ek 27(2141~146(1982)

KJCS 27()141~146(1982)

Hop2| /1ol et R
B OE ¥ EEBO FHZE Hopel

HF Y lkEd vxle B8

RN FRE

Studies on the Main Vime Training in Hops

1. Effect of Vine Training Methods and Dates
on Growth and Yield in Hops

Park, K. Y. and D. W. Ree*

ABSTRACT

In the vine training methods, main vine training yield was 36% higher than the non-training.

Main vine training date was studied for increasing cone yield in hops. Training was done four different dates

from May 14 to May 29 including non-training as a check. Earlier training increased cone yield from 12 to

43% due to more beared branches per plant, longer branch length caused by accelerating the branch growth,

and an increased of number of cone per beared branch and total cone number.
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Table 1. Effect of agronomic characters according to different vine training methods in hop.

Hair cone cone cone Length No. of vin
Treat developing developing ripening of node/main wlt; lant
date date date vine vine p
non training 6. 26 7. 7 7. 30 730.7 cm 3,942 € 325
1time training 6. 28 7. 12 8 5 702.0 5,150 26.0
2times training 7. 1 7.16 8 10 626.5 3,142 26.2
3times training 7.1 7. 22 812 574.5 2,925 25.7
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Table 2. Effect of various vine training on hop yield and its components.

No. of

T b d No. of cone/ Fresh wt. of  Fresh cone cone yield
reat bler:rrlihes/plant beard branch 100 cone wt. / plant index
non training 74.8 57.2 530¢g 2,243 8 100
1time training 62.3 99.6 497 3,045 136
2times training 57.7 58.6 52.4 1,771 79
3times truining 51.2 51.9 52.2 1,380 62
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Fig 1. Changes of hop growth stage according
to different main vine training dates.

Fig 2. Variation of main vine length by train-
ing dates of main vine in hops.
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Fig. 3. Variations of branch lengths and cones
in each internode according to main vine
training dates.
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Table 3. The effects of branch lengths according to different training dates of main vine in hop.

Treat No. of branches Average length Total length vine
per plant of branches of branches wt. / plant
non training 744 AB 86.2 cm 3,199 cm B 2,792 B
5. 14 training 75.8 A 126.0 4,768 A 3938 A
5. 19 training 72.2 AB 99.6 3,563 B 2,838 B
5. 24 t.aining 66.8 BC 100.6 3,318 B 2958 B
5. 29 training 614 C 92.2 2,821 B 1,642 C
Table 4. Effect of main vine training date on hop yield and its components.
Treat Iljr(;n%iels)‘a/ared f:\]oc;;ecs)fper wt.of fresh No. of cones (Z)tr;e(;f ;;:Sh
plant beared branch 100 cone per plant plant
non training 574 B 66.1 A 504 B 3,536 20198 BC
5. 14 training 702 A 682 A 645 A 4,572 2,886 A
5.19 training 624 B 706 A 581 B 4,244 2,430 AB
5. 24 training 580 B 684 A 59.2 B 3,940 2,268 B
5. 29 training 468 C 69.3 A 531 C 3114 1,635 C

*A,B,C are Duncan test.
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Table 5. Relationship between fresh cone yield and some agronomic characters according to

main vine training date in hop

Agronomic characters Non 5 14 519 5 24 5. 29
training training training training training
Length of main vine —0.250 0.312 0.229 0.370 0.299
Length of branches 0.558** 0.800** 0.547%* 0.894** 0.531%*
Weight of vine 0.423* 0.422* 0.649** 0.564** 0.523**
No. of beared branch —0.086 0.182 0.228 0.325 0.335
No. of cone/beared branch 0.815** 0.526%% 0.778%* 0.783*%* 0.423*%
Fresh weight of 100 cone —0.313 0.034 —0.334 -0.419 0.162
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