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The Effect of Relative Humidity in the Mounting Time on the Reelability

Ratio,

Bave Length, and Percentage of Raw Silk

Jin Sub Choi, Kwang Gill Lee
(College of Agriculture, Dong-A University)

Summary

The experiments were carried out to investigate the effect of humidity on the cocoon quality,

and 4,000 lots of cocoon produced for five years in Chin yang, Ha dong, Keo chang, San chung

of Kyeong nam, and Sun san, Sang ju, Young poong, An dong of Kyeong buk were analyzed.

The results were summarized as follows;

1. The reelability ratio, the bave length and

raw silk ratio were decreased with increasing the

humidity in mounting time, and it was remarkably observed when the relative humidity was

over 80%.
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With increasing the reelability ratio, the bave length, and raw silk ratio were increased, and the

longer the bave lenger the bave length was the higher raw silk ratio obtained.

3. The average reelability ratio for five years in autumn-rearing period was higher than that in

spring-rearing period, but the bave length and raw silk ratio was on the contrary from the above.

4. The reelability ratio of cocoon produced in the mountainous area was higher than that in the

field area but the shorter the bave length, the raw silk ratio had no significant difference between

those.
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Table 1. The effect of Relative Hamidity in spring mounting time on the cocoon quality

Field area

Year T ‘? e N TR e
Item : \ ‘ 79 (,,,, 78707 ‘ ) 81 82 ‘ VWS”? ] 84 ‘ Average
Relative humidity(%) 86. 4 73.6 73.8 67. 4 69. 0 708 73.2
Reelability ratio(%) 37. 3|' 52.8 58. 0 56.9 62.9 55.7 53.9
Bave length(m) 1, 238. Ok 1,279.5 1, 275. 3 1,334.8 1,372.8 1,278.0[ 1,296. 4
Percentage of raw silk(%) 17. 6 18.5 18.4 18.9 19.0 18. 8 18.5
T e Region Mountainous area
Year I
lem = 9 | w0 | sl B | s | s | Average
Relative humidity (%) 79.7 72.4 72.5 64.9 65. 2! 76. 6 71.9
Reelability ratio(%) 43. 9 53. 9 56. 8 61.0 62. 2 53.7 55,3
Bave length(m) 1,193.0 1,259.8 1,237.5 1,308.0 1,332. 3 1, 269. 5| 1, 266, 7
Percentage of raw silk(%) 17.7 18. 2 18.4 18. 8| 18. 8 18. 6 18. 4

notice; The above data were the averages of 100 samples in 1979 and 1984 and 200 samples in 1980, 1981,

1982. and 1983.

Table 2. The effect of Relative Humidity in autumn mounting time on the cocoon quality

\\\ L i liiegion} Field area

_ Year et

. | | s | s | & | @ | st | Aversge
Relative humidity(%) 82.7 72.5| 81.8 71.5| 8l § 76.0  77.7
Reelability ratio(%) 41.3 56.9) 54.7 68. 8{ 60. § 70.7)  58.8
Bave length(m) L 1,176.8 1,184, 3‘ 1,171.8]  1,220.00 1,168.0| 1,286.5 1,202.7
Percentage of raw silk(%) | 17.8 17.6 1.5 17.9 17.3 8.1 17.7

= Region Mountainous area

Year B

e . | 80 | w | 8 | s | 847‘77‘”:/ivirage
Relative humidity (%) 82. 9’ 73. 4’ 80. 8 713 81. 4 78.4 780
Reelability ratio(%) 52.3 60.5 57.2 71.1 60, 4{ 69.4] 618
Bave length(m) 1, 158. o\ 1I8L3  1,166.8  1,224.00 11388 1,270.5 1,289.9
Percentage of raw silk(%) 17. 6i 17.3 17. 4 17.8 17.2 17.7 17.5
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Fig. 1. Relationship between Relative Humidity in mounting time and reelability ratio

A; spring, B; autumn
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Fig. 2. Relationship between Relatieve Humidity in mounting time and bave length

A; spring, B; autumn
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Fig. 3. Relationship between Relative Humidity in mounting time and percentage of raw silk

A; spring, B: autumn
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