K¢ BEMwEEsE ].Oriental Bot.Res. 1(1): 42~ 47 (1983)
WAET BURREEZ A 9 Wi nX & BE

¥ A %
WF R R M R

Effect of Quality and Yield to Different Purning

Degree in Lycium Chinense Miller

Sang Rae Lee

Institue of Oriental Botanical Resources, Bukgajwa-dong 307-33, Seodaemun-ku,
Seoul, Korea

Abstract

The florescence steps of Lyeium chinense M. are as follows: Budding-Yellow,
leaf-Falling-Flowering. Pruning treatment has a long stem diameter compared with
non-pruning treatment and as a result, the numbers of internode were great and the
total effective numbers of branch were great, too. In the non-pruning treatment as
the fruit length was short so the fruit was small, and on the contrary in the pruning
treatment as the fruit length was long so large and good fruits were produced.
Fresh fruit weight produced per 10a was increased as mueh as 38-39% in the
surface pruning treatment and in the pruning treatment 10Cm away from surface

compared with in the non-pruning treatment.
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Table . Variations of budding date,yellow leaf date and flowering date in different
treatments in Lycium chinense M,
From budding date to yellow leaf date
Pruning degrea (cm) | Budding date Yellow leaf date
Days Accumilated temperature.,
Non - Pruning Mar, 27 May 29 63 998
0 27 June 1 66 1062
10 27 1 66 1062
20 27 1 66 1062
30 27 1 66 1062
. Fram budding date to ) From budding date to
Pruning degree | Leaf falling ; Flowering
leaf falling date flowering date
(cm) date date
days Accu, temp. days Accu, temp .
Non - Pruming June 12 77 1,297 Aug, 21 147 3,045
0 15 80 1,361 19 145 2,995
10 15 80 1,361 19 145 2,995
20 15 80 1,361 19 145 2,995
30 15 80 1,361 19 145 2,995

Pruning degree: The length of remained stem soil surface,
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no.of harvest,

Pruning degree (cm)

No, of hasvest

Ist(0ct. 1)

2nd(0ct.10) 3rd(oct.20) 4th(0ct.30)

kg kg kg kg
Non - Pruning 34.3 (45) 31.9 (42) 4.9 (6.5) 4.9 C 6.5)
0 58.3 (55) 41.3 (39) 2.8 (2.6) 3.6 ( 3.4)
10 53.6 (51) 34.7 (33) 6.3 (6.0) 10.4 (10.0)
20 47.5 (50) 32.3 (34) 6.7 (7.0) 8.5 C 9.0)
30 45.5 (50) 30.0 (33) 6.4 (7.0) 9.1 (10.0)

Note: () is rate of total dry fruit weight,

Table 3. Proximate composition of Lycium chinense M.

Water Protein Fat Cellulose Ash ﬁgg;ggegoagters
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
16.3 17.2 10.8 13.9 4.3 37.5

Table 4. Special components of Lycium chinense M.

Vitamin( %) Acid (%) Ester (%) Alkaloid Mineral ( mg , % )
A c Total wvolicle Total volicle (%) Ca P Fe
55.1 & 2.17  0.50 4.1 2.1 0.27 45 280 11.2
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