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Studies on the Improvements of Quality
ond Yield of Asparagus in Taiwan
[Il. Fundamental Experiments for Commercigl
Production ot Green Asparagus

ROORE M
by
Chao-hsiung Lin

m R

B TEIE 20~ 50cm [EPY - BEFERTE  BAWHELRE S %I 20em EH L 50 cmiE
EE 30 % o A EARMESH LT B BHEDZIER » REw Ll —EAmH%Es » WA
BEEHWEZEERRBIBING ~ 6 % ; (BN EY 2 RNk » B 78 2 0 7 M e AR 72 0 Lh T )
R ERAL 16 ~209% -
KRR T 2 3R R0 » DiMonuron ( 1 Kg /ha) g{Diuron ( 1 Kg/ha ) ZBR#igbife ; BR%1E
- #35» Lasso ( 14/ha)-+Diuron ( 0.5Kg /ha ) 3§ FIBEHE B Monuron( 1 Kg/ ha) 2 [ i 5L f
s ffifblAlicep( 2.4 Kg /ha ) ZEREIMEGE o ARBRURBREMEEIHE  BINE SR R ERE
WETEE % RS B S (BB EE BREIR 4 ~13% o ILTEgE s /b 2 TR Eis L1
CRE G FABR ELA) ; (A R A MR A TR BB ARETR o DL R R RIR A -

\

COR—

#iE% ( Green asparagus ) RIRUHAR RS - 2 B4R » HEA RE R L EaEs (White
asparagus) £ 15~20% HHSHAHE (AHMEBHCRB ) LEESFEDS - s BlESmRSS
WA — » TEAETHBIEA » WHEBARE - B4 ES 2 HIR » BEEEE 2 WIS - B
SRR A > HANR A S RBTIT o HALHINE R - £ BT > LR AR SRR
s S IELEE o

MK
LA : UC T11 (44 ) o
2HAHEET 0 A 0 120 X 20cm, B : 120X 830cm,C : 120 x 40cm,D : 120 x 50 ¢m,
3 HIMIERET - AN ERT 1. 2m x 10m = 12m* § —HIFERE R —/NE > 4 S8 > B EEEs » 50

A 192m? o

i =3 ol Pty
LHEAHRERE: UC 72 (844 o
LB EH RS« Tender pod.
SMERE : A MfEEMZEEHREE o B : MEEHETHIEEEE o C @ REFE CEEE)

A~ BRWEWELC ABERBETHMNEEL  #HB 30cem o ‘

AR TR i S 92 5 45 4 1
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LR PEEAAE 1 UC 809 ( A

2R EIRIGEI - A :

3 RIS : NEEH L. 2m X 6m = 7.2m?, » 10 JEH o 4 WH > EWE AT - REEHR 288

: Herban 80 % W.P.
. Afalon 509 W.P.
: Lasso 48%
: Alicep 45 %
: Lasso 489%
: Lasso 48%
I ATEREHERE-

B B T B w I @ B e~
omE

.C.
. P
.C.
.C.

Diuron 809% W.P.
: Monuron 80% W.P.

1.0
1.0
1.2
1.2
2.0
2.4
1.0
1.0

T REHEE

AFT RE
NN
AN
AT RE
AT AE
VAT N

m?o
ERKE
BEBDRERE R
LE R E R o AR RIIE L
F 1 HEREEHEEREHE

AF++Herban 80 % W.P. 0.6 / AE
AF+Diuron 80%W.P. 0.5/ / RE

AP T

#3

B4R : RmsE 3
PRI R SR T T 2 B AR

Table 3 The relationship between planting distances and
ave. wt. of spears
% - O - T F F =}
Treatment FHER 8 B FHER 8 THER | B 4
Ave Wt.(g) Index Ave . Wt. (g) Index | Ave.Wt.(g) Index
"A 20cm 11.59 98,47 12.89 103,60 11.99 101.01
B 80cm 10,93 92,86 12.19 101.92 11.56 97. 39
¢ 40cm 11.83 96.26 12.55 104.93 11.94 100,59
D 50cm 11.77 100 11.96 100 11.87 100

- RERARFERRERR - E R 20cm ( AJRE ) EAKR » 30cm ( BEEH ) [E » 40em(
 CHM ) EXZ » 50cm ( DRE) EERMRE o AR 20 cmE lk 50 cm EH— IR E 87 % M A
: & 24 % » TR EE 80 9% » JRENHREER/D » EERE o Ih# R 77# Jones &Hanna ( 1940), Hanna
(1950 ) Morgan & Isacs(1960) Rz RMIEE o fﬁﬁ&gxiﬁﬁﬁk;&%ﬁéﬁk@b‘@ﬁﬁ@ﬁi%

fBEE R [t¥iMorgan & Isacs FZ#i& NEHA o Morgan & Isacs ( 1960 ) B gihiEk R
18 N3 24 I PRI 2 W A 9 bk e 6fe 12 W REEME > HHERHE BB AON
12 N2 R, 18 nYBR 24 RIS KA BEER o A SRS  XBSEEFEY - WAL
B S it M Mk o ) R AR 4 2 ST A R » B B R TR Rk PR AR B 8 A A 28 2 i

o

EARELXERESRAXERE
1 FEHE B A B it B« BB SR AR L TS

Table 1 Effect of planting distances on the yvield of spears

1om? NEEHER 10 & @ E f| 5
B I | Ave.yvield per12m?plot yield per 10 acre Index
Treatment | Bigel (%) | Mee® (Key | WM (300 s (Kg) | % 0 (B ¥ B

No.of spears|Wt.of spears|No.of spears |Wt.of spears No.ofspears |Wt.of spears
A 20cm 264. 50 3,278 |22,040,79 278,14 120.50 124.85
B 80cm 264,75 3.228 {22,061.62 268. 96 120.62 128.94
C 40cm 247,256 3.103 120,603, 34 258,60 112.64 118.20
D 50cm 219.50 2.626 1{18,290,94 218.78 100 100
LHEREREARERSHG  mOE 2

F*2 HEEEACFERBEERSHG
Table 2 The relationship between planting distance and
accumulated yvield of spears

A ) - £ 8 - ;A R, & as b5
Treatment | B8 B | B |8 BB ER |1 bl

(Kg/ 10a)y Index (Kg/10a) Index (Kg/10a) Index
A 20cm 232.98 137.88 273.14 194.85 253,06 180,52
B 30cm 179.70 106. 85 268. 96 122.94 224,233 115.71
C 40cm 183.87 108.81 258, 60 118,20 221,24 114,11
D 50cm 168,97 100 218.78 100 193.88 100

50

4 BEERBHE-EETREERVE
Table 4 Effect of intercropping on the spear yield of the first year
12m? NEFBER 104 @ ® @ 8
jrit B | Ave.yield peri12m?plot yield per 10 acre : Index "
Treatment | ¥ () [BWEE Ke) | MBI () |WeE (Ke) B % W | % =
No.of spears |[Wt.of spears| No.of spears |Wt.of spears [No.of spears|{Wt.of spears
A MI{EIEREZS 187.18 2.468 15,598.54 205. 66 87.14 80,31 a
SRR
BB 195.63 2.649 16, 801, 85 220,75 91
I . . , . . .10 86.20 b
TR
Cg{’sﬁ{’pgﬁﬁ 214.75 3.073 17,895.12 256. 09 100 100 ¢

i REMZREEERIEADuncan’s Multiple Range Test il » RMIAZIA RRELF -
REERIGIRE Mz 2 R
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Table 6 Important weeds of asparagus field in Taiwan area

H5 MfEEESE R REER P % w4 | Al 2 % | i k2
Table 5 Effect of intercropping on the spear yield of the second vear ‘L!_f: P % K F Eleusine indica Gaertn.
19m 2 /NE R 10 A # E & . 2% £ RE K # fl| Digitaria sericea Honda.
5 3 | Ave.yield per 1Zm? plat vield per 10 acre Index T B OE sk A& %} | Digitaria longiflora ( Retze ) Pers.
Treat At PN R y8 # |%& A #|Digitaria chinensis Hornem. Beanv..
reatmen 2l (3  (Ke) |meet (s ) s (Koo |8 = i W % & ; | A Dioitarin vi -
No.of spears | Wt.of spears|No.of spears |Wt.of spears | No. of spears Wt.o? C‘gﬁ 48 % | K & #|Digitaria violascens Link.
65 B # 1%k &K # | Echinochloa crus-galli.Beauv.
A;ﬁfgéﬁ%:@ 188.75 2.064 16.729 172,01 106. 34 102.03 - 8 |% % #}| Echinochloa colona (Linn)Link.
. : ‘ | Echinoch -galli Beauv.
BRfEEIEL | 185.75 2.138 15.479 178.15 104. 65 105. 67 84 2% BF 8 | R K ) Echinochloa crus-ga 1 Beauv. _
Bk 98 R EIR K ﬂ Dactyloctenium aegyptium( Linn)Richt.
CRMEIfEEAm | 177.50 2.023 14,791 168, 59 100 /BB | KR A B| Eragrostis plumosa Link.
i # | % & #}| Imperata cylindrica (L. ) Beauv.
: ﬁﬁ?&%&ﬁﬁﬁf’%@%ﬁ 45 10 AT A L B WA TS AT v F3EH ( BR#) » % | % #} |Mariscus cyperinus Vahl.
w86 AT THHAEE NI EET (ARME) » SAEEREY—F TR 0N L e gE I 2 RS R 3E 6 7 % |95 ¥ B} Cyperus difformis Linn. LB
o 3 4 B —AF » (RN T MM IR 2 e T o B LR B m M E R o Rig BIES # |95 % $} | Cyperus iria Linn.
oo AR TR e L BHERY  HEBERS IR S AEREH 7 L 1 e B e /R 1 BE M E | E Cyperus ‘rotundus Linn. ,
BT 15 ~ 20% R G AT RIS R IR R E— R R AT 16 Pk ATAFZE | RBEREAL | Commelina undulata Br. ] W 3
%5:%76@&3% s IR B RS T O Bl DB S O AT £ - SR 2 AR B JRpEEL B EAE /A 3B Bi |k &% #| Phyllanthus niruri Linn.
SRR I - ) 1858 R #} | Polygonum caespitosum Bl.
%5 BB Hes BREN R EDZILE - S 2 T » WERFEERFRAHE % # Z|{¥  # |Amaranthus viridis Linn.
R A e B A S o IR 5 PR » EAERED KR 2 MR » TS I —1FS w@ @i A6 |3 % | Alternanthera nodiflora R.Br. oo
o MEMBEME AR BMS~6% o o ¥ B |®E  F| Alternanthera sessilis R.Br.
i@ EdE | BE R | Portulaca oleracea Linn. I E R
w# ®| W |%& ¥ B |Stellaria aquatica ( Linn)Scop. . 8 B8
A 1 A b - = b EEA
ﬁﬁ%ﬂ@gﬁiﬁj%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ oqlll # # |+16# | Rorippa atrovirens ( Hornem.)
, %4 # ®|¥  F |Mimosa pudicea Linn.
1 6 9 g 7 7 B G A 2 R - SRR 6 %FE 4 = | BRi$=Al | Oxalis corniculata Linn.
ARERF 2 AR S DRI HMLUEGE ~ LBV HRIEY S VI R BB AR RS - W o w |k @ Bl |Acalypha australis Linn,
BOFDUNEIREE CIBRES ) ~BFIE2S s B CREEE ) ~ Bifite ~ e RE it ~ BRE ESHARS - RHE %5 |7  ® | Solanum nigrum Linn.
2 BREH B A LW BBERERT - 0k AF | £ | Physalis angulata Linn. EoH O
3 BEISE A L RERBRINES o NE F OW|B £} | Ageratum conyzoides Linn.
L BRER 2 FE S . SN R R # | Chenopodium ficifolium Sm. ¥ RO
Serm mEEEyERIEE BEFRNED - RNEWHER | H F} | Wedelia chinensis ( osbeck . Merr.
- . 33 L | E i lvei ia DC.
ASRER PR EHHF Diuron , Monuron , Herban, Afalon, Lasso, Alicep 7% » 234 6 # Rl ﬂ re.chtltes Va.f’61?~naf011a
S, 9 A R 2 b g e v ) ) S ] UBH 4 % |% % | Soliva anthemifolia R.Br.
MR FHE AR % 2 M R pR T » JEEH10%E I o B R T AE — KAER F12A 12 [ ifT » R4 BFE H %Y #} | Centipeda minima Linn. S
B4 BIIEfESE%3 0K ~ 455K ~ 60K 76 KH# » /50K 4% (594 4 A15H ) M Haumutt ; H= WiwFed |4 | Gnaphalium purpureum Linn B %
KAEFEF 4 HOOH [Ees »35K®B (6 A 8 z AR A B TS — ! " i :
b« MEsE >8Rk (6 A8 H ) MEHMEERM RIS KRB (7TA7H ) AEEHNZE S % = |%  # |Lactuca indica Linn.
Stn . A : %W 4 #|%  # |Bidens bipinnata Linn.
BERARBER  RREARR ATEY 2 , ey B3 . ¥
A - (%%7”58 )ﬁ%% IS AR S BRI RS A B Z IR BAUR » SR AR LB 9% % % |%  # |Emilia sonchifolia (L) DC.
e e oA ' . 40, . = 3L | Alysi ifoli DC. .
IR LU, Monuron ( 1Kg/ ha ) » Diuron ( 1Kg /ha ) ZBRFEHREEE ; EHARIEE W £ 515 B | Alysicarpus ngmmulam olius (T ) '
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F T BREW EERE AR R R
Table 7 The relationship between herbicide treatment and

weed emergence.

A 30X FEE R 45 R pEHEH 60K BREE TS R

4 e BE|E AT\ W BEA ML EE EE

Eﬁ&

% %W %|& B

T
_..{

EH Treatment

e

9.90 {2.00 | 2.45 |1.73 | 4.30 |3.02 [2.08 |0.40 |1.24|4.40 |1.00 |2.70
9.65{1.15 {1.90 |1.58 | 0.45 |1.02 [1.68 [0.30 |0.99 |8.74 |1.78 [2.76
2.75 | 8.05 {2.90 {1.60 |1.55 |1.58 |1.53 {1.18 |1.36 |4.95 |2.44 {3.69
3.02 | 3.40 {3.21 {1.90 0,55 [1.28 |1.53 [0.68 {1.08 | 4,07 |2.22 [3.14
4,12 12.77 18.45 [2.68 |0.93 |1.81 |2.45 |0.93 |1.69 |5.82 {2.44 14.13
3.75 | 8.67 |8.74 8.10 |1.55 |2.38 |2.60 {1.10 |1.85|6.92 |8.89 |5.41
1.87 | 2.60 [2.24 |2.73 2.18 |2.46 [1.80 |2.23 |2.02 |5.98 |4.67 |5.30
3.70 | 1.70 [2.70 {1.80 10,18 [0.97 {2.10 |0.20 |1.15 }4.84 |0.44 |2.64
6.4517.32 [6.89 5.43 4.78 |5.11 |6.88 |6,43 |6.88 | 7.69 |11.88 {9.51
10,00 {10.00 |10.00 |10.00 | 10,00 {10.00 | 10,00 | 10,00 {10.00 | 10.00 }10,00 10,00

5 EARRERATHLUEERE (T EE) ZHEEY 10 B
#EeILl Lasso 17 /ha -+ Herban 0.6Kg /ha BB RENERKE

CORPEA BRI KGR B S R SRR BB > e AR A R A AR BT AR 2 A A
Wiey s 5 (BN AEGE FABR L) - 49RI 7E B A2 AF ( retention ) BUEABE ( accumulation ) » 5
BRI T ( leaching ) » RESHERG 2T ELRE  FEEE-PZHE -

KA RSB > ISP MBS SR » Alicep R Afalon T LIESE » Monuron J Las-

so THEMELIEE o i Sandhu &Greig ( 1966 ) i » W&%%U}%Bioassaw&iﬁﬂﬁi@%ﬁ: ’
WidnMonuron FAE1~22AF » Simazine 2~ 4 AR ZHEE » OBHABELBO~3KE3~0K
BEREAEE » (576~ O R » Mk RAEMEAZBE o

C BRI AR ERTE > %M Lasso 14 /ha +Diuron 0.5Kg/ha ¥ (HEE) > Di-
uron 1Kg /ha pREE (HA ) R Lasso 2¢/hafif ( ER¥ ) sHREHREE  BEZHERERIGER
BAESRE (JEE) Z12% BT » REE 9 Bz BREHE o Alicep 2.4¢ /ha [RE ( FEHE) Zk
B B B EE ( JRE )2 60% - RENMEE 4 BZBRERCR - HIEEFHER
RREERE > il Lasso 14/ha +Diuron 0.5Kg /nalB& B ( HEH ) ZBEMERE » Monur -

on 1Kg /ha [ ( B2 ) K2 o Alicep 2.4 £/ha [ ( F ) 2 REARRE o (BHET -
8)

AR BRI TR > %@%%?ﬁﬁiﬁloﬁﬁﬁ%%%ﬁ%&ﬁ  TIAEE SRR A 3K » R

it TOOGRAT » ERTE ML 7 (50LE ( BH% 8 ) » BBENATEX  MEHEWS LR AT
BRERGE > S » e B T O B IR S A R o

IR AR » P DR B ST 5 A B PO BT R o B R SR 0 > (BN
BRI o GBI 4~ 18 9 21 o SLAGSGEN B A 2 ERTTE » MREEHEN L RAERD 8
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%8 FEWBEEAREY HBRERERR
Table § Weed emergence and control effect between Spring

and Ssummer season

5]
Season & ZE M B & -] Z M ¥ OB
HEEL R : : F E O# E
~Weeds NEZEY |10 AW I8 B |MEFEH |10 AB|E OB ‘
mE (g/7.2m*)| (Kg) Index |(g/7.2m®| (Kg) Index
¢ Treatment
A 78.8 | 10.94 | 11.6 |1576.8 | 218.99| 80.99 | Hit F ~eFMFH B
HE N BRIENE
B 118.8 | 15,46 | 16.4 832.8 15.66 | 16,87 | SREEE ~ B -
BT S EEREH
C 104.6 | 14.54 | 15.4 [1028.0 | 142.07 ] 20.10 | SREEE ~WRE >
B~ BRI E
D 122.7 | 17.04 | 18.1 |1248.8 | 173. 43| 24.54 | &%  HHKEM
SFE N RRBE
E 87.6 12.17] 12.9 | 1520.0| 211.10| 29.87 | semigs FRAE
B BH N F
+
F 404.2 56.14| 59.7 | 2398.8 | 888,15 | 47.14 | 254850 ~ 4% ~
' : B E ~ B
G 247.2 34.88| 86.5 | 1821.8| 253.01 | 35.80 | B & ~ W RE
: » S BRRIBTHE
H 45.5 6.32 6.7 675.8| 93.86 | 13.28 | BT ~ LB ~
B4
I 280.5 38.96| 41.4 976.0| 185.55| 19.18 | AR~ £HENB
' BT~ BRI R
J | 677.6 94.11 100 | 5088.7 | 706.72 100 | @ Rei N BE
SNEP RN G S
l R IBTE

o L EBRERRELFIAIEEREB TR 2 A4 HFARE
L HERERGEST 4 F2OHRE% K 68 SHAE-
=9 PEREERIABE i

Table 9§ Comparison of residual effects of herbicides used

C B : Ry /g /7. 2m A /N E )

S - x (F F) ) - x (B #F)

7 i - :
Treatment |jgHif% 75 K |ATH#% 50 (&5t 125K | MEH SR | ATREHSS GF 10X
# O0E BEREERZEER (THER Kz #ERE ¥ &

12.25| 78.8| 13.75| 24.65(26.00|103,45| 79.50{1576.8 |— 8950|— | 10,526.8"
A { (27.07)|(11.68)|(29.78) |( 22.26) (54.17) [(80.99)| |(100.88)
B { 12,50 111.8| 11.50|106.50|24.00/217.80| 89.25| 832.8 |— 3204|—| 4,036.8
: (26.75)| (16.8D| [(86.11)

127.62)|(16.43)|(24.86) [(95. 80)
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" : - ) - K (& F) £ - B (Z #) ~20% + WMEERERDL~13% - ﬁﬁ%ﬁZ%‘%ﬁ@l o T 7 4F EE MR BR T 2 A A 2 R WIEREE
Treatment %@fﬁ 75 Kz | ATREHS0 |45 125K | mE®ISR | ATKRI® HETORZ AR » B 2 FECREEE R Al $ERBERETRBLED ZEM L FRERERE
: ¥ OB RZEYR|\ CHEER |TERE & O|SOSRZEERE E & EHBRAK  MAHERAZYE  BRBERERR HERERS SHRRERE N RRER
. { 16.75| 104.6| 26.50| 81.38 | 43.25|135.93) 29.50]1023.0 |— 9562 10,585.0 °%Eﬁ§§é§&?$gﬁﬁiﬁ P LA TRENER AR T - UGRERMRAR -
(87.02)1(15.44)| (57.30)( (28.04) ‘(2().10) (20.10 (107.78) T W2 BREN RS &@Eﬁﬁﬁz%gﬁ% » REHEwEEE  HEREARZEEWN » B
b { 14.925| 122.7| 26.00| 64.50 | 34.25]187,20 57,00 1248.8 — 8020|—| 9,268.8 %@:ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ&ﬁﬁ§ﬁ§° | |
(81.49)| (18.11)|(43.24)((57.72) | 38.84)| (24.54) (90, 40) g
B { 19.00{ 87.6| 15.80} 91.00 | 34,80 |178.60 _47.50 1520,0 |—|- 6037 7,557.0 ’ ’ %%Iﬁ
(41.99)|12. 93)|(34. 16)| (81.43) 32.37)](29.87) [(68.05 ) . , . ' ‘ o o ,
. { 94.50| 404.2| 30.00 (143,60 | 54.50 |547.80| 52.75]2398.0 | — 5910—| 8,308.0 Bivrk, L. A. 1955. Penetration ‘and persistence in soil of I?erblcuie ’ CMU. Can,J, Agr.
(54.14)|(59.65)| (64.86)|(198.50) 035.95)| 47.12)| [ (66.61 ) 357 377-387- v :
o { 94,00 247.2| 23.95|142.63 | 47.25 |389.83] 61.75|1821.18| — 8140 —| 9,961.8 B ume?ﬁeld’ D- et al. 1961 A study of asparagus growth. Proc. Amer. Soc. Hort.
: (53.04)|(86.48)| (50. 27)| 127.6) kedz.08y|c35.80y | co1.75 _ Sel. 77:386-392. , , , g
. { 12.00 | 45.5 | 23.00| 62.38| 25.00107.88] 40.50 | 675.8 |— 8375 || 9,050.8 I?eurnsxde, O ‘C. et al. 1961. ].)is.smation of gimazcxne from the soil. Wee'ds 9:477-484.
(26.52) [(6.71) 1(49.73)|(55.82) (27.60)|(13.28)| . | (94.40) Burnside, O.Cfet al. 1963. Dissipation and léachmg of monuron, simazine, and gtraz-
A 38.52 |280.5 | 18.50| 53.75| 56.75(334.25 [134.50 | 976.0 [—| 6740 || 7,716.0 _fme in Nebrasa soils. Weeds 11:209-213. = = e
{(84.53)| (41.40)|(40.00){(48.10) (91.65)| (19.18) (75.97) ‘ Ellison, J.H., et al. 1960. Estimating comparétl,ve yields .of gsparagus strains with-
. { 45.95 | 677.6 | 46.25(111.75| 91.50 |780. 35 [146.75 [5088.7 |—| 8872 |— |13,960.7 out full season harvest records. Proc. Amer. Soc. Hort. Scl. 76:376-381.
. Ul 100) {c100y [¢100) |c100) (100) | (100) (100) Hapna,G.C. 1950. Asparagus production in California. Univ. Calif. Agr. Ext.Serv. Cir.
- : 91. ' ‘
& LOABEERIBI - Jones, H. A., and G. C. Hanna 1940. Effect of spacing on asparagus production  in

LH—XR(FFE) %12 A 12 HiRE > 2 A24F K 4 ALEHAZE o
BIK(HZF) #4829 BRE> 6ASHRTATHHAZE o

California. The Canpner 90(15,16)
Lin, C.H. 1968. Preliminary studies on the improvements of quality and yiel'd' -of
asparagus. Jour. Hort. Soc. China. 14(3,4):159-172. '

£ BREMRBEERILRER . ..
Sandhu, $.8., and J.K.Greig. 1966. Effects of herbicides on asparagus and weeds,

Table 1) Effect of herbicide treatment on the crop vield: )
and residues retained in the soil.Proc. Amer. Soc. Hort. Sci. 88:372-377.

. Sheets, T. J. 1959. The comparative toxicities of monuron and simazine in soil. We-
7.2m? NEFGER 10 2 W #E & 18 B T v
it H | Ave.yield per 7.2m?plot yield per 10 are Index eds 7:189-194. )
« i Stevens, R.N., and J. P. Sutherland. 1962. Effect of some herbicides on weeds and
Treatment ﬁgﬁ( X)) | MEE( Ke ) | BER (X)) |BEE( Kg) Wo% Mo ¥ L crop in a respberry cane nursery. Hort. Res. 1:112-119.
. No.of spears | Wt.of spears |No.of spears |Wt.of spears |No.of spears| Wt.of spear . . -
i Upchurch, R.P., and W. C. Pierce. 1958. The leaching of monuron from lake land sand
A 157.00 1.826 ' 21,804.16 253,538 89.84 93.01 soil. Part II. The effect of soil temperature, organic matter, soil moisture and
B 153,25 1.773 21,2883.36 246,23 87.70 90.33 amounts of herbicides. Weeds 6:24-33. o
C 141,75 1.820 19,686, 24 252.80 81.12 92,24
Summary
D 153,00 1.704 21,248, 64 236.62 87.55 86. 80 ,
E 158.00 1.824 21,248.64 258,256 87.55 92,91 Three experiments including (1) Plant spacing study, (2) intercropping study. @
F 181.25 1.967 25,172.00 273.14 103,72 100.20 herbicide study were conducted under field condition with the objectiveof providing
G 158.25 1.769 21,977.76 245, 64 90.56 90.12 profitable information for asparagus growers to establjsh commercial - production  of
H 148.00 1.881 20,554. 24 261.16 84.69 95,81 green asparagus in Taiwan. ' ;
1 200,50 2.466 27,845.44 3492, 48 114.74 195,64 Spacing study showed that increased yield resulted from reducing distance bet~
J 174.75 1.963 24,269, 28 9272.59 100 100 ween plants, i.e. the closer plant spacing we used, the higher - yield ~per unit
acreage we obtained. The yield from the 20 cm spacing plot was 30% higher than
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‘that from 50 cm spacing plot. The intercropping of snap beans for processing . in
winter asparagus’ field showed to be profitable, i.e. notkoﬁly .get one more crop of
snap bean but also get 5-6% increase in asparagus yield of next year, proYided
that extra fertilizer of intercrop was applied. Otherwise, the yield of pears from
the intercropped plot would be decreased by-15-20% than that from unintefcropped.
plot. Effects of several herbicides such as Diuron, Monuron, Herban, Afalon, Lasso,
Alicep and their combination in asparagus field were evaluated. Monuron (1 kg/ha )
and Diuron(1 kg/ha) showed to have remarkable control for broad-leaved weeds,

while, the combination of Lasso (1 L/ha)+Diuron (.5 kg /ha Yand Monuron (1 kg/ha)
"showed good control for narrow- leaved weeds. And the herbicides and rates used in

this experiment didn’t show phytotoxicity on old plant and new spears. Since thé'sé
herbici"des showed to have some slight influences on the yield of spears, the herbi-
cides élould not he applied in the season or on the land which weeds migtt be
‘less” vigorous. In case that weeds would thrive vigorously and costly,they would take
fWate:, fertilizer and light from the crop plants, tyhe application of approp:iate hekri-v
‘bicide and rate seemed to be profitable. However the selection of appropriate herbi -
cides, we should consider residual toxicity of herbicide in addition to the effecti-
Vengss of weed control, phytctoxicity on plants and yield of spears. o






