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Abstract

Cold damage of mulberry in Kangweon Province is generally higher than that of other
provinces. Farmers suspected cold damage caused from late summer fertilizer. To understand
the effect of late summer fertilizer. To understand the effect of late summer fertilizer, two
additional summer fertilizer times, August 10 and 20, were compared with conventional time
(June, 20). Mulberry yield increased by 10~30% in 1 m middle cut, and 10~17% in leaf
picking method in August 10 treatment, compared with conventional. Additional summer
fertilizer did not increase cold damage rate of branches. Leaf yield in leaf picking was higher

by 6~29% than that of 1 m middle cut.
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Table 1. Yield of mulberry (kg/10a) as affected by t-
ming of fertilizer application
{One meter middle cut in fall)

Treat- 1st year 2nd year Mean
ment fall ~ Spring P d“ T otal (% of control)
Control 667 1,486 1,000 2486  1,051(100)
No fert. 607 1,005 506 1,511 706( 67)
Aug. 10 865 1,778 1,094 2,872 1,246(118)
Aug. 30 673 1,406 841 2,247 973( 93)
LSD.5%) N.S. N.S. 214 1,002 330
CV.(%) 147 296 125 219 16.6
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Table 2. Yield of mulberry (kg/10a) as affected by ti-
ming of fertilizer application (Leaf picking in fall)

Treat- Ist year 2nd year Mean
ment fall  Spring Fall  Total (% of control)
Control 695 1,903 1,005 2908 1,201(100)
No fert. 567 1,439 702 2,141 903( 75)
Aug. 10 815 2,083 1,075 3,158 1,324(110)
Aug. 30 789 2,100 914 3,014 1,268(106)
LSD.(5%) NS. NS. NS N.S. N.S.
CV.(%) 19.3 16.8 18.5 13.6
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Table 4. Effect of late summer fertilizer on chemical
concentration in bark (% dry wi

Treatment T-N P,O; K.O Ca0 MgO
Coutrol 1.98 1.12 2.03 0.82 0.28
No fert. 1.89 1.34 1.92 0.93 0.26
Aug. 10 2.00 1.28 1.85 0.82 0.30
Aug. 30 2.17 1.26 2.24 0.80 0.29

Table 3. Branch length, cold injured length and cold injury rate (%) of shoot tp of mulberry with harvesting
methods in spring following summer fertilizer application

Middle cutting

Leaf picking

Treatment
Branch length Injured length Injured rate  Branch length Injured length Injured rate

(cm) (cm) (%) (cm) (cm) (%)
Control 100.3 13.3 13.1 184.4 33.8 18.3
No fert. 100.6 7.7 7.7 156.5 17.2 11.0
Aug. 10 87.3 10.4 11.9 177.2 23.6 133
Aug. 30 92.2 11.8 12.8 166.5 21.1 12.7
Average 95.1 10.8 114 1715 239 13.8
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