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Influence of Gibberellin and Urea treatment on the Production of mulberry
leaf and characteristic of silkworm.

Kean Sup Yoo, Joon Sik Oh. Seoul Municipal College of Agriculture.

Summary

This study was conducted investigate the effect of Gibberellin and Urea on the growth of mulberry tree with
the compound treatment, and the characteristic of silkworm when the mulberry leaves simply treated with GB
and the compound treatment with GB and Urea were supplied. The results are as follows.

1. Mulberry tree

A. The leaf weight per mulberry tree with the compound treatment of GB-+Urea was heavier in spring
silkworm and the leaf yield was increased by 7% compared with the noa-treatment plot.

B. The growth of wattle, leaf length and leaf width was more accelerated in the compound treatment plot of
GB+Urea, the single treatment plot of GB and Urea than the non—treatment plot in autumn silkworm,
and there was observed an incredse yielding effect of 169 in GB+Urea plot, in 16% GB plot and 189% is
Urea plot respectively as compared with ths non-treatment plot, but yield per 1000m unit of wattle length
was the least in GB plot.

C. In the conposition of rulberry leaves of treatment, water and crude protein was increased in the compound
treatment plot of GB+Urea and the single treatment plot of GR and Urea than the non-treatment plt;t, bat
dry matter and carbohydrate were decredsed. '

2. Characteristics of Larva in spring silkworm

A. The mortality ratio of 4 and 5 instar plot wes equally high in the compound treatment plot of GB+ Urea
and the pupation ratio of 4 instar plot was Jower than other treatment plot.

B. Although there was no significant difference observed in the cocoon weight of 10.000 1st-Cay worms in
both 4 and 5 instar plots between each treatment plot, the single treatmant plot of GB showed somewhat
greater than other treatment plots.

C. There was no significant difference observed in the cocoon layer ratio between each treatment plot, but
4 instar plots was slightly higher than 5 instar plots.

) 3. Characteristics of Larva in Autumn suxworm

A. The mortality ratio of the compound treatment plot of GB+Urea and GB was higher than that of the
nontreatment and single treatment plot of Urez.

B. The pupation ratio of the single treatment plot of Ures was higher than that of the compound trestment
plot of GB+Urea, and there was zo significant difference observed between other treatment plot.

C. The cocoon weight of 10.000 Ist-day 4 th instar worms was heavier in the single treatment plrt cf Urea
than nontreatment plot, GB+Urea plot and GB plot.
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D. The cocoon lzyer ratio was no sinificant difference observed between each-treatment.
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Table. 1 Yield of mulberry tree (Average of a tree)

ltem Weight of leaves harvested
No of wattle Wattle length -
Treatment yield Index
cm kg

Control 9 145.1 1.51 100.0
GB+Ures 9 145.2 ’ 1.62 107.3

GB 9 138.6 1,32 87.4
Urea 9 144.9 1.55 102.6
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Table. 2 Characteristic of silkworm (67 spring silkworm)
\ ltem| . . . lcocoon
N ‘Nnmber larval period ("Gi“- b mortality ratio . _iwt, of | cocoon
" Lof l w;?gvlvxi upetion 10,0001 fayer
. or :
: - JHumidi- jof § th | 4—5 durin ratio Ot day 4 .
test | period h‘cmpe: N . ount- total instar; ratio
pratement . i f‘m“ ty pnster | mstar oo worms
T - % gr % % % %, ker, %,
Contral ’ 100 24.20 25.8 82.5 4.4 9 2 11 88 16.5 19.5
GB+Urex l 100 ;| 24.17 25.8 82.5 4.3 11 2 13 85 16.7 18.0
GB ' 100 | 24.14 25.8 82.5 4.5 7 2 g 20 17.0 19.3
Urea ? 100 { 24.22 l 25.8 82.5 4.3 9 2 11 87 16.6 19.0
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Table 3 Cheracteristic of silkworm (67" spring silkworm)

\ e al period Max, | tality rati ot
{Number larval perio ‘va;l b } mortality ratio Ipupution iwo ‘b& X 0;0’:00!1
for | weight ‘darin io |st day 4| T
| : ‘Temper- ‘Humidi- of 5th [ 4—5 Q30Dg ratio day .
test eriod i ‘mount- total th instar] fatio
Hreatment ! F ‘ature l‘y }mstar 1 instar lmg wWOorms
] ! °C %! % % % % kgr 944
Control 100| 25.09] 25.0| 83.0 4.3 10 2 12 86| 16.6| 18.7
J
GB+Urea 100 | 25.07 25.0 83.0 4.3 12 4 16 86 i6.8 18.8
GB 100 | 25.08 25.0 83.0 4.4 9 ! 3 12 87 16.2 18.9
Urea 100 | 25.10 25.0 83.0 4.2 10 i 2 12 86 16.3 18.5
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Table 4 Wattle length of a mulbarry tree, leaf length. leaf width of the treatment. -
Ttem!
wattle length of a mulberry tree ! iYield 1.000m
! No of Index {unit of waitle Leaf Leaf
: wattle |(A)Before; (B)Harve-l l " length Jength width
Trestment \! treating stmg time Dxﬁerence i
cm cm! cm| g kg! cm) cm
Contrel 2.3 544 | 1.255 | 711(100), 926 b! 110 73.8) 1.8 16.1
GB+Urea 6.3 549 1.434 88:3(124)l 1.076 a, 116 75.7 | 20.8 17.5
GB 9.0 801 1.787 | 986(139)] 1.074 a} 116 60.1 | 20.5 18.2
Urea 7.0 591 : 1.372 781(110). 1.091 al 118 7.1 19.8 17.1

Note; index in ( )
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Fig. i Comparison of leaf lengith and leaf wdith of treatment.
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Table 5 Chemical Composition of mulberry leves (life leaf)

eamma 2P0, Water | DY | s | o | e | Tevey | Tqg | nompeptein | projen
% % % % % % wa/g] % R

Centrol 72.58 | 27.42 5.07 1.10 2.32 18.93 | 29.58 10.0 90.0
-G.B+Urea 74.38 | 25.62 5.45 1.14 2.20 16.47 | 34.05] - 13.7 86.3
GB 74.46 | 25.54 5.12 1.33 2.8 17.01 { 32.10 13.2 86.8
Urea . 73.20 | 26.92 5.70 1.29 2.15 17.78 | 84.41 12.2 87.8
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Table 6 Characteristic of silkworm (Average date of the 2 years)

N IWNmb“ larval period morlity ratio Pupation ?&;ﬁ% c;eoou
. - IHumidi- During . 1y 4 th -} layer
nutment\ra '“"“”‘I-'i'k’“?? iy | foant| total | vaio | star | raio
° % % %) 96| % ke %]
Control 100] 24.21| 25.8) 821| 65] 40Q| 10.5483.3ab] 148b] 20.0
GB+Uraa 100] 24.18! 25.3] 82.1] 15.4) 68| 22b/79.9 bl 130b| 200
GB 100 24.06] 25.3] 821(. 11.8] 6.5 18.3b/83.7abl .15.9b) 206
Ures 100} 24.08| 25.3] &1 6.3 35| 9.8a/8.9 & 16.23a| 20.2

Note; significant at 5% lavel
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Fig. 2 Comrarison of cocoon of treatment.
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