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Effects of First Harvest Methods on Growth
and Yield in Saururus chinensis Baill

Sang-Young Nam*, In-Jae Kim, Min-Ja Kim, Tae Yun and Cheol-Hee Lee
Chungbuk Province ARES, Cheongwon 363-880, Korea

Abstract - Plan stability production investigating 1st harvesting degree for maximum leaf quantity enlargement, is as
following it summarize result that test for 3 years since 2002 allowing 4 processing such as trunk lower column
department harvesting, Foliar and rhizoma growth were tendency that give protective care 1st harvesting height is short,
but there were many the number of tillering crawl, Distribution of rhizome about diameter Smm low 58%, large
rhizome's ratio was high tendency harvesting height is short. Because foliar amount is much harvesting height is short in
ground department, 15% rose in soil surface harvesting since 292kg provision per Scm harvesting 10a, The time of
refining the harvest of stems and leaves before drying has reduced when the height of the harvest is low, and the Scm
harvest has decreased 30% compared to the soil surface harvest.

Key words - Medicinal crop, Saururus chinensis Baill, Harvesting method

A

re

Al 2= o] I o) SIFE] 2~3709] ¢, & % #ejrt 3
7] fgofl Ahzets gt} 242 50~100cmel™ 272 9
Ao|i1 Jog Wit} oS okl B ARFoln, Zoj
5~15cm, YH] 3~8cm 24 5~7uo| glon] T WEsic}
(¢}, 1993).

oFe|atg o= HABIA A B4 AAZHE(Cavallin et al,
1978), F#AIHKimura and Hiromi, 1984) 5] &¢aA L
3, A= e ot Auds, AHA7), R € dx
R AR FFel Ate)7t Bem(Lee et al, 2000), ©I
BH9= AxE, 9% e B, & IR, B, 1A
Y AEFY RARR 93 &, 2 QFEE A4 a9 =
%59 852 olgsi Unk

Aol Tt A= F2ollA QlE, Y&, ul=, Wi, o]
fe ool S A 27]1% AHE Yt ArHAFeH
(Masahiko, 1982), Reek canarygrass= 9|%|&°] 6~10cm

* @ AMKXKE-mail) : nsangy@cbares.net

oA (Seo et al, 1992), Italian ryegrass= 6cmolA(Shin et
al,, 1988), Orchardgrass= 7~10cm(Kim et al, 1993)°|4]
AEFFo] Tou, 11 o)t 1L o)ake] AlF Aol 7ol
ZHAHE D 593, Timothy, Perennial ryegrass 59 sk
2+ dem W9 A7 AtRSFO] Fr gk vt Qlot
(Yusuke and Kiyochika, 1987). Seo et al 1992)2 1-2717¢
Folete B27F 3835 ASTE o= dFHEolE =4 A
W= Zio] Aol feisteha skt Yol dget viel 2ol
¥ SollA olF £ Aol Tste] A7} o] R ot b
Zof QlojAl= AFEE Aol

mebd 2 Ao E ANEE 7Y A 12 3 4] 311
AE t=2A ol g A3} gl miXe TS +8
sto] 2] F =% SHE A AL Bodt 72AE
£ 9 skt
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Table 1. Chemical properties of the experimental field

pH oM P:0s EX-cation (cmol/kg) CEC
(1:5) (%) (mg/kg) K Ca Mg (cmol/kg)
72 1.7 190 0.11 6.6 14 9.5
SHEEEU7Ied BN A HABIR e, Al A 2 Table 2004 Eizuke} o] AARE 42 A] 56.0cm
B4 olglsta EALE Table 13 231, EEAL $&EUT ) Blgte, $8%9] 5cm, 10cm, 15cmeliAE 2+ 52.50m,

A Bl (s 1EH, 1988)0) 2Jste] AAJEHATt

AlEEZLS AEE 3ol e, AaARE F= 40cm,
TZ 20cmo) et 3R 12} 7Y Ak, 231 1049 Ak 23] A
AL, 12} 48 Al =29 AAR, AARA Scm,
10em 281 15cm 5 4388 Fol +8319on AlH]= o
g3 2n2 A 9kg/10aS AE3IAT 221 +8 & ¥UF
2 114 ko) H2PNE mEIgon FHd oz &
FAn, AT G ek zF AT WL 30.0m
g 3tqrt,

&2 22 A 71O AAsHE T, HESS AlETe
LS BT 5= e ST JHAE AFHEH AEE Scm
A2 2A B 5 45TAM 6~TAIZ AX T 50TE 28 7
ol ohg wWi7kR] d ARt ARAE(AY2S HEBAA),
M-29582)2 £33ttt 1 99 AL HENEH HARAY
ARRA|E| SR LCEEREH, 1995), AN A= PCE
EAH7]219] MYSTAT(H], 1998)E o}-&-38lo] EAslgT},

Zdzot 2 nF
12 £33 3 A5
12 3 4] 28kz0|E DElste] AuiE o) 93 58 A9

49.5cm, 49.1cmE 8oVt Y& 249 o] Fudt
7307 7A%=d), o] Hong et al. 1991)2] %ol A $:8h=
olof ME 12E7|9 2L F¥xol7t YE4E Zo] 5cm,
15cm 528+ A] 22+ 38.0cm, 32.1cmo|iths B3}k 72+ 733k
o) qict,

A QEE fEgol7t BE4E AAY Y FFgeR
G2 A RLl 15cm 558 A} 242} 12.6cm, 11.1lemolE, E
Z-& 7.3cm, 6.6cm ©|%ltt ol FEHEo|7t YERE 5o
Fsste] AT A AX Az P A5 a8
o] 10cmP|Rtoll A= Zpo)7t glgl o, 1 o]ide] s=&hgolofA
= thh 2ot} Fels SEhsolt s F2 AP R A
AE, 5cm, 10cm, 15emollA 22 3.9mm, 3.5mm, 3.2mm,
3.2mmo| 3=, YoM E 2 Ao 2 dFFol7t ¥
= 39 #7171 2 Aol }UtHCho et al., 2002), 10cm ©JAF
o geghzolof A= Aol 7t AA = A oFotct.

FEGee s8R BEE Wol AR 428 1,0857H/
o]l B3k 15cmollAls 88270 /mf 2E L2 2037/ A
o, FubollAl o)t w258 g4t Brke E3(Cho et
al,, 2002)2k= Ao 7F At

Y4 #F8EC17 2245 %ol AR, 5cm, 10cm,
15emollA Ine ZH2E 283, 292, 311 1831 33570t o] 2%t

Table 2. Effects of harvest height on top part growth of Saururus chinensis

Harvest height  Plant height Leaf length Leaf width Main nods Stem diameter Marketable leaves Tillers
(cm) (cm) (cm) (cm) (no./plant) (mm) (no./n?) (no./nt’)
Soil surface 56.0a' 12.6a 73a 67a 39a 1,085a 283 ¢
5 525b 11.7 ab 6.9 ab 66a 35ab 978b 292c
10 499 ¢ 114b 6.7b 6.1b 32b 915bc 311b
15 49.1c¢ 11.1b 6.6b 60b 32b 882 ¢ 335a
" Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 0.05 probability level according to Duncan s multiple range test.
Table 3. Effects of harvest height on tuber dry weight of Saururus chinensis
Harvest Tuber diameter (mm) :
height S5 51~7.0 71~9.0 9.1~110 i< Total Index
-cm- -kg/10a -
Soil surface 628 a 154a 179a 94 a 67a 1,121 a 108
5 610 a 153a 147b 93 ab 39b 1,041b 100
10 584 a 158 a 153b 78b 28¢ 1,000 be 96
15 553 a 158 a 153b 55¢ 27 ¢ 946 ¢ 91

! Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 0.05 probability level according to Duncan’ s multiple range test.
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Table 4. Effects of harvest height on tuber distributions of Saururus chinensis

Harvest Tuber diameter (mm)
height <5 5.1~70 7.1~9.0 9.1~11.0 11.1<
-cm - -% -
Soil surface 56a' 14b 16a 8a 6a
5 58 a 15b 14a 9a 4b
10 58a 16 ab 15a 8a 3b
15 58a 17a 16a 6b 3b

 Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 0.05 probability level according to Duncan s multiple range test.

A AP AEsH Qe o] ok 8o 7|dgttn
g H11(Masahiko, 1982)0]419} Zo] g7t w255 A
£33t Sl £ 7 B ECE HekHrh

47 AEFE o7t BEE S0l A5t A
B2 £8k=o] 5em, 10cm, 15cmolAd 10a% Z+2 1,121kg,
1,041kg, 1,000kg, 946kgo 2 R|A|E 8lofjA] 71 FAH S
(Table 3), T 5cm 8 tiu} 8% FARCE #7148 23%F
2 27217 7.0mm ©J3tf| A 8Hz0] Itol| Aol7t A
A e¥orout 7.1mm oWl sEEol7t YEeE 23S
o] BAY Aol ¢zt Aoz yehdth #7E &% £xH]
-2 Table 40|42} Zro] 27327 5mm o3l A= Zo)7} Q1
AEA] 933 5.1~7. 0mmof A= $EEo)7F HE4E gol
BEZ3H oY 9. 1mm oW FL 272 8wl REFE
ol 2z

1% £ d AE5F

FE AEFEE R R E Yot AR, o¥w
o] 5em, 10cm, 15cmollA] 10a" 242} 338kg, 292kg, 273kg,
262kg S 2 WY Scm 8 hy] AAFE oA 15% S5
AcHTable 5). F9E oA AEE71e AAF &4

ojgict. o]t Ayt Hof QoA AFE7| YL &+ F
354 AT A 8|7t RESE AR AEFT| Yok
X (Hong et al, 1991) b= 22 Zgfol o, omtol qlof
A Egol7t w&4E AR dEFFO] Brhe H1(Cho
et al., 2002)2h= ANrE ZHE olof tigt 4 & A+t
ool 3k oz YL Ayt o2 o3 & AP el
A9 714, B 5o 3 2AT e Foll wheh S}
o|7} A vepdtt,

13 83 = 3 AN

Y 8 3 A2 A AL sEgol7t WESE B
wjo] AR 428 A 10aT 37.2A1700H) Biste] EHgo|
15cmollAE 86,9422 62%9] B2 5ol o L83
I(Table 6), T3 5cmoll HI3IMZ AAHE =T A= 30%2]
ZA) o] APE T sEgol7t #4245 A B
o] 289 e o7t FEFF AT 13 5 A
ol LA A go] fEkmol7t 5545 wol ol& skt
2 FEo] a7 57| ol
Table 6. Effects of harvest height on slipshod manufacture time of
Saururus chinensis

113kg/10a 2 & 7Pg Bk the sFeololAi= Zol7t A% Harvest slipshod
w7 Ghsteh AR A9 S 3RS et gob 1A height manufacture time Index
3 $EoAE 102 226kgolRloU, 8ol LemolAlE - (s %) -
170kg 0.2 25% #4E 3t HAFZE A A = T2 4 5 535 100
L RS wol, AN #8550] 15cmollA 102 10 715 134
HIAZ A2 27 24kg, 18kg, AR F 2 362kg, 280kg 15 869 162
Table 5. Effects of harvest height on top part dry weight of Saururus chinensis
Harvest Top part Marketable Non-marketable
height Stem leaves Total Index leaves
-cm- -kg/10a - - kg/10a -
Soil surface 362a’ 113a 226a 338a 115 24a
5 313b 99b 193b 292b 100 21 ab
10 293 be 9 b 177be 273 be 93 20 be
15 280 c 93b 170¢ 262 ¢ 89 i8¢

 Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 0.05 probability level according to Duncan s multiple range test.
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2% smm oJsl7} 58% F=H, +&gol7t BErF 72 2
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