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Effects of Topping Methods on Yield and
Major Agronomic Characteristics in Hibiscus manihot L.

Sang Gon Kim* - Chul Woo Kim* - Dong Hee Chung* and Byung Sun Kwon **

ABSTRACT : To investigate the effects of topping method on the yield and major agronomic

traits of three varieties differed in plant type of Hibiscus manihot the experiments were carried

out Mokpo Branch Station of Crop Experiment Station, in 1993,

Fresh weight of root, dry weight of culm, dry weight of capsule and dry matter ratio on root

were highest in the long culmed variety, and at the plots with topping of growing point in main

culm and branches(Treatment No. 3).

Considering from the above results, optimum topping method seemed to be topping of growing

point in main culm and branches in the long culmed variety.
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Table 1. Soil properties of the experimental
plot at the beginning of experiment

OM P:0Os
(1:5 H20) K Ca Mg (10g /10a)

5.96 121 93 024 607 083 129
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Table 2. Topping treatment method of the ex-
periment

Treatment Topping treatment method

1 Topping of all floral axis

2 Topping of growing point in main culm

3 Topping of growing point in main culm
and branches

4 No treatment (control)

Table 3. Agronomic traits before topping in different plant type

Plant t il ine dat No. of Culm length No. of No. of nodes
ant type owernng date floral axis (cm) branches per main culm
Short-culimed variety Aug.3 5.0 24.0 3.8 8.7
Medium-culmed variety Aug.5 18.5 37.0 5.3 13.2
Long-culmed variety Aug.6 24.0 79.8 3.5 11.3
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Table 4. Fresh and dry weight in different treatment and plant type

Plant No. of tr- Fresh wt. (MT /ha) Dry wt. (MT /ha)
type eatment  Root Index Culm Capsule Total Root Culm Capsule Total
1 6.23 161 8.26 - 14.49 2.123 3.333 - 5.456
Short- 2 4.22 109 5.44 11.09 1.390 2.097 1.283 4.770
culmed 3 4.92 127 6.31 11.23 1.387 2.100 - 3.487
variety 4 3.88 100 6.00 1.30 11.18 1.207 2.513 1.090 4.810
Mean 4.81 - 6.50 0.68 11.99 - 1.527 2.511 0.593 4.632
' 1 8.59 220 19.58 4.20 32.37 3.687 8.353 1.040  13.080
Medium- 2 3.57 92 8.05 15.14 1.273 3.123 3.083 7.479
culmed 3 10.39 266 17.71 3.84 31.94 3.820 6.833 1.677  12.330
variety 4 3.90 100 11.29 3.97 19.16 1.437 4.443 3.557 9.437
Mean 6.61 - 14.16 24.65 2.554 5.688 2.339 10.581
1 8.11 135 21.12 7.30 35.53 3.250 7.737 1.787 12.774
Long- 2 6.11 102 14.71 6.49 27.31 2.397 6.033 2.800  11.230
culmed 3 12.47 208 22.90 38.88 5.210 10.627 1.280 17.117
variety 4 5.99 100 10.50 4.34 26.83 2.363 8.573 2.910 13.846
Mean 8.17 - 18.56 32.14 3.305 8.243 2.194  13.742
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Fig. 1. Variation of fresh weight under differ-
ent treatment.
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Table 5. Variations of fresh wt. ratio on parts
of plant body under different treat-
ment and plant type

Plant type Treatment a/d* b/d* c/d*

No. (%) (%) (%)
1 42.9 57.1 -
Short- 2 38.1 49.1 12.8
culmed 3 43.8 56.2 -
variety 4 34.7 53.7 11.6
Mean 39.9 54.0 6.1
1 26.5 60.5 13.0
Medium- 2 23.6 53.2 23.2
culmed 3 32.6 55.4 12.0
variety 4 20.4 58.9 20.7
Mean 25.8 57.0 17.2
1 22.8 56.6 20.6
Long- 2 22.4 53.9 23.7
culmed 3 321 58.9 9.0
variety 4 22.4 61.5 16.1

Mean 24.9 57.7 17.4

¥ a:Weight of fresh root, b:Weight fo fresh culm,
c:Weight of fresh capsule, d:Weight of fresh
whole plant
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Table 6. Variation of dry matter ratio on parts
of plant body under different treat-
ment and plant type

Plant Treatment Root Culm Capsule Whole

type No. (%) (%) (%) plant(%) S
1 34.3 404 - 37.8 %
Short- 2 32.8 38.6 89.7 43.0 =
culmed 3 28.1 333 - 31.0 g
variety 4 3.1 419 841 43.0 g
Mean 31.6 38.6 86.9 38.7 £
1 430 427 249 40.5
Medium- 2 35.8 38.8 87.6 49.5
culmed 3 36.8 38.6 43.7 38.6
variety 4 36.8 39.3 89.5 49.3
Mean 38.1 39.9 614 4.5
1 40.1 384 24.4 35.9
Long- 2 30.3 410 43.2 41.1 Fig
culmed 3 417 464 364 4.0
variety 4 395 520 67.1 51.6

Mean 40.2 445 428 43.2

wm =
4.
S o ki (A2)iE) S RmosEsie] d& 34
AT Ehol b2 B @, h¥ @ Ex
o) fERHC) et LKA WE wmE &
Ao AF % kS MRE A RS 2
atd o33 2ok 5.
1 SRR (FATEERD) W o) BRR) AFRNe %
RS AR 24cm, FE 37cm, RERHO|
80cmEA] 1 Apol7} Ziom BATEHIE MR R
o] 83l vlste] ERo] AFF 2~3H £
I EEIAHE FERL) 57000 vlste] dize
19, R¥E 2402 ¥go] 245 gdon 5#
e 4570, TEEGH= 100 RASE E o)
7F A 1.
2. 9&9 £ FIRHLMR ERKES BEREE
RELrS gov Ve %8 ¢ HES & & 2.
fire] ke s B3 Emol At
3. WG wWE ERKES o #AMY 3.
FXH SHE A #ES FAM 7 Biks)
RNew EEHREANMNE Lo BIKE Bte 4.
U ERRES] MR A Utk 25

—~260—

\

72

80 Treatment No. X
Fay

o—e 1 o
o—o 2
A—p 3
X—x 4
60 |
)§‘<

40 F %é

.
20 r

1

Root Culm  Capsule Whole plant

. 2. Variation of dry matter ratio under dif-
ferent parts of plant body and treat-
ment.

e T8¢ 450kg /10a(100) 9l B8t £
¥ R oHE A ST B9 102%, wERER
ol M= 66%2] kS BTt

AfRe] BRELS 28 BERAME HksE
MolMe & 287} Aoy &) 3lojA
€ WEEFE e FERH ERERE
(REH)O] oF 40%2 71 i £ HRo| B
FE, RERKITE 22 dmo) ot

Hele] wMRiA(HHE /EME)S GRRHE
o] 31.6%%0H| HI5t e 38.1%, RERHS
40.2%2 A kRS BUY REARKITE
F2 ol ATt

5| A X &

PR R E 2 8). 1981, SEANEYHIE 2F:78-82.
BREBMICHE.

BENIETE, 1984, #i L W BEFEHESpEIE 3 1 226-
272. HAREEHE.

oA R 1954, TEEMEDR 271-274. HIRE
JE.

AFE—, ARNEEZ. 1987, FHAEREY
[E4% :132-133. REit.



. REBIEXR T 4% ERIEYIR R
1248-249. FEIIEIE.
. EEREE, PN, WRHRE. 1980, R LE(EY

£2:331-333. #3Ciit.

1987.

7. FERE. 1985, KEENEWEEE 1539, #E3Ut.
8. EALRA. 1985, ZEFRMEE1188-190. BR)IZIE.
9. PR E—. 1960. ®RATIEMEY > ' 7"y 7

10.

11.
12.

—261 -

:365-370. AEHFIE.

I AR, 1960. TEAEMEE:1454-455. RER
BRIt

FrOMEE. 1977, BRI KEHLI675-676. R E.
FAERZ T 44, 1989, WEMAEE (L) 462-
463. EFHR—E.



