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Growth and Tuber Yield of Liriope platyphylla
WANG and TANG in Different. Planting Density

Jae-Duck Seong*, Yong-Jin Park*, Hyun-Tae Kim*, Hyung-Soo Suh*,
and Kyung-Soo Han**

ABSTRACT : This experiment was carried out to establish the optimum planting density for pro-
ducing high tuber yield of Liriope platyphylla WANG and TANG using the recommended variety
“Maekmoondong 1°. Different planting distances such as 20cm /rows x 10cm /hill, 30x 10, 30x 30
and different plant numbers like 2 plants /hill, 4,6 were combined to make different planting
densities, Upper growth state was better by further spacing in case of leaf size, tiller number,
fresh leaf weight per each hill. But unlike upper growth state tuber number and its yield were
highest at 372kg /10a and 43No. /hill, respectively with the planting density, 30cmx10cm, 6
plants per hill. Over growth of vegetative parts cut down the tuber yield. Correlations among leaf
size, tiller number, leaf weight and root weight were positive. Tuber number was positively
correlated with all characteristics except root weight.
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Table 1. Physico-chemical properties of field

soil.
Soil PH O.MAV.P:0 Ext.Cat(me /100g) C.EC
texture (1:5) (%) (ppm) K Ca Mg (me/100g)
Heavy 59 20 97 0.79 3.27 036 125
clay soil

Table 2. Comparision of sprouting date, bolting date, leaf size, tiller number and fresh leaf weight

in different plant densities.

i F
Planting Plant§ Sprouting Bolting Leaf size Tiller No resh leaf
opece (No. /hill) dat dat (cm?) (No. /hill) -
(D) (N) ate ate ¢ : (g /hill)

2 Apr. 19 Jul. 25 11.6 5.5 24.1
20 % 10{cm) 4 Apr. 18 Jul. 24 13.5 7.0 305
6 Apr. 18 Jul. 24 14.0 10.3 32.3
2 Apr. 19 Jul. 25 11.7 6.6 24.4
30 x 10(cm) 4 Apr. 18 Jul. 24 14.9 10.2 35.4
6 Apr. 18 Jul. 24 14.4 10.7 38.5
2 Apr. 19 Jul. 26 13.7 8.3 30.0
30 x 30(cm) 4 Apr. 18 Jul. 25 14.1 11.5 39.8
6 Apr. 18 Jul. 24 12.9 12.4 48.4
F-value(D) - - 14.29* 126.2** 55.36 **
(N) - - 16.50 ** 203.0** 212.82**
(DxN) - - 6.36** 7.32** 11.22**
LSD(5%) Al - - - - -
B B _ B _ _
C - - 1.283 0.81 2.938 -
D - - 1.103 0.86 3.449

J A: Mean comparison among planting space at 5% level
B: Mean comparison among plant numbers at 5% level
C: Mean comparison among plant numbers within planting space at 5% level
D: Mean comparison among plant space within planting numbers at 5% level
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Table 3. Dry root weight, tuber number and
yields in different plant densities.

Planting Plants Dryroot Tuber Yield
space  {No, /hill) (kg /10a)
(D) (N)  (g/hill) (No. /hill) Fresh Dry
20x 10 2 3.7 34 748 237
(cm) 4 53.3 7 786 266
6 54.3 41 619 225
30x10 2 391 338 842 297
(cm) 4 57.8 42 943 336
6 57.9 43 1,118 372
30x30 2 67.2 3t 533 188
(m) 4 93.2 36 651 214
6 83.0 40 692 236
F-value(D) 57.64"  14.5* 103.77*907.41*
~ (N) 33.71* 13.25" 506" 6.60*
(DxN) NS NS 7.04* 8.15*
LSD Al 9.643 2.683 - -
(5%) B 6.423 3.116 - -
C NS NS 129.749 31.973
D NS NS  125.341 27.318

J A: Mean comparison among planting space at 5%

level

B: Mean comparison among plant numbers at 5%
level

C: Mean comparison among plant numbers within
planting space at 5% level

D: Mean comparison among plant space within
planting numbers at 5% level
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Table 4. Correlation coefficients among agricultural characteristics.

Characteristics Tiller No.  Leaf weight Fresh yield Dry yield Tuber No.  Root weight
Leaf size 0.596** 0.471* 0.187ns 0.181ns 0.490* 0.487*
Tiller No. 0.929** 0.030ns —0.005ns 0.491* 0.787**
Leaf weight 0.054ns 0.006 ns 0.447* 0.799**
Fresh yield 0.971** 0.562 ** —0.276ns
Dry yield 0.625** ~0.351ns
Root weight 0.105ns
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