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Effects of Tuber Position and Number of Nodes on
Growth of Saururus chinensis Baill.

Jae Ho Park*, Boo Gyu Park*, Min Ja Kim*
Seong Gyu Park* and Jin Han Kim**

ABSTRACT : This study was carried out to find the effects of seed tuber position and number of nodes
on growth of Saururus chinensis Baill. at experimental field of Chungbuk Provincial Rural Development
Administration from 1996 to 1997. Seed tubers were divided into upper, middle and lower parts, and they
were prepared to 1-, 2-, 3-node cuttings in each. Percentage of sprouting in planting of middle part was
highest of 92%, and the percent increased by increasing the number of nodes. Growth of shoot and root
tuber was the most favorable with planting of 3-node cuttings of middle part, and leaf area index (LAD was
highest of 3.10 in the same treatment. Dry matter weight and percentage of root tuber were highest of
821g/m: and 28% with planting of 3-node cuttings of middle part. Yield of dry leaf and root tuber were
highest of 272kg/10a and 821kg/10a with planting of 3-node cuttings of middle part.

Key words : Saururus chinensis, seed tuber position, number of nodes.
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Table 1. Physico-chemical properties of soil used in this experiment.

pH 0. M. P,0: Ex. cation (cmol (+) /kg) C.E.C.
(1:5) (%) (ppm) K Ca Mg (cmol (+) /kg)
6.4 1.9 260 0. 38 6.5 0.6 16.1
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Table 2.

Effects of propagated seed tuber
position and number of nodes on
days to sprouting and percent of
sprouting emerged on soil surface in
the cultivation of Saururus chinensis.

Seed tuber planted Days

. Sprouting
.. No. of 0
Position Hodes sprouting (%)
Upper 1 node 31 75
2 nodes 24 85
3 nodes 23 95
Mean 26 85
Middle 1 node 31 80
2 nodes 24 95
3 nodes 22 100
Mean 26 92
Lower 1 node 33 70
2 nodes 28 85
3 nodes 26 100
Mean 29 85
No. of 1 node 32 75
nodes 2 nodes 25 88
mean 3 nodes 24 98
Overall 27 87
mean
LSD (5%) Main plot(a) 0.79 6. 35
Sub plot (b) 0.67 3.63
albg - albl 1.16 6. 29
agbl - alb1 1.23 8.12
C.V. (%) Main plot 1.31 3.22
Sub plot 2.42 4. 05

o rif

o

O

e
ofy

do

E

>

i

rlo

ot

> &

oo

o

ne,

o

AR} 3d =29k A= v
14 Al 329, 2d& 254, 3A L k=
2o v3te] 2, 3@ A2 AL T~8Y &
3283 3 AL v estdTh. Eobs
B Ztolle S5 AdA B 92%, 8
A& 85%, FAF AL 8% E FHF A
A 74 Fzsldon, de vdge] MM e
14 AL 70~80%, 28 85~95%, 3F 95~
100% 2, A atdsrt $718 5 Zopgo| &
AHEAT. ol EXF AwA 5?3%‘0] 3.
Ocm °l3toll M & FT3 Ao E55 £ E0]
Zbet9 1 (Kim et al., 1994), S RolA A2 F
EAEFE Folyp w2k Park (1978) o] H119t
A x| 3He A ol ATt

o 4
!\J(Ugb
rl"_ﬂy,
szgomﬂmﬁ4>jejg
T T 4

fr

O

_2 ofj

2. EREFE

AGHE AL K 3 BE uke) go], 24
Z98 QAL 49~54cm, 4, SAF AL 44~
49cn WA E A, SHYF A4 Blste] FAHF A
Aol al Fdden F= Zh A= b o] wrekA]
=18 A2 vk 24 & 3em, 32 dem FA]
Eod$rt 2848 230 2tk ol& B
qA e o= FEAAE FHI} AAY FAE
2 2%o] AXTHE B9 2o, (Park, 1978)
' ELFE A AL I~ITNE T B
ki, AHE AL 7T, sHF AL 6~
13RE, 295 A2 ¥e AFgS Bt 4
€ v seol weld s 1 A Al o] i 7 of vl et
of 2 1070, 38 1342 A& vio 7t e F
Bd e 5718, 295 33 AR A 174
274 gstth

mgd EAFE 95 A2 59~667H = 7}
S B%aL, A AL 54~6370, ke A
L 58~647 A=A TH AErdEt BEFE &

27} ksl AgeRAl, 18 A 57744
Hlgted 28 & 6170, 3H2 64T, EAF HE
E JeMe 229 ud5E 338 e e A
ol EFA ol gk Y AT

v o

3

O

- 288 -



Table 3. Effects of propagated seed tuber
position and number of nodes on
plant height, number of tillers and
branches in the cultivation of

Saururus chinensis.

Seed tuber planted Plant Number Number

. of of
Position No. of height tillers  branches
nodes cm) per m  per w
Upper 1 node 44 7 54
2 nodes 48 7 60
3 nodes 49 9 63
Mean 47 7 59
Middle 1 node 49 9 59
2 nodes o1 11 63
3 nodes 57 17 66
Mean 51 12 63
Lower 1 node 46 6 58
2 nodes 48 12 61
3 nodes 48 13 64
Mean 47 10 61
No. of 1 node 46 7 57
nodes 2 nodes 49 10 61
mean 3 nodes 50 13 64
Overall 48 10 61
mean
LSD(5%) Main plot(a) NS 1.76 NS
Sub plot(b)  3.12 1.41 NS
arbs —arhy NS 2.43 NS
b, —ah NS 2.64 NS

C.V. (%) Main plot 6.1 7.75 11.26
Sub plot 6.25 13.63 19,96
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Table 4. Effects of propagated seed tuber
position and number of nodes on leaf
growth in the cultivation of Saururus

chinensis.
Seed tuber planted Leaf Leaf Numfber
. o
Position No. of length  width leaves
nodes (cm) (em) per plant
Upper 1 node 12.3 7.5 94
2 nodes 12.8 7.7 98
3 nodes 12.8 7.9 - 108
Mean 12.6 7.7 100
Middle 1 node 12.9 7.7 107
2 nodes 13.0 8.1 109
3 nodes 13.3 8.6 127
Mean 13.1 81 114
Lower 1 node 12.3 7.6 102
2 nodes 12.6 7.7 106
3 nodes 12.7 8.2 112
Mean 12.5 7.8 107
No. of 1 node 12.5 7.6 102
nodes 2 nodes 12.8 7.8 104
mean 3 nodes 12.9 8.2 116
Qverall 12.7 7.8 107
mean
LSD(5%) Main plot(a) NS NS NS
Sub plot (b) NS 0.43 11.18
by —a;hy NS 0.74 19.37
ab, —ab, NS NS NS

C.V. (%) Main plot 2.47  2.48 8.86
Sub plot 3.00 5. 28 10.18
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Table 5. Comparison of LAl and leaf dry weight
as affected by propagated seed tuber
position and number of nodes in the
cultivation of Saururus chinensis.

Seed tuber planted Leaf dry
LAI weight
. No. of
Position nodes (g/m)
Upper 1 node 1.97 206
2 nodes 2.29 233
3 nodes 2.72 243
Mean 2.33 227
Middle 1 node 2.20 220
2 nodes 2.61 255
3 nodes 3.10 272
Mean 2.64 249
Lower 1 node 1.93 208
2 nodes 2.38 238
3 nodes 2.74 245
Mean 2.35 230
No. of 1 node 2.03 211
nodes 2 nodes 2.43 242
mean 3 nodes 2.85 253
QOverall 2.44 235
mean
LSD(5%) Main plot(a) NS NS
Sub plot{b) 0. 20 40. 20
a;b, —ab, 0. 35 NS
a2b1 - albl NS NS
C.V. (%) Main plot 8.72 19. 06
Sub plot 8.18 16. 64
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Table 6. Comparison of root tuber growth as affected by propagated seed tuber position and number of
nodes in the cultivation of Saururus chinensis.

Seed tuber planted Number of Length of root Number of nodes
root tubers tuber (cm) of root tuber
. No. of oe 2 . " .
Position nodes M S M S M S
Upper 1 node 20 47 61 29 70 109
2 nodes 19 54 59 28 71 128
3 nodes 24 55 64 26 90 121
Mean 21 52 61 28 77 119
Middle 1 node 21 55 63 28 76 130
2 nodes 25 59 65 30 92 145
3 nodes 30 65 68 29 116 154
Mean 25 60 65 29 95 143
Lower 1 node 23 57 61 29 79 130
2 nodes 24 62 62 29 92 139
3 nodes 33 58 68 28 117 137
Mean 27 59 64 29 96 135
No. of 1 node 21 53 62 29 75 123
nodes 2 nodes 23 58 62 29 85 - 137
mean 3 nodes 29 59 66 28 108 137
Overall 24 57 63 29 89 132
mean
LSD(5%) Main plot (a) 4.37 NS NS NS 11.99 15.03
Sub plot (b) 2.76 6. 95 NS NS 7.88 9.94
a;b.-arh; 4.78 12.04 NS NS 13.64 17.22
asby~ab; 5. 82 NS NS NS 16. 26 20. 45
C.V. (%) Main plot 7.92 5.53 5. 26 9.37 5.94 5.02
Sub plot 11.01 11. 82 9. 87 9.72 8.59 7.31
- Main root tuber
* Supporting root tuber.
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Table 7. Comparisons of dry matter weight and
percentage of root tuber as affected by
propagated seed tuber position and
number of nodes in the cultivation of
Saururus chinensis.

Seed tuber planted th'ty Dry
matter
o No. of weight matter
Position nodes (a/m) (%)
Upper 1 node 415 25
2 nodes 490 25
3 nodes 580 27
Mean 495 26
Middle 1 node 445 24
2 nodes 662 27
3 nodes 821 28
Mean 643 26
Lower 1 node 422 23
2 nodes 538 25
3 nodes 586 25
Mean 515 24
No. of 1 node 427 24
nodes 2 nodes 564 26
mean 3 nodes 662 27
Overall 551 25
mean
LSD(5%) Main plot(a) 139.50 NS
Sub plot(h)  104.20 1.32
ab, —ab; 180. 44 2.29
azbl - alb] 201. 64 NS
C.V. (%) Main plot 11. 20 6.59
Sub plot 18. 43 5.08
1000
800 Bl Lo Root tuber

600

400

200

Dry leaf and root tuber yield (kg/10a)
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Fig. 1. Effects of propagated seed tuber position and number of nodes on yield of dry leaf and root tuber in

the cultivation of Saururus chinensis.
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