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Table 1 Effect of different density on humping support and growing on the ground on yield of Chieh-quai in spring
e e
POk NREH PR ke POk INKP B R kg
/ (kg + (667m?)~1) / (kg + (667m?)~1)
A 35. 7+1. 06¢c 1487.5 Ay 79.9+2. 8a 3329.2
B 51.4+1.79a 2 141.7 B 68.0+3.7a 2 833.3
C 44.4+1.76b 1 850.0 C 51.3+4.1b 2137.5
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Table 2 Effect of different density on humping support and

growing on the ground Chieh-qua on yield components in spring

Ak FBRRS A HALHE kg ki kg
A 5.6-0. 28a 0.79+0. 06a 4.540. 13a
B 5. 4£0. 40a 0.74740. 14a 4.340.15a
C 3.50.07b 0.76+0. 02a 2.8+0.11b
A 3.7+0.13a 2.50+0. 14a 10. 040. 35a
B 2.740.12b 2.10=0. 03b 5.740. 31b
Ci 2.340.09¢ 1.50+0. 04e 3.2740. 25¢
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Table 3  Effect of different distribution patterns and

different humping support on yield
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Table 4 Effect of fruit shape in different distribution patterns and humping support
Jrem N HRE P2 Wz R S
/A /kg /cm /cm /cm /%
BFT 4R 51.942.9a 1. 3+0. 06b 37.0+1. 20a 8. 540. 35ab 2. 6240. 03ab 9.7
BT NFEY 45.142.4a 1.140. 06¢c 32.8+1.20b 7.240. 12¢ 2.1440.07b 90. 2
AT R4 52.9743.3a 1.440. 06a 36.940. 92a 8.6+0. 09a 2.78+0.07a 95.0
AT NFELR 49.542. 5a 1. 340.01b 37.9+1.10a 7.8+0. 15bc 2.3140. 19ab 90. 9
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Effect of Planting Density and Humping Support on Yield of Chieh-qua

HUANG Chengqiu, LIU Zhengguo,QIN Haiping,ZHU Dongdong,CHEN Hongxi
(Agricultural College,Guangxi University, Nanning, Guangxi 530001)

Abstract: Taking ° Tianxianzi No. 1’ Chieh-qua as material, in order to explore a set of high yield and good quality
cultivation techniques of Chieh-qua, the research was carried out through the comparison among different experiments
with different planting density,different distribution patterns and different humping support. The results showed that the
planting density of 500 plants per 667 m’ with humping support produced the highest yield; when it was planted by
climbing on the ground, the yield increased with the decreasing of density, the yield of the density of 333 plants per
667 m’ was the highest among the treatments; among the four combinations which suitable distribution patterns and
humping support were planted in greenhouse,the yield of ‘double line and net shelf” was the highest on the comparison
with others.

Keywords : Chieh-qua ; planting density;distribution patterns;hhumping support
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