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Table 1. Effect of different planting methods on the characteristics of cabbage

Treatment No tillage Tillage
Ao 9t 3 Bl Heading leaf number 10.9a* 11.2a
ARSI 3 = (0 77) Heading leaf length 23.6a 23.7a
FRIFEA 9 & gl Harvested leaf number 11.4a 11.7a
FRISHA9E B = (Y 57) Harvested leaf length 32.9a 33.2a
MEAF Sl Fﬁ(} 77) Plant width 55.0a 55.2a
Y EETEP(Y) Day of maturity 74.5a 72.3a
A (%) Uniformity 81.3a 81.8a

D[ SRBIER SR A -
*Duncan’s multiple range test of 5% significant level.
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Table 2. Effect of different planting methods on cabbage yield and yield components

Treatment No tillage Tillage
SR (27 7)) Head thichness (cm) 12.90a* 13.20a
SR (2 57) Head diameter (cm) 19.90a 20.10a
ZFE1(7 7 ) Head weight (kg) 0.99a 1.04a
E1(227 /22 1) Yield (kg/ha) 30,525.00a 31,450.00a

AER
*The same as Table 1.
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Table 3. Weed flora of cabbage field on different planting methods. (plant/ m’)

Weed name No-tillage Tillage
R (Stellaria aquatica (L.) Scop) 24.0 13.2
[ B I&F (Chenopodium ficifolium sm.) 2.5 5.0
ifxﬂ]:\EJ (Alternanthera sessilis (L.) DC) 19.0 10.0
[ [Tx‘ % (Rorippa atrovirens Ohwi & Hara) 5.5 8.0
ELEL (Amaranthus lividus L.) 2.0 1.5
K83 (Polygonum lapa thifolium L.) 2.0 2.1
i2s (Solanum nigrum L.) 1.2 2.0
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Table 4. Comparison of cabbage production cost (NT/ha) on different planting methods

TS

Y A | | IS0 TR AL VR N )
. Fertillzer = Chemicals .
Treatment Seedling fee Labor fee Machine fee Total Index
fee fee
TR
T 11,199 15,787 7,751 73,308 0 108,045 83.2
No-tillage
Ry
i 11,199 15,787 7,751 88,442 6,558 129,737 100
Tillage
=A
&
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No-tillage Planting on Cabbage Production’
W. J. Chung and J. Y. Kuo?

ABSTRACT

Experiments were conducted to study the effect of non-tillage practice on winter crop of
cabbage. Results revealed that the yield and yield components of cabbage were not affected by
different planting methods. However, no-tillage planting method can reduce 16.8% of production

cost per hectare. This method is therefore recommended.

" Contribution No. 0025 from Taichung DAIS.
* Assistant and Assistant Horticulturist of Taichung DALIS, respectively.



