Ei¥RiEHE & J. Oriental Bot. Res 5(2) 129~137(1992)

BT HEd @& B FEPHE U KERRE

#

B %

XS RERERN

The Effect of Mother ~Corm Weight on Growth and Yield in Taro,

Colocasia antiquorum var. esculenta ENGL.

Seong Kyu Choi

Dept. of Oriental Medicine Resource,

Sunchon Nat'l Univ. Suncheon, Korea

In order to investigate the possibility of utilizing corm as a seed corm in taro, the corm classified

by the weight was planted on April 20, 1984. The effect of weight of corm (30, 50, 70, 90, 110, 130,

150, and 170g) on the growth, yield, and quality of taro was compared to those raised from cormel.

The corm showed a better emergence rate than cormels regardless of its size. The larger the size of

corm was, the more the number of leaves developed, and the higher the yield was. It was considered

that the higher yield and better quality of taro was obtained by using larger corm as a mother corm

(in the following year) due to the increase in the production of large taros.

Key words : Colocasia antiquorum, Mother-Corm, growth, yield.
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Fig 1. Corm or comel of taro
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Table 1. The effect of seed corm weight on the emergence rate and growth in taro, Colocasia entiguorum Eyg.

Emergence Petiole¥ Leaf
Seed corm
b Rat Lenath No. of bun- L h Width No. of total
t ate en en i
weig Date 9 des per hil ot leaves per hill
(9) (%) (cm) (cm) (em)
(ea) (ea)
Cormel 30 May 11 95 75 4.1 36 30.2 12.2
Corm 30 May 12 98 80 4.0 37 29.8 14.1
Corm 50 May 12 98 84 4.3 37 30.5 14.3
Corm 70 May 13 100 83 4.5 36 30.3 14.7
Corm 90 May 13 99 87 4.4 37 31.3 15.1
Corm 110 May 13 99 91 4.6 37 31.2 15.3
Corm 130 May 12 100 90 4.8 36 30.7 14.8
Corm 150 May 13 100 92 4.7 37 314 15.2
Corm 170 May 13 99 92 4.9 37 30.5 15.7

YInvestigation date; Sep. 10.

100

Petiole length(cm)

95

90 |-

85

Y =0.089X +78.51
(r=0.945)**

30 50 70 90 110 130 150 170{(g)
L— ——  Weight of corm ———!

Fig 1. Correlation between weight of corm planted and petiole length in taro.

No. of petiole bundled(ea)

¥ =0.006X+3.97
(r=0.940**)
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Fig 2. Correlation between weight of Corm planted and number of petiole bunde per plant in taro.
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Fig 3. Correlation between weight of corm planted and mumber of total leaves per plant in taro.
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Fig 4. The comparison of bud of taro by various seed corm weight.
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Table 2. Comparison of number of cormels per plant in different seed corm weight.

Seed corm weight

No. of cormels per plant(ea)?

Total
(g) V.S S S.M M L

Cormel 30 6.8 7.1 8.0 8.6 3.2 33.7
Corm 30 6.9 7.0 8.0 8.8 3.3 34.0
Corm 50 7.0 7.3 8.4 8.7 3.3 34.7
Corm 70 7.4 7.8 8.6 8.9 3.5 36.2
Corm 90 7.1 7.8 8.9 9.0 3.6 36.4
Corm 110 74 6.9 9.7 8.6 3.6 36.2
Corm 130 7.4 7.9 8.1 10.0 3.6 37.0
Corm 150 6.6 9.1 9.2 8.2 5.1 38.2
Corm 170 6.5 9.2 9.1 9.0 5.3 39.1

ZV.S(Very Small;less than 5g), S(Small;5~15g), S.M(Small Medium ;16 ~25g), M(Medium ;26 ~40g),

L.(Large;more than 41g)
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Fig 5. Correlation between weight of corm planted and total bud in taro.
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Fig 6. Correlation between weight of corm planted and number of corme! per plant taro.

Table. 3 Effect of corm weight planted on the weight of cormel per plant harvested.

1 i 1
0 130 150 170(g)
L Weight of corm ———!

Seed corm weight

Average wt. per cormel(g)?

() VS S SM M L Average
Cormel 30 36 9.8 204 28.7 454 216
Corm 30 35 9.9 201 28.9 46.1 21.7
Corm 50 3.8 10.0 205 30.2 16.8 223
Corm 70 4.0 10.4 20.7 31.4 46.5 22.6
Corm 90 40 10.2 20.7 31.2 465 225
Corm 110 41 10.7 20.8 32.0 472 23.0
Corm 130 42 10.8 20.7 32.0 47.6 23.1
Corm 150 41 11.0 21.2 32.1 48.1 23.3
Corm 170 42 11.2 21.4 32.8 187 23.7

ZSee table 2
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Talbe 4. The effect of seed corm weight on the yield of cormel in taro.

Seed corm weight

Yield of cormel(kg/10a)?

() V.S s SM M L Total
Cormel 30 106 303 710 1,073 632 2,824
Corm 30 104 300 700 1,104 661 2,869
Corm 50 117 317 748 1,143 669 2,994
Corm 70 130 348 774 1,213 709 3,178
Corm 90 122 368 800 1,222 726 3,238
Corm 110 130 320 877 1,195 739 3,261
Corm 130 135 369 729 1,391 743 3,367
Corm 150 118 435 878 1,144 1,066 3,611
Corm 170 120 448 876 1,283 1,122 3,819
L.SD 0.05 NS 64 N.S NS 153 409

0.01 N.S 89 N.S N.S 211 563
C.V(%) 9.9 10.4 10.1 13.9 11.3 7.3

ZSee tagble 2
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Table 5. The effect of seed corm weight on the yield of corm and petiole.

Seed corm weight Wt./corm Yield of corm and petiole(kg)

(g) (g) Corm Fresh petiole Dry petiole
Cormel 30 89 396 1,017 81
Corm 30 92 409 998 80
Corm 50 98 436 1,065 85
Corm 70 107 476 1,084 87
Corm 90 114 507 1,089 87
Corm 110 120 533 1,198 96
Corm 130 138 613 1,276 102
Corm 150 156 693 1,469 118
Corm 170 175 778 1,587 127
L.S.D 0.05 158 317

0.01 217 437
C.V(%) 16.9 15.3
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