142,05731
|
|
|
\

141,146

160,091,

164,714

4

132,161
136,263
128,976

110,286
107,877

119,140

117,122,

75.7

89.5

74.0

81.7

80.4;

- 57

14.47

13.63

13.81

14.26

14.17

14.74

14.40

1313 5 A AFREM A H DIRT A ERES ARINE » 2 6 ) S BB o BiR J) A e 2
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Table 14. Yields of seed cotton in 1957 and millable cane in 1958-1959 as affected
'by irrigation and applying more fertilizers of sugarcane.

Treatments

T A R e B B R i
on-interplanting,
standard fertilizer,
non-irrigation
HfE A owe R
on-interplanting,
stangard fertilizer,
irrigation
B 0E 38 7 BE B R
Non-interplanting,
increase 30% fertilizer,
non-irrigation
A 18 M IRV
Non-interplanting,
" increase 30% fertilizer,
irrigation ’
) 7 431 % JIE 3 OR 9
Interplanting, standard
fertilizer,
nomn-irrigation

|
|

oM E R

Seed cotton

L

]

o AT yield

EE

¥

yield (kg/ha) Index (%) (kg/ha) Index (% :‘
- - 154,687 100.0 -
- - 149,348 96.6
- - 152,343 98.5
- - 142,708 92.3
2,761 100.0 .80.9

125,065
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1@%%@%%&&2

Interplanting, standard | 2,774 | 100.5 128,190 | 82.9
fertilizer, irrigation 1 |

160 7 3@ g T R Y 1

Interplanting, increase : 2. 736 99.0 131,445 85.0

30% fertilizer, 1 ’ A
non-irrigation ‘i

I fE 19 HE R W

Interplantlng, increase : "‘ ‘
309 fertilizer, ‘ 2,861 3 103.6 138,411 89.5

irrigation \ \
|

TEENBE _ ' ' _
L.S.D. { 5% ‘\ Not significant 20,340

— 27,684 . ; -

i e 4G R D) PR R B R R A > SRS ST R R e 2 T > 3
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Test on the Effect of Defoliation of Cotton upon the Relay Interplanting Sug(n
cane and Cotton from 1958-1961.
1. #HRtER S
KB NEE 47 (£ E 50 EIEEmiRRE R R BT AR o PN @Jﬁ%XEF Empire HE
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Table 15. An investigation of growth characteristics of cotton at harvest as
affected by the defoliation of cotton from 1958 to 1959.

1

o B Téfﬁ“ﬁ,- WRE | &k Jr | H dn
- B g Plant B%{%\sﬁ]%(r Percentage of StapléZ '~ Lint - seed ”\
Treatments height planl: ‘ firstpicking length | percent | index
(cm) (%) (mm) | (%) | (8
“lh - \ 100 7{ lﬁ B [ , | \
100 days after sowing 102.99 1 7.73 | 69.67 | 28.05 I 31. 501 ]‘1 12.80
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IR IRACA = i N RPN A
115 days after sowir;'g 104.17 15.68 45.27 27.60 34..79 13.70

oA 180 K i 3
13’0 dayz after sowir@} .101'28 18.16 36.43 27.90 33.50 14.30

1 .
B e SR 9685 | 1774 30.14 27.90 | 3.71 | 15.00

W2k w160 K g 3 :
160 days aftor soming | 99-04 | 17.90 28.66 27.50 | 33.40 | 14.50

ot H 175 K B 3 i
175 days after Sowing 103.0.6 19.53 29.01 27.95 33.30 15.10

7S B 5 o
Non-defoliation 100.53 17.40 28.83 27.55 32.91. 14.80
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Table 16. The length and diameter of stalk of sugarcane as affected
by the defoliation of cotton from 1959 to 1961.

P B E | B
v H Length of stalk (cm) | Diameter of stalk (cm)
" Treatments 121312 B4 |6 7 i%*%ﬂf 12782 Al4 Al6e A iﬁt?%ﬂ;f
Dec. | Feb. | April | June | & | Dec. | Feb. | April| June | T &4

it /¥f & 100 95 Iy %€
100 days after sowing

21.38 31.52| 78.81 226.01 359.10; 1.06] 1.40] 1.64 2,21 2.41

B 4w L5 X I B ' :
115 days after sowing | 19-02 27.67) 72.36215.00 353.55 0.96 ' 1.31 1.58 2.19 2.28

Mo w 130 K g o | ., \ :
1?:0days after sowing 16.04| 24.43| 62.35/211.85| 334.25| 0.84] 1.19) 1.56| 2.16 2.30

SR RES ¥
145 days after sowing 16.32) 24.34) 64.29 216.24 335.00 0.78 1.21 1.51 2.14) 2.33

i e F 160 K I 3 ,
160 days after sowing 14.90, 23.55/ 55.90,200.59| 330.65 0.76/ 1.18] 1.47, 2.09, 2.38

M 2 B 175 K Iy BE :
17’5 days after sowihg 16.44| 22.68 55.87/194.90) 341.60 0.72) 1.12 1.41 2.13 2,34

S i 5
Non-defoliation = 17.35| 24.17) 56.66|201.41| 344.50; 0.79 1'13. 1.44) 2.07] 2.41

. o g Ve '
a njf“ntej‘;lantlﬁg 92.39| 30.97| 81.28223.17 363.60 1.14| 1.40 1.67. 2.20 2.33

H ﬁ¢i‘l§fm% » 316 gf&ﬁm}] TR T B S B R P Haéﬁlﬂof&lﬁfﬂﬁf
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FAEH100R » 115K R 130K S B EE R A EEE R » HEBEIED > 2 A IE14SR EIRTHREE
BHBAIER R » 100K IEE B R BIEEAE L ERERUI00RBERTEEZERRER » H
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Table 17. Number of tillers per plant and rate of dead stalks of sugarcane
~as affected by the defoliation of cotton from 1959 to 1961.

75 2 = 4 -

J 77 No. of tillers per plant _ Rate of dead stalks (%) BN
Treatments’ ll%ecj.% 2Feb)._j" uiﬁprﬁ 6Jun§ 11%ec}.% 2Feb}.a %Aprﬁ (}.umjj a:-tv::t—
1'11’5%12;2 aﬂi’fsﬁmg 7:51 11.011 1.46 0.10‘ . 0.91 | 3.32.  20.89 11.424‘ 12.81
%0 %ay? aﬁgr?&oﬂﬁ ,fﬁ sod 11 49!\ 1.85|  0.08 1.27, 2.88 21.98 11.10] 13.49
@is i a:ggrjzoﬁv%i fz 3.93 9. 32i 2.45| 0.63 0.87 2.32 18.35 10.81} 13.72
ﬁ;'o %a ;'f aﬁggfago@i r?é 3.04 10. 1_2} 2.20  0.14 0.97) 2.73] 19.48 12.90}; 12.34
}ﬁgs %a y‘-‘f alfzzioﬂv%ir% ' 2.52 8.82} 3.19, 0.19 1.65 2.70 1&93i 12.47  13.86
R Nox;-defoliatibn ¥ s 8.39§ 2.95 0.08 0.9 2.64 20.621 11.61  13.94
CJE;xe . Ofi mte%; lanting | 10-99 _8.45} 1.08 0.15i 3'073 4.04 20.82; 1039 15.28

HiE 170 72 123 2 BERh - B AA HERBESERS ZHE > 150K LIS EE
HERRIEERS » 100 RIRIE DB Hir BMIEEER BRI 1.09 37 - 7758 ERR B %‘zﬁ%fi
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Table 18. Number of survived stalks and millable stalks, and the

percentage of available sugar of sugarcane as affected by
the defoliation for cotton from 1959 to 1961.

' e 7 . J; Hf mll bﬁilél S
5 m o. of millable Percentage
) No. of stalks per hectare B §ta1ks | of available
Treatments 2 A4 B 6 A | X/pHE. 1 ﬁ sugar
B Dec Feb. April | June stalks/ha Index( 21 (%
i 4 7 100 By 3 | | |
10’0 days after sowing 170,050| 389,485 272,240, 228,644 90’2151 93.41 15.1
Ky 4: % 115 K It B , ' |
1i5 days after SO\;vmg 137,346/ 303,405 254,306, 193,773 92,9521 96.2i 14.95
B 42 % 130 K B 3 ' 2073 a9
13’0 days after sowing 101,677, 279,711 227,361 185,085 94,548 97.9} 15.17
B fe % 145X I 3 |
145'days after sowing | 51005 234,51857 221,887'! 178,348 98,455 1019 14.43




Hy k¥ 160 KR BE
160 days after sowing

f s 175 K R B

175 days after sowing

P

ZN s e
Non-defoliation

O BoooMm

Cane non-interplanting
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i 367, 4731 273, 181i 223,911
i | i |

90,043 237,597: 217,866 173,529 100,280 103.8 14.98
' 74,618 200,559i 226,933; 177,293‘: 101,677: 105.3{ 15.37
88,160, 243, 499: 221, 373! 182;510 94’178;1 97.51 14.38
- 182,852 96, 601i 100. 0! 14.83
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Table 19. Yields of seed cotton as affected by the defohatxon
of cotton from 1958 to 1959.
4 | A [ & 2]
P - 1958:{~ o i 19594 i v_'ﬂiAverage
Treatments ee CO on eed cotlion Yl ece CO 01'1 H b
S yleld(kg/ha) Index (/ ) |y1eld(kg/ha) Igdex (91) | yield(kg/ha) I_ndex (%7)
| |
¥l Ll“ # 100 Xﬁ?’ £ S i i 9 |
100 days after sowing . | 525 0.8 | 758 45.2 % 642 38.0
W B 115 K B ‘
115 days after sowing - | 1,298 76.3 1,004 59.8 | 1,152 68.2
kA 7 180 K I ZE ! : 3
150 days after sowing | 1,663 97.7 1,503_. 89.6 | 1,583 99.7
Witk 145 K I 3¢ : : 1.2 |
145 days after sowing | 1,723 101.2 1,916 114.2 | 1,/820 1407.7
By s 7 160 K R EE 1
160 days after sowing = 1710 100.8 | 1,89 3.0 1,806 106.9
Wod: B 175 K e ZE ‘
N daye after sowing | 1662 97.6 1,991 118.7 ; 1,827 108.1
x £ |
Non-defoliation | 1702 100.0 1,678 1000 | 1,690 100.0
_ T
5% 279 — 227 | — 222 —
L.S.D. uyk i 381 — s — | 207 —

TR R R SRR ATIE ) ABER 2 R A T 2R » MR 2 F S o 1y

#19 ) ATIERABE AP R B HE B 100 K RIS K E B B HAD SR B 2% »
Vs 2R 2 R B NERIA B 2 /55

b B RE PR B B B

» 100 KR 115K 2 i S B (5,5 > 100 T3k (%5
1 6295 » 115 K&K B 31.82% » 130 RIEHES Mok (57 & 6,396 » BUIRIEHEE R » L&)
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’I‘able 20. Yields of millable cane as affected by the defoliation

of cotton from 1959 to 1961.

100 days after sowing |

! |

| _ . ES 1
o e I T erage
PECR B E B[R & M EER IR M| BUR M E B8 M
Treatments I Cane yield Index | Cane yield | Index Cane yield Index
| (kg/ha) (%) | (kg/ha) (%) (kg/ha) (%
‘1 o IO | ’ ’ : | ‘
iy 2z 7 100 X e %5 2,067 | 1002 102,270 | 88.3 | 112,587 { 94.4
i i
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| .
ﬁﬁayﬁaﬂgrffj&é 120,324 98.0 | 126,760 | 100.8 118,542 ; 9.4
ﬁ%oﬁayf a]f*fgrfo’i%ﬁ 114,735 | 93.5| 123,266 | 106.4 19,000 | 99.8
1453“3@;3350’13@ 115,551 94.2 | 100,843 | 94.9 127 | os
(oS atter soming | 1439 | 932 102,270 8.3 108,332 0.8
L e N 117,131 | 95.4| 114,028 | 98.5 15,579 | 96.9
 Non-demtiation - US.678 | 943 L2115 | 9.2 108,87 | 913
gine ngi-inteﬁilanti{fg 122,719 ‘ 100.0 | 115,907 160.0 119,263 100.0
L.S.D. {5% lét%ig\liﬁift - 13,652 - I\}T%t%xgr\ugiaft
1% —| 18,551 — : _
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Test on the Effect of Distance'in Drill and Plants per Hill of Cotton upon Relay

Interplanting Sugarcane and Cotton from 1958 to 1961.
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Table 21. An investigation of growth characteristics of cotton at harvest as affected
by the distance in drill and plants per hill of cotton from 1958 to 1959.

% mo || [P IR e B g

\ T ¢ Plant height Bolls per of first percent } Plants per
reatments I (cm) plant picking (%) (%) | hectare

¥k JE 20 cm 45 ¢ 1 Bk N ‘ '

30cm 1 plant per hill =~ 1199 18.4 o218 3476 l 24,338

¥k JE 30cm 4§ 5T 2 #k | ) . ‘ |

30cm 2 plants per hifl | 109:1 10.5 2795 | 34.94 ‘ 48,676

| |

FEBE 40cm 48 71 Kk | " ‘

40cm 1 plant per hill | 117.5 23.1 26.92 | 34.54 | 18,248

B JE 40cm B2 B | : | \

40cm 2 plants per hill | w71 | 128 25.06 | 3446 | 36,49

Pk JE 50cm 48 71 Kk | I ?

BOcm 1 plant per hill 118.2 23.0 %.72 | 35.12 1 145,98

K B 50 cm 45 5T 2 Bk ! . : | {

50 cm 5 plants per hill 110.6 14.9 26.25 | 34.76 ; 29,196

i B S (= 100.3 16.5 1  33.32 . 34.89 o 2n,7m

Cotton non-inlerplanting |

- IE2LRERRE » R TR » 45 7R DR MER 2 4k 0 RRBERIIESETN o kg »
R 2 HBEWBCAHBER LB D iR R BRI AR R » MR 2 B BSS M
RBHE > REAS REE  IEERAHEES o 38 1 RBIEHEDE ) RERREZERNAR » fE
VeSS AEELE » BPRSVETRTEBRMAR o BTG R R mE R o
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Table 22. The dlength and diameter of stalk of sugarcane as affected by the
distance in drill and plants per hill of cotton from 1959 to 1961.
T = A E T E i
B b Length of stalk (cm) . Diameter of stalk (cm)
22 ila ale n[BBIE e fla ple gy | K

" Treatments | : at ha- | 1. at ha-
Dec. | Feb. ; April | June rvest Dec. ! Feb. | April{ June rvest
] [ [ |

ff ¥ 30cm 43 71 f | | | o0 | e
B o pant per hill | 501 1110 22.87145.65 296.85 0.2 0.6'5:’ L10 194 251

1 ¥ 30cm 45 7T 2 f | 6 : | 0.5 1.07. 2.95
30cm 2 plants per hill 4.35 10.02{ 22.53 146.16‘ 303.10i ().191 0.59 1.07 2'253» 2.51

i

¥k PE 40cm 43 71 Bk % ? L ,

1o T Slant per i | 5-%0] 1094 23.75 143.00 296.20 0.5 0.63 1.09 193 2.48
e o ‘ | ]

PRLA0em 45 7C2 k|4 66 9.91 22.66147.05 302.35| 0.21 0.57, 1.07

40 cm 2 plants per hill . 1-965 2.40

|
l
| | I
| i ;
[k P 50cm 45 7% 1 % ! -
Eoom 1 plant per hiti | 6-05 11.52 23.66 144.39 295.25 0.23 0.65! 111 1.96  2.47
Mk B 50cm 45 7% 2 B . | ‘ !
50 em 2 plants per hill | 465 10.53} 23.77 151.6851 203.75  0.21 0.60‘
: ! i

O TARA: J C NN R | | |
i fe W % | 117 9.79 110.73} 28110  — 0.09 0.52 1.82 2.39

|
O D L1741 | R R
Cane non-interplanting | 14:76 17-41 35.91 163.15| 313.75 0.77{ 1.o3l 1.5 1.98[ 2.52

22 ) HIEZ BRI 12 MIER 1 iglio R 2 e RML » BREERTERIR L
5 4 JIIGEAEEET] o B 2RISR » RIS » SR 4 JIBURTRLE

i

115 1.93  2.50
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Table 23. Number of tillers per plant and rate of dead stalks of

sugarcane as affected by the distance in drill and plants
-per hill of cotton from 19_59 to 1961.

W il " No. of tillers per plant Rate of dead stalks (%)
: 4 b . ST

| 12 A2 A4 Ale Aliz Alz gla gle j | LW
Treatments { Dec. | Feb: | April | June | Dec. | Feb. | April | June z;tvglsi'

J‘

B S0cm 43 A LK | g o 11.51 9.0 0.46 7.3 3.52 2.46 2410 18.45

30 cm 1 plant per hill r Y : . = A -o2 -46 3410 .4
|

42\@3001’!1@’/?2'{;}5 { 0.03‘

|
1.88 25.92“ 32.70‘ 14.83

11.04 9.39i 0.41  8.93

30 cm 2 plants per hill
ik B 40cm 43 7% 1
40cm 1 plant per hill
Tk BB 40cm 455X 2 %
40 cm 2 plants per hill
B JE 50cm 43 X 1 4
50cm 1 plant per hill
Bk BE B0cm 45 7T 2
50 cm 2 plants per hill ‘ ‘ ‘

|
W i e B | -«\ 0 5.72’ 153  — 0 5.09 23.6‘ - 10.00

o W o0 e | | |
Cane pon-interplantlngJ 9.51J 9.80} 6.781 0.38 14.53 25.41‘ 32.96% 25.6‘ 17.58

0.27‘5 11.41 8.13“' 0.29 5.93“ 4.44 29.20‘ 31.401 - 15.47
1 | |

|
0.10; 11:09f 9.04 0.39 10.42  2.31' 24.00] 33.700 17.43

|
0.14! 10.79 8.47.  0.63 8.74/ 5.15 31.00 32.4| - 15.13
| !

\
|
0.08 26.28  33.41 15.35

10.20  8.68 0.5 7.16 2.16

#23 > FIZJIHARTIVEVEEL 2 H AT BRI » R 1 M5 MG 2 4% o S BE I BE
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Table 24. Number of survived stalks and millable stalks, and the percentage

of available sugar of sugarcane as affected by the distance in drill
and plants per hill of cotton from 1959 to 1961.

. i N 1 My Ered S *45 Z%E
. . ‘ 4 b % % O
i EL No. of stalks per hectare No. (;iarlnklélable of;e;‘f:irllgﬁie
Treatments i‘l’z‘"ﬂ“‘ 2 A I 4 A | 6 H | %/AH | 1§ % | sugar
e Dec. | Feb. | April | June |stalks/ha|Index (%) @»
¥ BE 30cm 45 /¢ 1 4% | .| | e | T
30cm 1 plant per hill 35,635‘ 188,348 233,932 128,1681 83,511} 95.5 . 14.83
¥k ¥E 30cm 4 7T 2 & ‘ | Lo
30 cm 2 plants per hill 33,531!! 186,208; 247,111 133,567 83,451} 95.4 14.77
¥k BE 40cm 4 ¢ 1 !
40cm 1 plant per hifl 38,118f 195,991 233,551 126,647 85,368i 97.7 14.77
BB d0em 45 5% 2 | ey - |
40cm 2 plants per hill 33,962‘ 183,253 252,129 134,783 80,315 91.9 14.32
kB 50cm 43 71 Kk : ! ! A
50cm 1 plant per hill 38,372[ 195,053 226,810 111878l 83,889\ 95.9 14.30




1 B 50cem 45 7T 2 %

50cm 2 plants per by | 54494 185,118 245,109 129,917 80,643 92,2 1437

Cane after cotton

NZ S S R

13 1 4 ‘ |
WX O B %o 1& —| 26,282 106,321 106,422 85,335 97.9 14.43
| \

I

Cane non- mterplantmg {

164,006: 207,852 218,167 137,444i 87,437} 100.0 14.60

|

24 ) AR 12 R EEE IR 1 R 2 k% > BRFERRIIES ) 4 FARAILBIRIE
o MAHEZHE, wﬁiﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ¢°¥%%%%ﬂﬁ o P BR M BT AR ZE 1) o TN
AR PR ER IR RIS o .
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Table 25. Yields of seed cotton as affected by the distance in drill and

plants per hill of cotton from 1958 to 1959.

: P 2]
B it 19584 1959q Average
Treatments ﬁSeeﬁ? co%to;% IEde% ?eegﬂ cfz:togr? ' %gde%f Seef:l%cf:tcto% Ilrjlde%
| yield (kg/ha) | (%) |yield (kg/ha)| (%) |yield (kg/ha) | (%)_
% &2 Eign?ﬁérlhfﬁ 2,133 89.3 2,478 | 100.4 | - 2,305 95.0
PR EARA 2,255 o4.4 | 2,754 11.6| 2,504 103.2
BEY gﬁn’?p@\r lhf?} 2,123 88.9 2,354 95.4 2,238 92.2
BE 42051?,1?; Qerzhf?} , 2,125 89.0 2,601 109.0 2,408 99.2
B m L 2,02 | 868 2,263 oL7| 2,168 | 89.3
REPmBr2E 2,110 | 88.3| 2,367 95.9 | 2,225 92.2
,Cj"{‘t(,n .noniterplanffngi 2,388 100.0 | . 2,468 100.0 2,428 100.0
1% — 415 | — 287 -

FHEREER L n > ATERIRR 2 P RS » A8ER 2 ERA DI ZRER » JEEER
2 F e o 325 , 4745 « ASIETL 2 (7 i I BURMHEE B/ EE R 9K 2 B VTS
RUBZIET © 5 2 1R R e B il » DUMBES0AZME R 2 M BLA 5 » B ORI R
1k SOADEAR 2R dgrc 1 Bl » Koo MR BA0A ST/ 2 Mo il » 7 R R 5 1250
ANTHER L BRZREE © 300534377 28 » BPE » A0SR 2k 0 Te30A DRI SN ER MR
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Table 26. Yields of millable cane as affected by the distance in drill and
P‘ants per hill of cotton from 1959 to 1961.

30cm 1 plant per hill

i i, 1969-1960 [ 1960-1961 1 Average

EREER|N K EAEER | B EREER fh

Treatmentsv Cane yield Index | Cane _VieldF In ex ‘ Cane yield | Index

o (kg/ha) | (%) | (kg/ha) | (%) (kg/ha) | (%)
¥ FE 20cm 49 % 1 4% -

FE 30cm 45 7% 1 \ 112,580 ! 116.3‘ 104,927 ‘ 96.8’ 108,754 l 100.4
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BhNem HREIB T 107,157 1 90.1| 111,973 103.3| 109,565 | 101.2
BEem SR LE - 115,360 ? 106.6 | 110,453 | 101.9| 112,006 | 104.3
o mER2n | 112,720 104.2 | 105,800 97.7| 109,310 100.9
B Pon Tt 10,130 | 100.9| 107,106 00.9| 108,118 99.8
BENem FAE | w048 | 1012|548 | 88.0| 102,43 ! 94.6
Mo fe BB 15400 | 1049 08,844 o1.2! 106,167 E 98.0
. e interplantig | 108,170 | 100.0| 106,424 | 100.0| 108,207 % 100.0
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Observation on the varieties of Sugarcane, Interplanting with Cotton from 1959~

1961.
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Table 27. An investigation of growth characteristics of cane varieties at different
stages of growing as affected by interplanting cotton from 1960 to 1961.

i M | Length of stalk (cm) ~ -~ | Dizmeter of stalk (cm)
Varieties 12 372 BAl14 Hl|6 RA|12 A ‘ 2 A (4 A6 J
Dec. Feb. April June Dec. Feb. April | June
Ty . ” |
F 146 Fes | 100 | 241 | 1367 0.3 0.8 1.1 2.1
N:CO 310 5.6 9.7 |  22.2 154.0 | 0.2 0.5 1.0 2.0
o 3 E23 W 3, &
(i ) @ No. of tillers per plant Rate of dead stalks (%)
Varieties 'i2"F 172 A2 B|6 A|12 B2 A ‘ 4 H 16 A
i Dec. Feb. ] April June Dec. Feb. | April | June |
F 146 " 0.08 5.9 18.5 20.0 11.30 7.20 | 27.35 | 34.15
N:CO 310 0 7.4 29.1 37.8 9.93 5.80 | 23.33 | 32.68

b3 HEEET RS » REEMBEIAEMNR 4 AR > F 146 2485 N:CO 310
» 756 AERE N:CO 310 # o 28 s F 146 K% N:CO 310 o HEEKE I N:CO
310 #5404 F 146 o figEdsre 6 HEDATRFEPZE F 146 &R N:CO 310 fifE 6 AN
N:CO 310 sgRZEEEA » [HHHIEREAI SR F 146
@) . KHEFAA R R
$28 MEER/EHESERBKE AR

Table 28. The growth characteristics and the yields of cane vanetle«‘ at harvest
as affected by interplanting cotton from 1960 to 1961.

= T R RBEE R 5 E | praes | = o
s . i \ E;eﬂgth 0‘% Diameter No. of Rate of gt[egfeld R
Varieties stalk (cm) Of(cslfslk rr;ltlzlfltll{)ée Idead( /Ozt)alks (kg /ha) | Index (%
T e e e -»} - [ 77777 —— R I .
F 146 309.0 '2.86 | 70,001 2.95 122,033 1 129.64
N:CO 310 . 284.1 2.47 81,572 i 12.08 101,849 1 100.00
L.S.D. 5% —_ — — l — 25,339 | —
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Table 29. The yields of sugarcane in various interplanting
' experiments with cotton.

! 1*?biﬁxt‘8.f'ﬁﬁ’1%@i§’ o B Bl O9E W% R TERRE B4 T
Row width and sowing Irrigation and /L
mo H E _ time of cotton more fertxhze;rs Spacing of cotio_nw
CEW OE W IR W E ® E |8 W E T E BR[| OBK
Ttems | Cane yield ! Index | Cane y1e1d Index | Cane Yzeld Index
(kg/ha) | (%) (kg/ha) (%) (kg/ha) (%)

D G ,
Cane non-interplanting 136,892 1‘ 100.0 149,772 100.0 108,297 100.0
W M :
Cane interplanting 134,201 . | 8.0 ’ 130,778 87..32 112,906 104.3
x m oz m % | £ m % _|m _ix,@a% o
Significant difference [Not significant | Slgmﬁcant INot significant
) | .
: i R JiA £ Es : ¥
I &l Defoliation of cotton Average
Items . O ﬁ & fa i HE ﬁ E R i %
Cane yield H Cane yield
: (kg/ha) ‘Index (%) (kg/ha) Index (%)
. B y
Cane non-interplanting 119,263 100.0 . 128,556 100.0
i O 43 \ .
Cane interplanting 108,867 91.3 121,688 94.7

Significant difference Not significant .

x m oz B % | R W % _f _ o
|
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Table 30. Yield index of cotton and cane as affected by the row width of

cotton and the rows of cane interplanted with cotton.

o BN NN AT R

Treantments Seed cotton yleld mdex Sugar-cane yield index (4 )
1 748 2 17 B #% 17 BE 2.40m | . o :
2.40m with 2 rows cane 60.7 96.5



147 Jl}lﬁi‘?f:’fﬁiﬁﬂﬁl.zom ' 78.4 98.0
1.20cm with 1 row cane
TATH L AT B 48 7 fE 1.26m | 89.2 : 102.6
1.25m with 1 row cane .
2T LT T E0.625m 87.0 73.4
0.625 m with cane every 2nd row
27TH L AT 4 50 0.75m - 95.6 96.2
0.75m with cane every 2nd row .
23 H 14T i 75 0.90m 96.6 83.9
0.90 m with cane every 2nd row

HLERATR > 6 MILA SR 2 175 1 ITHERIVEREITEE 0.75A R BB » BHEEEN S 20 mey
R o HRID LT, LIThenafe » MrTHE 1L20A R 125 R 2 2 pirs » etk o ya ot »
598-102.6% » BHH RS AR » HAPHE RIS 784-80.294 » BB RIS » (RS NEDY
ATSRERFAR 2070 2307 2 2184 00 o A 175K 2 1TRERIVE » Ka7THE 240AR 2550 » BEHER
SREID BERERAS, 277H 1 1TAERIERITEE 0.9 /AR Z i mAE Iz BRI T e
FERAMS o 277K L FTHERANE AR THE 0.625 AR 2 JFRRE % » MESEE B RA Y o bl b
iR > MRISRIRRIR G o1 2754 1 /T8 MITEE 075 A R RS HH » SRR RS RIS
ZEETTERIEL 1 ITHRIE 1 (5REm R o \

® PEURAERERMER R TERERN ) Il BEH  KPEERRGT 2
By B EHREURTE IR » SURINEEEE » RASHIRIEDFIBEZ 5B o M0 » S0 IRE » R
AR R H IR A B ot R R S D8 » BRER BEE RIS I IR ) © %5
SR PREE R BBt > HBHR o

HSL H R » IR IR E R R

Table 31. Yield index of cotton and cane as affected by various treatments.

. - N v =, (=Y g
il Hom B B 8. B OB o oE R IR
= Treantments Seed cotton yield index (%) | Sugar-cane yield index (%)
FS B it ' 100.0
Control 100.0
# ¥ 102.5
Irrigation 100.5
& il 30 105.1
Increase 30% fertilizer 9.0
. il b .
Increase 30% fertilizer 103.6 110.7
and irrigrtion
WoE B 130 X o om
Defoliation at 130 days ~93.7 109.3
after sowing c
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STUDIES ON THE INTERPLANTING OF COTTON -
WITH SUGARCANE IN TAIWAN

by

K. T. Hsiung, Y. Lin, S.C. Ma & C.B. YANG

SUMMARY

These studies were carried out from 1955 to 1961. There were six experiments
on interplanting cotton with sugarcane. The two were conducted at ‘Tainan Farm
and the other four were conducted at Chia-Y4i Substation of the Tainan Fiber Crop
Experiment Station.

The result may be summarized as follows: )

1. Influence of relay interplanting cotton with sugar-cane: The relay interpl-
anting cotton matures more or less lately. Owing to the wider row-distance, the
bolls per plant will be increased. However the yield of seed cotton per unit area °
is lowered to the extent of 13.8625-21.56%, in case of row-by-row method since the
density of cotton is diminished. ‘

Although the sugar-canes interplanted are somewhat influenced in the pericd
of relay growing, they grow, after the removal of cotton stalks, more vigorously
and speedily than that of single sugar-cane. Moreover the numter of millable
stalk differs only slightly ffom that in field of single sugar-cane, since the dead
tiller percentage of former is comparatively emaller than that of later. Hence the
yield of millable cane is influenced only slightly by relay- nterplanting practice, and
539 is reduced in average.

2. Spacing: As the row-width in relay inter-planting cotton with sugar-cane.
is concerned, the more preferable practice is 1.20 m. to 1.25m. for both cotton and
sugar-cane, which are interplanted row by row. The jrield index of millable-cane
'is 982 to 102.6%, and that of seed cotton is 78.49 to 89.225. Thise kind of practice
is beneficial to sugar-cane crop, though cotton yield is scmewhat decreased. ‘The
seed cotton yield of relay-interplanting cotton will be increased by narrowing hill
distance and duplicating the plant in hill, while these practice do not influence the
sugar-cane significantly. The preferable hill distance of cotton in ccmbinaticn of
plant number per hill is as follows: 30 cm. with one plant, 30cm. with 2 plants, or

' 40 cm. with 2 plants. ‘The seed cotton yield index is 95.095, 103.2%; or 99.29; respe-
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ctively. The corresp’onding yield index of sugar-cane is 100425, 101.225 or 100.9%
respectively. '

3. Sowing date: Appropriate sowing date of cotton is in mid June, or early
July. There is no significant difference among the corresponding seed cotton yields,
yet not among corresponding sugar-cane yields. However, the sugar-cane yield in
former case is slightly higher than that of later case. l

The planting date of sugar-cane does rot influence its yield and the cotton
yield, no matter the sugar-cane is planted in September,  October, or November,
there is no significant difference. ,

However, the growth of sugar-cane is more or less influenced. In other w‘ords,
the plantihg date of sugar-cane in September is better than that in October which
is in turn better than that in November. Those sugar-canes planted in September
are rather higher and larger with more tillers and more survived stalks in various
month. As the growth of sugar-cane is concerned, the date of planting sugar-cane
may be better in‘September.b )

4. Fertilizer and irrigation: In the early period of growing ceason of sugar-
cane, the length and diameter of canes, as well as the tillers, may be increased by
irrigation and applying more fertilizer. The dead tiller percentage may be reduced
by irrigation, while it is promoted. by more fertilizer. Both methods can reduce
the influence on sugar-cane to less amount, and the yield may keep pace with that
of single sugar-cane without significant difference.

‘5. Defoliation of cotton plant: Defoliation of cotton in early harvesting period
with calcium cyanamide is beneficial to sugar-cane growth significantly. ‘Should‘
the defoliation take place at 130 days of cotton growth period, the tillers of sugar-
cane may be increased, and the date of tillering is earlier. Should the defoliation
take place at 115 days of cotton grthh period, the diameter of sugar-cane stalk
may be increased. In a word, defoliation of cotton plant may promote the yield of
millabe cane per unit area, althongh the difference is not significant. Farly de-
foliation of cotton will reduce its .yield to the extent 31.8% to 62.0%. The cotton
yield will be significantly reduced, unless the defoliation take place after 130 days
of cotton growth. It may be concluded that defoliation of cotton plant can reduce
* harmful influence made upon the growth of sugar-cane and the due time of defolia-
tion is at 130 days of cotton growth.

6. Variety: Tn the aspect of cotton variety, we prefer the variety with low or
medium plant height and earlSr maturity. “Empire” is better than “Delfos Kwan-
tung 1197, since the former's influence -.on relay interplanted sugar-cane is less than
the later. In such case, the stalk of sugar-cane is higher and larger, and the date of
tillering is earlier. The survived stalk number each month is also larger. As the
variety of sugar-care is concerned, F 146 seems more adaptable than N:CO 310.
The stalk of former one is higher and larger, and the dead tiller percentage in late
growing season is rather small. Moreover, its yield of millable canes is 29.649



more than that of N:CO 310.

In conclusion, cotton should be interplanted with sugar-cane row by row, w1th
narrow hill distance of cotton. The suitable planting date of cotton is in June,
and that of sugar-cane is in early September. After 130 days of growth, the cotton
plant may be defoliated by calcium cyanamide as defoliant. During the early
growing season of sugar-cane, irrigation and applying more ferlilizers can promote
the growth of sugar-cane. As the variety of cotton is concerned, those varieties
with low plant height and early maturity ought to be selected. The variety of
sugar-cane with lower dead tiller percentage and higher larger stalk is prefered in
this system of cultivation. ' '

.
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1990
Paymaster 101 31 ) 87.7
Stoneville 3202 35 100.5
Lockett 88 28 ' 87.5
Acala 44WR 36 97.2
Acala 1517BR 37 ) 110.9
Acala 1517C » 37 105.1
Deltapine 15 37 104.4
Coker 124 : 36 99.2
Deltapine S.L. 39 - 92.3
Acala 4-42 i 35 98.4
Empire WR 37 ©105.0
Acala —44 36 ' » 103.9
Delfos 9169 38 . ' 96.9
Deltapine Fox 4 37 ' 107.6
Stoneville 7 34 93.3
Auburn 56 , 36 94.4
Coker’s 100AWR. v 36 95.6
Dixie King 36 95.1
Rex _ 38 ‘ ‘ 87.4
Lankart 57 . 31 ' - 87.2
'Northern Star 34 1007




Mebane

Stardel .

Deltapine 16

Empire

Louisiana 33 X34

C124 B1959 BRS

Coker 100A (WR) 60BRS

La Ds 5349 ‘

C-124 C 1960BRS

Arkot 1-B

Deltapine sm:. WF.

Watson’s No. Va-66

DES 1007

Acala 1517 BR-1

Wescot

CLH 54-101

Anton 105

Anton 3-45

-C-100A (WR) 1959BRS

Coker 100A 57-61

Anton 99

Coker 100AWR.

Lankart 234

Anton 99-12

C-100A 56-60

Lankart 611-121

Smitn 78

Mebane Bl

R (2) Emp 22-WR.

Watson’s stormproof

Anton 15

Lankart 244 Staple

Texacala 5455

Lankart 57-BR

Rex S.L.

Anton 22

Texacala X '
1961

Paymaster 101

Stoneville 3202

Lockett 88

Acala 44WR

Acala 1517BR

Acala 1517C

37
37
37

- 35

33
36
38
36
38
36
38
36
32
37
36
33
30
33
37
34
33
36
35
34
36,
34
33
34
34
35
37
39
38
34
36
30
34

0.97 in.
1.17 in.
1.00in.
1.17 in.
1.20in.
1.21in.

95.6
110.7
90.6
94.7
82.4
99.5
105.4
86.3
94.1
104.4
95.6
95.4
91.9
109.8
99.8

- 101.0

86.4
106.9
112.0

93.97

88.3
101.8

96.6

91.2

89.8
101.0

93.9
114.6

113.5

93.3
96.8
109.5
87.9
80.5
102.9
84.7
90.1

79.8
87.1
94.9
98.0
107.3
103.0

-
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Deltapine 15 1.201in. 89.1
Coker 124 1.21in. 90.9
Deltapine S.L. 1.24in. 87.5
Acala 4-42 1.14in. 98.7
Empire WR 1.16in. 87.2
Acala -44 1:13in: 86.9
Delfos 9169 1.24in: 89.9
Deltapine Fox 4 1.17 in: 93.8
Stoneville 7 " 1.15in: 89.2
Auburn 56 1.14in. 83.9
Coker’s 100AWR. 1.16in. 85.1
Dixie King 1.16in. 95.0
Rex 1.191in. 85.2
Lankart 57 1.14in. 73.9
Northern Star 1.17in. 90.0
Mebane 1.19 in: 92.3
Stardel 1.1451in: 95.8
Deltapine 16 1.16in; 81.0
Empire 1.21in: 92.1
2 % X B

(1) ZEREREABITEERMARSIER (RE49—50E)

(2) BREUtE « HiRiEaes (RE494)

(3) Ball, W.L.: Studies of Quality in Cotton (1928).

(4) Brown, H. B.: Cotton (1938).

(5) Christidis, B. G.: Cotton Growing Problem (1955).

(6) George Watt: Wild and Cultivated Cotton Plant (1907).

© (7) Harland, S.C.: The Genetic of Cotton (1939).

(8) M. Irene Doub: Pressley Tester (1961);

(9) Performance of Cotton Varieties in Texas, 1957-59.

(10) Journal of Empire Cotton Growing (1961).
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CORRELATION BETWEEN UPPER HALF MEAN
LENGTH AND STRENGTH OF UPLAND
COTTON FIBER (IN CHINA)

by

I. M. Sun

SUMMARY

Measurements of upper half mean length and tensile st‘ength were made for 58
varieties in 1960, most of which were just introduced abroad in that year. The
correlation “coefficient between these two factors is found to be 0.47+-0.11 and 0.38=
0.09 in test and observation respectively. ’ !

In ,19'61‘, the test in 1960 was repeated and the correlation coefficient is found
to be 0.38+0.11 ‘ ‘

All these correlation coefficients are significant, although the values are low.
However, the strength of long staple variety group or medium staple variety group
varies in considerable range. It may be enstrengthened by hybridization..

I acknowledge to C.S. Co. Ld. and TSIF for their helps in surveying fiber length
and strength.
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Rl FREZBEEE
Table 1. The height of cotton plants

T ii#rEA# Date of :
. Investigation | 25/VIII 10/1X. 22/IX 7/X 23/X

——

_ 1Treatment- ;ﬁ, T~ | (cm) _fem) | (cm) (cm) | (cm) .

T K UT B %R R ORI R | |

The general concentration spray

o
of Knapsack Atomizer 48.6 63.5 84.7 92.2 98.2
(Endrin E.C. x500)
By J7 ORLC R @B Tin £ i B :
The duplicate concentration 50.1 61.8 84.5 90.9 99.1

spray of Knapsadk Atomizer .
(Endrin E.C. x250)

HIEUR R 2 Em e TEFRE | : S s
The general concentration spray 49.6 64.1 82.3 . 4.8 98.9

of Detachable compression sprayer i |
(Endrin E.C. %500) : ! I

L FVHATER 4 B AESOM S IR L © )
’ RO %R T WO TR I

Table 2. The times of spraying of each treatment
\\\Jﬂlﬁﬁﬁ Kinds of

25/VIIL 10/1X 22/1X

~—~—___ Investigation e o I P S
7 e Min./ Percen- Min./. | Percen- ’ Min./ | Percen-
_Treatment o~ Hectare | tage (%)| Hectare l | Hectare

R | tage (%)
i
spray of Knapsack Atomizer ; 155..3 15.02 184.7 13.51 200 13.13
(Endrin E.C. x500) :
spray of Knapsack Atomizer 143.3 I 13.86 ) 166.7 12.20 186.7 12.17

(Endrin E.C. x250)
BRI R B A B
The general concentration

spray of Detachable - | 1,034.0 | 100 1,366.7 | 100 1,524.6 | 100
compression sprayer
(Endrin E.C. x500)

| tage ( %)
|

T~ F#&=EH Kinds of .
Investigation 7/X 23/X

“Treatment S Mip;/’Hectare Percentage (%) | Min./Hectare Percentg‘ge(%)

BT 5 (A ,

e general concentration . - ‘

spray of Knapsack Atomizer 268.6 19.52 311.3 20.31
(Endrin E.C. x500) -

1%?i1fﬁi¥@§f¥%§ Fbuﬁi?%gﬁj

e duplicate concentration

spray of Knapsock Atomizer | - 286.7 . 20.81 823.3 21.11
(Endrih E.C. %x250)

B ENE G S Bes B B
The general concentration
spray of Detachble 1,376.6 100 1,5831.1 100
compression sprayer )
(Endrin E.C. x500)

2. RS R 2B SR R 1 R B VISR » B s » Ry AR
%J&FM%&%J%@ZmﬂgﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁéﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁO%WHEWﬁﬁHT%’
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AR A TR AR R 5026 5 MMAE60A Ll B ﬁTﬁﬁf%9@?%%%%%Fﬁga64‘~68/’°

i
£33 FTREBEHEBREH
Table 3. The dosage of each ‘treatment -
T WEAH Kinds of T ooy 10/1X \ 22/1X

Investigation )
)7 E\\\ Liter/ | Percen- Liter/ Percen- Liter/ Percen-
Treatment | Hectare | tage (%) | Hectare | tage (% ) Hectare tage se (%)

1 ) | Hectare | ta
7 O B TR AT ) | | |
l

The general concentration ‘ 3
spray of Knapsack Atomizer 433 54.12 450 @ 32.53 533 33.67

(Endrin E.C. x500)

77 KR BeR TInfSIREE )
The duplicate concentration 408 51.00
spray of Knapsack Atomizer .

(Endrin E.C. x250) |

iﬁ‘FTlﬁI"’ﬁéE@jﬂEzﬁﬁﬁ MA
FHIRRE

|
1
The general Concentration ‘
spray of Detachable ‘ -
|
|
|

459 44.18 | 583 36.82

800 100 1,383 | 100 1,583 100

compression sprayer
(Endrin E.C. %x500)

T—~__i##&IEH Kinds of
~— Investigation

E’E‘reatméﬁ \"\“\ril\ Liter/HFctare Percerrlitiage (%)

B BRI B TR
The general concentration 503 29.58

spray of Knapsack Atomizer
(Endrin E.C. x500)

T%)Jﬂ]dﬁﬂiiﬂﬁt%?%g Fﬂﬂfgtﬂ.%%_l

e duplicate concentration .

spray of Knapsack Atomizer 933 31.35 ! 512 33.39
(Endrin E.C. X250)

%I‘Fgél%]ﬁ%ﬁﬁfﬁ% rig

The general concentration .
spray of Detachable 1,700 , 100 1,533 | 100

7/X ‘ 23/X

Liter/Hectare | Percentage (%)

[
i
; 553 '36.07

compression sprayer :
(Endrin E.C. x500) . !

3. BEIABURILE : M EL » SRS RIS FERB 2 NSERERTE » B
FRARRALL o BEARBY IR A [InfuRee ! R » %ﬂﬁi@&ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁktﬁm 2 IHpE > {4
WA o

£4 HHPESREREER
Table 4. The percentage of infected bolls and yield

] &% 3 = " 5 78

= =4
P 9 R
= - ercer)xtgae of boll mfec!ted$ %( %) e e
Bk monn | g g @ H | cotton seed-
Treatment ink bollworm piny bollwern 1 - bollworm co(tllzgrlls
\

Square‘ Boll ‘Square‘ Boll Sqﬁare’ Boll |hectare)

BT BORE R TEAIEE
The general concentration
spray of Knapsack Atomizer
(Endrin E.C. 500X)

0.57 1.56 0.55 0.58 r 1.78 | 0.62 1,800.00
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1 PO T eE TSR]

The duplicate concentration ‘
spray of Knapsack Atomizer 0.55 1.18 .0.27 0.35 1.05 0.18 1,916.00

_ (Eudrin E.C. 250X)
#EEREE EEHES TR
FHIREE

=3 8
The general concentration )

spray of Detachable 0.48 1.12 0.43 0.42 1.56 0.63 1,780.00

compression sprayer |

(Endrin E.C. 500X) |

L.S.D. at 5% level | 0.53 0.91 0.93 0.75 1.09 0.52 185

m, 56 R MR

AT HRINESRIERTHE » SREERE EERT o DIHERTEIES » HIRRATHBEES
) JEEBRIGER T ERAAB RN MR RER » HITRBET R o IR AFPRAR] »
iR AR an— R E o BERRRE ) BRI « EFER » B BRIERR
CBIRT » BB BEY ) RS L > F’EatJ:ﬁAl@i%%&Zﬁﬁm”ﬁ“ %o HEEBROE M B ZBh
TR ~ R E i BRI o
PR » BBk R B A F 2 B BB B EH‘#F‘%&&%E » Bl AT
B 5~7 4% » ERIEFEARTIRS 1o~3%2 - MBhRB R EER » 3 NFE RIS EEEE
Ho
BEEARER » AR—ERZNE » BB EEN2E BEES—K TR
BE] (E119.5% Endrin E.C. 500f%) BhvAte#EaE > fEREFZGRENRERBR > MaTHE
T4 M %E T 7 SR ST e i TR oa7e 502 D | o YEIE » BEHITA SR » (8 B IArE B ) FIRAJERR
i \ |
| E N =
1. A H I SEREE Ik B TEAE MG 00 L2 R E M » WU BREEZE
DSBS BRI EE o ' ‘
2. ASRERILAT KT RS MRS (E119.5% Endrin E.C. 5004%) ; @)1
PR RES T ] (B019.5% Endrin E.C. 2504%) » @BEEE2 A B ER [HAR
gel (E119.5% Endrin E.C. 5004%) %3 jaf o
‘ 3. B SR B RES A DR B R ST R B B
FHRE R 5~T7 45 T SRR ERMTIES0AD DUTIR » B BB IRES0% 5 15
U603 DA LI » TR A ZERIREEN64~ 6875 o
4. 7ERR3EARRER » FRWEERGRERSEAL c 52 » BB MH
FlEE | ZBEEACR RERRD S BOGERS ML ] B RER2 05 HRas rme
Bl ZBHRRE Rk ERMZERWAEE o

2 £ X B

(1) “Operating Instruction and Sprare part List for the Knapsack Atomizer and Powder
Duster” Frankenthal/Pfalz (Germany). Telex: 04/65204.

(2) HrEms (ITEE: 1960 I 2 M X2 =7 A4 F 2 v BERBMRERT 28H0 e
14(7) : 199~302 o

(3) EEEBFBRHE 1962 [E--—EHgEE Rl o
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THE VALUE OF KNAPSACK ATOMIZER AND POWDER
DUSTER ON CONTROLLING COTTON INSECTS

by

' C.C.Tu, S.H. Yea & C.H. Yu

SUMMARY

(1) The role of this experiment was to study the practical value of knapsack
Atomizer on controlling cotton insects, as well, as to compare the results of treat-
ments applied with Detachable Compression Sprayer.

(2) This experiment tested with three different treatments of the spray: (A)
The general concentration spray (19.5% Endrin 500 times) of Knapsack Atomizer.,
(B) The duplicate concentration spray (19.5% Endrin 250 times) of Knapsack At-
omizer., (C) The general concentration spray (19.52% Endrin 500 times) of Detach-
able Compression Sprayer.

(3) In the comparison of time required for spraying between Knapsack
Atomizer and Detachable Comvression Sprayer, when the cotton plants have grown
below 90 cm. the former were 7 times quicker than the later. But when the plants
have grown 90 cm. high, it was 5 times faster.- On the other hand, in the compari-
son of dosages required for different concentrations, when the cotton plants have
grown below 50 cm. the former could diminish 502 volume of insecticide than the
later. As the cotton plants grow higher than 60 cm. the former could diminish 64-
682 volume of insecticide. '

(4) In the comparison of yields, there was no heterogeneity and no significant
difference among the yields of seedcotton, as well as the mortalities of insects.
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