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Table 1 Pot Experiments of Vegetables Using Fushoushan Soﬂ
Without Fertilizer Application
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Table 2 Pot Experiments of Vegetables Using Fushoushan Soil
With Fertilizer Application
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Fig. 1 Growth Comparison of Fengshan Pe-tsai by Using-
Treated Soil of Fushoushan
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Table 3 Comparison of Growth Condition of Vegetables Planting by Using
Soils of Fushoushan and Taipei Without Fertilizer Application
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Table 4 Comparison of Growth Condition of Kaochio Pe-tsai -
With Different Treatments of Soils

5 - i LORIIELE 20K T s e B0 R elaorepming 1 % ','jj‘*ﬂl@ﬁé
Av. ht. at |Av. ht. at|Av. ht. at|Av. ht. at Av ht: at: Av. yield
Treatments the 10th dayithe 20th dayli the 30th ady|the 49th day| harvest .| per plant
(cm) (cm) | (cm) (cm) (cm) (g)
o @ -8 b+ . N ot
i §‘ Fush;lflshan soil 13.60 26.20 36.32 45.18 47.24 783.20
El& W | | s 31.72 39.86 42.04 416.40

ERY) Taipei soil ‘ . ‘
a4 & iE #E L+ - e .
ZJ; S |Fushoushansoil|  12-46 2648 35.38 42.48 46.12 850.80
2 ’
mE(KR 0 k| o 2074 | - 28.18 36.95 | 98.60 | 313.60
17Ns] Taipei soil
e | :
A& E # L+ 5t . - .
;f: S |Fushoushansoil!  10.42 20.76 30.60 49.08 42.56 499.00
@ B .
e AR W ] 0020 15.84 26.60 34.93 37.92 308.80
] Taipei soil . S }
o s - © ‘
- I@ﬁshoush';'n S%ﬂ 12.06. | 17.04 22.30 30.72 34.32 129.60
B ox

SR MW £ 1180 1 18.22 26.02 24.14 35.88 293.20
= Taipei soil TR ;

SR LRI Bl

Comparlson of Growth Condition With Different
Treatment of Fushoushan So;\.l

Compost

B Line
100 g.

Lime
200 g.

Check - ““““ Jg;ﬁﬂjm Fushoushan Soil
[ - /}Kﬂf’ﬁjﬂ Taipei Soil

Treatments.

] - = = W R =R N I -

< v A v © © © © < < v

- E % 9 v v 9 v v v v v ° g,
Yield

s



26

H B R FREER FRDEER ®H R OE
Compost Lime 200g Lime 100g Check control
B= J'HS%LII%%i%@ﬁ@f&%ﬁéﬁ%‘ﬁﬁ]ﬂ%&ﬁk&i&
Fig. 3 Comparison of Growth Condition of Kaochio Pe-tsai With'
Different Treatments in Fushoushan scil
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PRIMARY REPORT ON POT EXPERIMENTS OF
VEGETABLES PLANTING IN
FUSHOUSHAN SOIL

by

P.N. LeEe & C. W. SHEN

SUMMARY

Conclusions drawn from the pot experiments carried out in the Fengshan
Tropical Horticultural Experiment Station and Taiwan - Agricultural Research
Institute, are as follows: ‘ )

1. The growth condition of vegetables cultivated in the soil from Fushoushan
both in Fangshan and Taipei in the early stages are mainly the same; the tendency
to wilter in the later stages, it was observed those experimented in the Fengshan
area remained the same, whereas those in the Taipei area turned out to be a little
better. The anti-acid ability of Forty-day Rape used in Taipei may be accounted for
the difference. ‘

2. Comparisons made by using soil of the check control area without fertilizer
application show, though not very satisfactory, no ev1dence of the abovesaid defects.
It, therefore, proves that the main reason why the soil of Fushoushan is not fit for
growing vegetables has nothing to do with climate; but because of the concentration
of acidity. '

3. pH in the soil of Fushoushan prior to being used in the experlments has
been tasted as 3.8-4.1; while that in Fengshan is 6.4. It is generally understood that
highly ac1d—concentrated soil with pH around 4.0 is unfavorable for plant growmg

4. In order to improve the highly acid-concentrated soil pot experiment is used
again by adding a suitable amount of rotten compost and some lime in both
Fengshan and Taipei. The results are promising. Production improvement of more
than 60 times as much as before, and that of the Taipei area shows an improvement
of 5.5 times. '
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