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Table 1. Effect of rotation green manure and harvest date on the

agronomic characters of sweet potato (2006 fall crops )
RGMHD* FLW TRWP TRN TRWR  TRD

(g/plant) (g/plant) (no)  (g/root) (cm)

Soybean 409° 7445 5.7 130.87 4.56
Sesbania 385° 721 5.57 122.56 4.54

Hyacinth Bean  484° 768.8 5.87 130.44 4.58

Sunhemp 432% 7561  6.19 123.01 4.54
LSDO0.05 65 ns ns ns ns
120 DAP' 425 556.6° 5.53°  96.74°  4.06°
150 DAP 430 7442°  6.17*  120.16°  4.47°
180 DAP 426 942°%  5.79%® 16325* 5.11°
LSDO0.05 ns 1026  0.48 12.52 1.05
Rotation TRL WD  RCS RRR TRL

Green manure (cm) (%) (%) (%) (cm)
and harvest date

Soybean 12.54 30.89 6.3 13.92 4.437
Sesbania 11.84 29.96 7.24 14.12 3.941
Hyacinth Bean  12.57 30.31 17.84 16.69 2.328
Sunhemp 12.41 2991  6.87 14.93 4263
LSDO0.05 ns ns ns ns ns
120 DAP' 11.58¢  29.64° 1.56° 3.77°¢ 0°
150 DAP 122°  29.64° 12.06° 11.25° 3.82°
180 DAP 13.24*  31.46° 15.07* 29.72° 7.4°
LSDO0.05 0.56 0.74 784 798 4.25

“RGMHD:Rotation green manure and harvest date.
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Fo o~ e fERg s v las 4 L R STELR AR 2 (95 & ALIT)
Table 2. Effect of fertilizer composts and application rate on the agronomic
characters of sweet potato TNG 57 (2006 fall crops )

Composts FLW TRWP TRN TRWR TRD
and application rate ( g/plant) (g/plant) (no) (g/root) (cm)
Pig dungcompost 553 984.6 54 187.48 5.12
Chinken dung

504 942 5.7 172.78 4.96
compose
LSDO0.05 ns ns ns ns ns
Application Rate (kg/ha)
4000 527 892.1 5.8 15294 479"
2000 538 1000.7 5.6 179.88 5.01%°
1000 488 895.3 59 155.17 4.7°
Control 562 1065 4.9 232.49 5.65°
LSDO0.05 ns ns ns ns 0.6896
Composts and TRL WD RCS RRR
application rate (cm) (%) (%) (%)
Pig dungcompost ~ 13.32 6.37 26.41 6.07
Chinken dung
Compose 12.86 7.87 23.07 4.32
LSDO0.05 ns ns ns ns
Application Rate (kg/ha)
4000 11.94°¢ 6.87 18.63 4.0
2000 13° 8.97 28.97 3.73
1000 13.23% 341 14.68 4.01
Control 14.2° 9.23 36.68 9.04
LSDO0.05 1.0076 ns ns ns
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Table 3.Effect of cultivarand application method on the agronomic characters of

sweet potato (2006 fall crops )

Cultivarand FLW  TRWP TRN TRWR  TRD
application method (g/plant) (g/plant) (no) (g/root) (cm)
TNG57 521 1051.8% 4.8 222.8 5.52
TNG72 539 811.5° 4.5 178.28 4.97
LSDO0.05 ns 154.2 ns ns ns
All as a basal dose 527 955 5 194.12 5.32
2/3basal+1/3 top 490 913.7 4.6 198.51 5.07
dressing
Check (compost ) 573 926.4 43 208.99 5.34
LSDO0.05 ns ns ns ns ns
Cultivarand

o TRL WD RCS RRR
application (cm) (%) (%) (%)
method
TNG57 13.79 9.99 37.6 12.49
TNG72 14.81 6.6 22.15 5.09
LSDO0.05 ns ns ns ns
All as a basal dose 13.98 13.12 33.68 12.74
2/3basal+1/3 top 2.76 26.42 5.76

14.33

Dressing
Check(compost)) 14.78 9.02 29.52 7.86
LSDO0.05

ns ns ns ns
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Fw s 3 FHFEEAREEM R (958 FL i)
Table 4. Effect of cultivar sweet potato on the agronomic characters (2006 fall

crops )

Cultivar FLW TRWP TRN TRWR TRD TRL WD RCS RRR
(g/plant) (g/plant) (no) (g/root) (ecm) (ecm) (%) (%) (%)

b

TNGS7 460" gss8 45 190.58 5.51° 1257 7.52° 3679 10.44
b

TNG66 452 12285 55 22352 498" 1653 22.82 2691 6.01

TNG72 946" 9408 48 196.64 528 13.87 0° 3456 6.83

LSD0.05 217 0.34

ns ns ns ns 9.18 ns ns

FLW: fresh leaves weight, TRWP: tuberous root weight of plant, TRN: Tuberous root
number, TRWR: tuberous root weight of root, TRD: tuberous root diameter, TRL:
tuberous root length, WD: Weevil damage, RCS: Ratio of the commercial specification,
RRR: Roasts root the ratio.

2T 2Rt B4 BT FREEM K2 P (96# F 17)
Table 5. Effect of organic fertilizer and application rate on the agronomic characters of
sweet potato TNG 57 (2007 spring crops )

Composts and FLW TRWP TRN TRWR TRD TRL WD RCS RRR
application rate (g/plant) (g/plant) (no) (g/root) (cm) (cm) (%) (%) (%)

Pig dung 423.0 77.7 3.6 25.6 23 85 91 24 06
Compost

Chinken dung  417.0 91.8 43 24.1 2 92 69 41 14
compose

LSD0.05 ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
Application rate (kg/ha )

4000 4583  132.8* 34" 40.5° 27% 94 281* 75 33°
2000 421.3 51° 3.6° 14° 1.6 87 2% 24° 0.6°
1000 386.8 50.1°  2.4° 28.1%* 22® 87 2° 13° ¢°
Control 413.7 105.1 6.5* 168° 2 87 0° 1.8° of
LSDO0.05 ns 35.9 1.1 145 05 ns 10 42 25

FLW: fresh leaves weight, TRWP: tuberous root weight of plant, TRN: Tuberous root
number, TRWR: tuberous root weight of root, TRD: tuberous root diameter
TRL: tuberous root length, WD: Weevil damage, RCS: Ratio of the commercial

specification, RRR: Roasts root the ratio
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Table 6. Effect of cultivar and application method on the agronomic characters of sweet

potato (2007 spring crops )

Cultivarand FLW TRWP TRN TRWR TRD
application method (g/plant) (g/plant) (no) (g/root) (cm)
TNG57 381.8° 1345 56 26.7" 22
TNG72 858.1° 278.5 4.0 69.7° 32
LSD0.05 295 138.1 ns 27.7 ns
All as a basal
603.7 2253 4.1 59.9 3.0
dose
2/3basal+1/3
702.9 187.2 5.2 38.8 2.4
top dressing
Check (compost) 553 5 207.1 5.3 458 27
LSDO0.05 ns ns ns ns ns
Cu1tivarand TRL WD RCS RRR
application method (cm) (%) (%) (%)
TNG57 9.5° 2.6 2.8 1.1
ING72 132° 195 6.8 2.2
LSD0.05 35 ns ns ns
Allasa
11.4 18.7 8.0 2.7
basal dose
2/3basal+1/3
11.7 4.0 1.6 0.9
Top dressing
Check(compost) 1 g 10.5 4.8 1.4
LSD0.05 ns ns ns ns
= FWERIRPRY FEZFAY
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stage in fall crop. (Mean = S.E.,n=3)

93



TR LR ETE e ST

. f0O

) —8— QOnce

B0 4 —o— Twice
‘TE —w— Threetimes

e —&%— Control

=

=%

e

4D .

=

o

S 30 -

s = |

g m ]

“ 10 A

Fa 0 .

+ T T T T T T T T 1

(8] 20 40 a0 80 100 120 140 180

e Days after planting

Bl ¢ BPRHAGTRRHEL L 284 TR RAEZ PE -
Fig 2. Effect of cultivation on weed density in sweet potato Tamung 72 growth
stage in fall crop. (Mean = S.E..n=3)
FOEH TR R R 0 £ B 5T 5L #dR 13 X :ﬁ;
B HEFMGHBE BMLY £33 33plantsm” > B8 5 HE e 15
plantsm™®: & B 72800 PAIE |3 K s nfey B R > = *‘*FZF'“ ¥ ;&l ’
B L5 ¢ 3% 60plantsm” > # B 5 5P e 18.0 plants m™? (£ =) o

Fo ) PR R A T Y R A 2 B
Table 7. Effect of cultivation on weed density at before harvest in fall crop

Cultivation TNG57 TNG72
Weed density (plant m™)
Once 8.0+0.8b* 8.7+0.5b
Twice 7.3+0.1c 8.0+0.3¢
Three times 3.3+£0.1d 6.0+£0.1d
Control 15.6+1.0a 18.0+£2.0a

“All number within a column followed by the same letter are not
significantly different LSD test P < 0.05.
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Table 8. Effect of cultivation on weed density at before harvest in spring crop

Cultivation TNGS57 TNG72
Weed density (plant m?)
Once 11.742.1b" 12.3+1.5b
Twice 5.7+1.5¢ 4.7+1.5¢
Three times 3.7+1.2d 2.34+0.6d
Control 17.7+2.5a 20.3+0.6a

“All number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P < 0.05.
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Table 9. Effect of cultivation on sweet potato Tainung 57 agronomic characters in

fall crop
Agronomic characters
o FLW* SL TRN TRD
Cultivation (g plant"1 ) (cm plant'1 ) | (no. plant'1 ) | (em plant'1 )
Once 283.3+69.4a" | 101.6+19.1a 6.8t1.1a 4.5+0.8a
Twice 322.0+£85.5a 107.1+41.9a 5.5+1.7a 4.8+0.7a
Three times 269.3+85.8a 108.9+35.1a 5.9+1.4a 4.7+0.7a
Control 356.0+58.9a | 115.2+29.2a 6.8t1.2a 4.440.8a
Agronomic characters Weevil
o TRL TRW damage
Cultivation (cmplant’) | (gplant™) (%)
Once 11.5+1.2a 773.2+179.6a 33b
Twice 12.6+0.4a 810.9+120.6a 33b
Three times 11.6+0.7a 773.8+105.2a 30b
Control 11.3£1a 673+193.2a 60a

*FLW: fresh leaves weight, SL: stem length, TRN: tuberous root number, TRD:
tuberous root diameter, TRL: tuberous root length, TRW: tuberous root weight.

PAIl number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P <0.05.
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Table 10. Effect of cultivation on sweet potato Tainung 72 agronomic characters

in fall crop

Agronomic characters
Cultivation FLWa SL RN 1D
(gplant’) | (cmplant™) (no. plant’) | (cm plant™)
Once 376+90.6a° | 139.6+17.1a 6.6+1.8a 3.9+0.5b
Twice 472+112.9a 146.4+18.1a 5.6+1.2a 4.6+0.5a
Three times 423.3+£80.8a | 149.6+11.8a 5.3fla 4.3+0.7ab
Control 390+86.3a 150+18.1a 5.0+1.1a 4.4+0.5a
Agronomic characters Weevil
o TRL TRW damage
Cultivation (cm plant™) (g plant") (%)
Once 13.6513a | 770.6+120.5a 47b
Twice 13.4+1.6a 812.1£123.2a 47b
Three times 13.0+1.2a | 706.8+118.8a 53a
Control 12.3+1.4a | 696.7+127.7a 60a

*FLW: fresh leaves weight, SL: stem length, TRN: tuberous root number, TRD:
tuberous root diameter, TRL: tuberous root length, TRW: tuberous root weight.

PAIl number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P <0.05.
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Table 11. Effect of cultivation on sweet potato Tainung 57 agronomic characters
in spring crop

Agronomic characters

o FLW* SL TRN TRD
Cultivation (gplant™) (ecmplant’) | (no.plant") | (cm plant™)
Once 712.8+160.5ab" | 145.8+26.4a 5042 52 4.5+1.3a
Twice 826.54221.2a | 161.8+28a 5.4+1.8a 5.1%1.1a
Three times | 665 71123.8b | 153.7426.2a 5.2+1.5a 4.9+1.52
Control 606.4+204.2b | 142+30.5a 5.141.8a | 4.5+1.3a

Agronomic characters Weevil

o TRL TRW damage
Cultivation (cm plant™) (gplant™) (%)
Once 8.8+1.8a | 571.3£195.2ab 94a
Twice 9.6+1.5a 779.6+408.3a 100a
Three times 9.1+2a 666.6:274.0ab 99a
Control 8.7+2.1a 533.0+241.0b 99a

“FLW: fresh leaves weight, SL: stem length, TRN: tuberous root number, TRD:
tuberous root diameter, TRL: tuberous root length, TRW: tuberous root weight.

PAll number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P < 0.05.
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Table 12. Effect of cultivation on sweet potato Tainung 72 agronomic characters in

spring crop

Agronomic characters
Cultivation FLW* SL TRN TRD
(gplant') | (cmplant’) | (no.plant') |(cm plant™)
Once 1110.7+285.9a | 208.9+28.5a 4.1£1.6b 4.0+1.1a
Twice 1183.3+4470.0a | 210.1+22.1a 4.7+1.8b 4.1+0.9a
Three times 1195.5£391.4a | 208.1£28.9a 6.0+1.8a 3.4+0.6a
Control 1061.1+£307.1a | 182.7+42.1b 5.2+1.6ab 3.5+0.9a
Agronomic characters Weevil
Cultivation TRL TRW damage
(cm plant™) (gplant™) (%)
Once 12.6+2.1b 392.1+194.2a 71ab
Twice 14.7+2.5a 492.3+261.5a 78ab
Three times 13.0£2.8ab | 449.9+174.9a 56b
Control 12.6£1.4b 375.3£144.3a 84a

“FLW: fresh leaves weight, SL: stem length, TRN: tuberous root number, TRD:
tuberous root diameter, TRL: tuberous root length, TRW: tuberous root weight.

PAll number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P < 0.05.
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Fig 5. Effect of mulch on weed density in sweet potato Tainung 57 growth stage in fall
crop. (Mean = S.E. ,n=3)
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Table 10. Effect of mulch on weed density in sweet potato Tainung 72 growth stage in fall
crop. (Mean=+S.E., n=3)
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Table 13. Effect of mulch on weed density at before harvest in fall crop

Mulch TNGS57 TNG72
Weed density (plant m™)
Rice straw 0.0+0.0d" 0.0+0.0d
Tea-seed dregs 4.7+0.0c 2.0+0.0c
Peanut hulls 12.7+£0.7b 3.3+0.2b
Control 35.3+0.1a 51.0£3.3a

*All number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P < 0.05.
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Fig 13. Effect of mulch on weed density in sweet potato Tainung 57 growth
stage in spring crop. (Mean + S.E., n=3)
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Fig 14. Effect of mulch on weed density in sweet potato Tainung 72 growth
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104



3 F P40 L AT 83-126 (2008)

Bt EHE AR HET YRR

Table 14. Effect of mulch on weed density at before harvest in spring crop

Mulch TNG57 TNG72
Weed density ( plant m™)
Rice straw 1.0+0c” 1.3+0.6¢
Peanut hulls 7.0+£1.0b 6.7+1.2b
Rice husk 7.3£2.1b 8.7£1.5b
Control 40.7+4.2a 55.7+4.5a

*All number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P < 0.05.
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Table 15. Effect of mulch on sweet potato Tainung 57 agronomic characters in

fall crop
Agronomic characters
o FLW* SL TRN TRD
Cultivation (gplant™) (ecmplant’) | (no.plant’) | (cm plant™)
Rice straw 539.3+192.8a" | 140.2433.7a 6.2+1.8a 5.4+la
Tea-seed dregs | 494 0+187.6a | 120.4+19.4a 5.2+1.0a 5.0+0.6a
Peanut hulls 503.3+109a 130.8+38a 6.7+1.3a 4.9+0.8a
Control 475.3+199.2a | 121.7+21a 6.8+1.9a 5.0+0.8a
Agronomic characters Weevil
o TRL TRW damage
Cultivation (cm plant!) (gplant!) (9%)
Rice straw 9.9+1.4a  [1019.3£257.2a 13b
Tea-seed dregs | 11 911, 947.5£102.7a 20b
Peanut hulls 10.9+1.3a | 1031.4+141.9a 33a
Control 10.8+1a 816.7+160.1a 33a

“FLW: fresh leaves weight, SL: stem length, TRN: tuberous root number, TRD:
tuberous root diameter, TRL: tuberous root length, TRW: tuberous root weight.

* All number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P < 0.05.

106



3 F P40 L AT 83-126 (2008)

P s EEHAGTLEYEL L 2R LR R B
Table 16. Effect of mulch on sweet potato Tainung 72 agronomic characters in

fall crop
Agronomic characters
o FLW* SL TRN TRD
Cultivation (gplant™) (cmplant”) | (no.plant’) | (cm plant™)
Ricestraw | 7033411630 | 176.5¢17.52 | 5.8+1.6a 4.5+0.6a
Tea-seed dregs | 756 61138.1a | 175.1£19.5a 5.0+1a 4.9+0.8a
Peanuthulls | 664 61174.6a | 167.0¢14.52 | 6.2%1.7a 4.2+0.7a
Control 538.6+162.1a | 171.4+13.4a 5.5+1.9a 4.2+0.8a
Agronomic characters Weevil
o TRL TRW damage
Cultivation (cmplant’) | (gplant!) (%)
Rice straw 13.0£1.7a | 965.0+182.3a 47a
Tea-seed dregs | 15 91142 | 1009.2146.6a 27b
Peanuthulls | 157142 | 869.04187.6a 47a
Control 12.3+0.9a | 761.5+183.6a 47a

“FLW: fresh leaves weight, SL: stem length, TRN: tuberous root number, TRD:
tuberous root diameter, TRL: tuberous root length, TRW: tuberous root weight.

? All number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P < 0.05.
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Table 17. Effect of mulch on sweet potato Tainung 57 agronomic characters in

spring crop

152.1 cm

Y E’;z}_’?‘:i %’L 12.8 cm

B A

H =

Agronomic characters

o FLW* SL TRN TRD
Cultivation (g plant™) (ecmplant’) | (no.plant’) | (cm plant™)
Rice straw | 596 7159 8ab® | 176.1+40.7a 5.1£2.5a 4.1%1.0a
Peanuthulls | 734 74924 50 | 165.1+41ab 4.4+2a 3.7+0.8a
Ricehusk | 659 34959, 1ab | 148+33.3bc 4.5%1.5a 3.5+£0.7a

Control 526+184b  |138.7+27.6¢ 4.12a 3.6+1.2a

Agronomic characters Weevil

o TRL TRW damage
Cultivation (cm plant™) (g plant") (%)
Rice straw 11.2+1.8a 587.5£373.5a 56a
Peanut hulls 11.241.7a | 522.6+285.5ab 54a
Rice husk 10.5+2ab | 463.8+287.3ab 49a
Control 0.6£2.1b | 342.1+254.4b 49a

“FLW: fresh leaves weight, SL: stem length, TRN: tuberous root number, TRD:
tuberous root diameter, TRL: tuberous root length, TRW: tuberous root weight.
? All number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P < 0.05.
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Table 18. Effect of mulch on sweet potato Tainung 72 agronomic characters in

spring crop

Agronomic characters
o FLW* SL TRN TRD
Cultivation (gplant™) (cmplant’) | (no.plant’) |(cm plant")
Rice straw 648.7+247.6a° | 189.6+29.9a 5.142.1a 4.0+1.2a
Peanut hulls 736.0+£337.9a 184.6+29ab 3.6+1.7b 3.6+0.7ab
Rice husk 731.3£255.1a | 166.3£27.6bc 4.3+1.7ab 3.6x1.1ab
Control 656.0+336.3a | 152.1£31.4c 3.6+1.8b 3.3+£0.7b
Agronomic characters Weevil
o TRL TRW damage
Cultivation (cm plant"l) (g plant’l ) (%)
Rice straw 12.242.3ab | 514.6+299.7a 77ab
Peanut hulls 12.842.5a 297.9+179.1b 82ab
Rice husk 12.4+1.7ab | 356.3+£195.2ab 86a
Control 11.0+£3b 239.2+173.3b 63b

“FLW: fresh leaves weight, SL: stem length, TRN: tuberous root number, TRD:
tuberous root diameter, TRL: tuberous root length, TRW: tuberous root weight.

? All number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P < 0.05.
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Fig 9. Effect of interseeding green manure crop on weed density in sweet potato
Tainung 57 growth stage in fall crop. (Mean + S.E., n=3 )
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Fig 10. Effect of interseeding green manure crop on weed density in sweet potato

Tainung 72 growth stage in fall crop. (Mean + S.E., n=3 )
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Table 19. Effect of 1nterseed1ng green manure crop on weed density at
before harvest in fall crop

Interseeding green TNGS57 TNGT72
manure crop Weed density (plant m™)
Sesbania 6.0+0.6¢" 8.7+0.2b
Crotalaria 3.0+0.2d 1.3+0.3d
Soybean Tainan 4 14.0+£3.5b 7.3+0.3¢
Control 43.3+£3.7a 38.7+0.3a

“All number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P < 0.05.
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Fig 21. Effect of interseeding green manure crop on weed density in sweet potato
Tainung 57 growth stage in spring crop. ( Mean + S.E., n=3)
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Fig 12. Effect of interseeding green manure crop on weed density in sweet potato
Tainung 72 growth stage in spring crop. (Mean + S.E., n=3)

FIEE LSRG ER ST s 0 F BRI B 2 EY 2 ey

MR SEFATHBE kR LB E460plantsm”; £ P T2 Bk F

Fifggiex 2 ~a FcBR2 B2 2ERRIFR > THFONHRE

B G R B4 S R e 5.7 plants m> &3 L HEe480plantsm? (£ L))o

2o AT ST ESRHEF TR FREYRIRRALER
Table 20. Effect of interseeding green manure crop on weed density at before

harvest in spring crop

Interseeding green TNGS57 TNG72
manure crop Weed density (plant m™)
Soybean Tainan 4 11.7+1.5bc" 10.7+1.5bc
Sesbania 9.042.0bc 9.04+3bc
Crotalaria 8.7£1.2¢ 5.7£0.6¢
Trifolium 13.4+£0.9b 12.3+£3.2b
Control 46.0+4.6a 48.0+4.4a

*All number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P < 0.05.
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Table 21. Effect of interseeding green manure crop on sweet potato Tainung 57

agronomic characters in fall crop

Agronomic characters

Green manure FLW*“ SL TRN TRD

crop (gplant™) (cmplant”) | (no.plant™) (cm plant™)

Sesbania 260.6+149.52" | 98.4+30.3a 6.4+1.9a 4.1+la

Crotalaria 248+142.4a | 94.2+16.3a 4.8+1.5a 4.3+0.8a

Soybean 284.6t118.5a | 94.8+11.9a 5.8+1.5a 4.4+la

Tainan 4

Control 250.6+t141.5a | 94.2+10.3a 6.6t1.1a 42+1.1a
Agronomic characters Weevil

Green manure TRL TRW damage

crop (ecmplant') | (gplant™h) (%)

Sesbania 10.8£1.3a | 722.9+121.9a 33a

Crotalaria 8.9£1.7b | 658.4+183.7a 50b

Soybean 10.6£1.5a | 710.1+160.8a 40a

Tainan 4

Control 9.9+0.8ab | 590.4+136.5a 53a

“FLW: fresh leaves weight, SL: stem length, TRN: tuberous root number, TRD:
tuberous root diameter, TRL: tuberous root length, TRW: tuberous root weight.

? All number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P < 0.05.
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Table 22. Effect of interseeding green manure crop on sweet potato Tainung 72

agronomic characters in fall crop

Agronomic characters

G FLW* SL TRN TRD
reen manure
(gplant™) (cmplant’) | (no.plant™) (cm plant™)

crop
Sesbania 491.3+138.2a" | 133.4+17.1a 5.5+1.8a 4.54+0.6a
Crotalaria 468.0+168.4a | 130.3+14.2a 5.0+1a 4.6+0.8a
Soybean Tainan4 | 522.6+149.3a | 148.2+11.1a 4.4+1a 4.6+0.9a
Control 418.6+131.7a | 145.2+13.7a 4.6t1a 4.4+0.7a
Green manure Agronomic characters Weevil
crop TRL TRW damage

(ecmplant') | (gplanth) (%)
Sesbania 13.2+1.8a 758.5+144a 25h
Crotalaria 13.1+1.6a 671.8+154.2a 20b
Soybean Tainan 4 14.9+1.6a 657.5+£170.4a 7c
Control 14.2+1.3a 653.9+117.5a 47a

“FLW: fresh leaves weight, SL: stem length, TRN: tuberous root number, TRD:

tuberous root diameter, TRL: tuberous root length, TRW: tuberous root weight.

? All number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P < 0.05.
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Table 23. Effect of interseeding green manure crop on sweet potato Tainung 57

agronomic characters in spring crop

Agronomic characters

FLW* SL TRN TRD
Green manure (gplant') | (cmplant’) | (no.plant"') | (cm plant™)
crop
SoybeanTainan 4 | 754 7,956 3.8 | 184.3+39 54 5.3+2.5a 3.4+1.3a
Sesbania 656.0+194.3a | 167.7423.4a | 3.9+1.5b 3.4+1.3a
Crotalaria 725.3+276.6a | 171.6+50.4a | 4.3+0.9ab 3.4+1a
Trifolium 708.4+301.6a | 172.5+31.7a | 5.1x1.9ab 4.042.3a
Control 769.14279.6a | 175.1£38.1a | 4.3+1.3ab 3.4+0.8a

Agronomic characters Weevil

TRL TRW damage
Green manure (cm pl ant’! ) (g plant’l ) (%)
crop
SoybeanTainand |10 11945 | 553.3+308.3a 84a
Sesbania 9.4+2 8ab | 463.1=176.6b 64b
Crotalaria 8.1+1.5b | 467.7+238b 85a
Trifolium 8.4+1.7b | 520.1+232.2a 76ab
Control 10+2a 448.6+242.3b 71ab

“FLW: fresh leaves weight, SL: stem length, TRN: tuberous root number, TRD:
tuberous root diameter, TRL: tuberous root length, TRW: tuberous root weight.

’ All number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P < 0.05.
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Table 24. Effect of interseeding green manure crop on sweet potato Tainung 72

agronomic characters in spring crop

Green manure Agronomic characters
crop FLW* SL TRN TRD
(gplant™) (ecmplant’) | (no.plant’) |(cm plant™)
Soybean Tainan4 | 1107.2+488.1 197.3£32.9a 5.1£1.9a 4.2+1.8a
Sesbania 941.6+£353.6ab | 195.9+33.3a 5.5+1.6a 3.3+0.7b
Crotalaria 053.6+£324.6ab | 212.3+26.4a 4.9+1.9a 3.5+1.4ab
Trifolium 1055.6+425.6ab | 200.1+45.3a 5.7£2.5a 3.7¢1ab
Control 790.5+270.1b 193.9+£27.2a 5.1+1.9a 3.4+0.6ab
Green manure Agronomic characters Weevil
crop TRL TRW damage
(cm plant™) (g plant™) (%)

Soybean Tainan 4 11442 2ab 452.84246.5a 78b
Sesbania 9 8+1 9¢ 342.9+164.2ab 94a
Crotalaria 11.841.6a 332.1£159.1ab 94a
Control 10.3+2.1bc 315.3+£160.4b 94a

“FLW: fresh leaves weight, SL: stem length, TRN: tuberous root number, TRD:

tuberous root diameter, TRL: tuberous root length, TRW: tuberous root weight.

? All number within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly
different LSD test P < 0.05.
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Fig.16. Cylas formicarius adult density on sweet potato in integrated management

field in Chiayi Ichu area.
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Table 25. Effect of integrated management on infestation of Cylas formicarius in Chiayi

Ichu area
Treatment No. weevil Damaged roots (%) /plant Root weight (g) /plant
larva+pupa/
plant roots
TNG 57 TNG 72 TNG 57 TNG72 TNG 57 TNG 72

IPM

Control

2.3+2.6b 1.2+1.4b  30.1£6.9b 62.1£13.6b 562.0+264.4a 446.7+99.9a

81.5£39a 38.3£18.3a 96.1+5.8a 96.9+6.5a 318.7+133.8b 242.3+77.8b

Variety: TNG 57 ~ 72. Planting date: 10 February. Data shown are means ( = standard deviation ) of
15 plant roots. Plot size: 52x9m. Use of pheromone-baited traps and sticker plates.
Harvested date:14 July. Means in each column or row followed by different letters shc
significantly different at 5% level by LSD test.
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Studies on the Organic Cultivation
of Sweet Potato

Chin-Jin Hou', Ruey-Shing Lee', Yung-Yang Wen' and Chi-Chung Huang®

1.National Chiayi University, Department of Agronomy

2.National Chiayi University, Department of Biological Resources

Abstract

This research take sweet potato TN57, TN66 and TN72 as the material, the
test result as follows:

The crop rotation leguminosae green manure and the different recovery time

demonstrated four kind of green manure to sweet potato yield character influence
consistent, after the planter the 180th day harvest yield is highest. Fat cultivates
the management to demonstrate to the sweet potato organic cultivation output
that, block of root output the sweet potato employment pig excrement compost
comparatively is higher than the employment chicken manure compost.
Field of weed controls the sweet potato organic cultivation to influence the
sweet potato agronomic characters and yield, As for the effect of cultivation
times, mulch materials ( the peanut shell and the rice straw and rice husk ) and
interseeding crops of green manure on the agronomic characters of sweet potato
for fall and spring, To the sweet potato field weed management, the agronomic
characters and the yield influence all surpass the control.

Plant disease of the sweet potato organic cultivation synthesizes the
management demonstration, uses sweet potato weevils, Cylas formicarius
elegantulus Summers. sex pheromone traps killing, three kind of colors mounts
the paper and employs Bacillus thuringiensis, all can effectively suppress the

sweet potato plant disease.
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