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Table 1. Comparison of plant characters and yield of pai-choi at different cultivation in spring

L. Item Plant weight Leaflength Petiole width Yield
Varieties Leaf no. )
Treatments (gm) (cm) (cm) (kg/6 m~)
, [ out land 23.8 23.7 1.9 7.3 14.4
RN cultivation (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
Wan-Ya-
San Don  lacility 60 35.2 3.3 10 18.5
cultivation (252) (148.5) (173.6) (136.9) (128.5)
out land 18.87 26.16 1.5 8.15 14.2
N YA cultivation (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
Ba-Ka-Na ity 45.75 36.45 2.0 10 223
cultivation (242.4) (139.3) (133.3) (122.6) (157.0)
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Table 2. Comparison of plant characters and yield of pai-choi at different cultivations in summer

) Item Plant weight Plant height Leaf length Yield
Variety Leaf no. )
Treatments (gm) (cm) (cm) (kg/6 m*)
out land 19.58 26.38 15.97 7.9 9.98
N2 cultivation (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
Ba-Ka-Na  facility 30.65 31.19 18.06 8.0 14.45
cultivation (156.5) (118.2) (113.1) (101.2) (144.8)
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Table 3. Comparision of plant characters and yield of kale at different cultivations in spring

Item Plant Plant Leaf Leaf Yield
Varieties weight height length width Leaf no. (ke/6 m?)
Treatments (gm) (cm) (cm) (cm)
out land 11.47 26.19 10.78 9.03 5.1 7.25
Golden cultivation (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
Kale facility 25.87 42.98 14.89 11.32 5.53 11.0
cultivation (225.5) (164.1) (138.1) (125.3) (108.3) (151.2)
] out land 13.5 32.1 10.6 7.5 5.4 11.35
White cultivation (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
Flower
Kale facility 30.9 43.58 15.87 11.59 6.8 17.5
cultivation (228.9) (135.8) (149.6) (154.5) (123.6) (154.2)
AP T TR RO R TARRARISTS Y & 1 P
Table 4. Comparison of plant characters and yield of Kale at different cultivations in summer
Item Plant Plant Leaf Leaf Yield
Varieties weight height length width Leaf no. (ke/6 m?)
Treatments (gm) (cm) (cm) (cm)
out land 13.96 27.3 9.8 9.07 6.3 6.97
Golden cultivation (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
Kale facility 21.52 34.8 10.2 11.3 6.8 8.73
cultivation (154.2) (127.5) (104.1) (124.6) (107.9) (125.2)
out land 15.84 343 10.4 8.4 6.3 8.3
White cultivation (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
Flower
Kale facility 26.7 43.2 10.7 9.6 7.1 10.1
cultivation (168.7) (125.9) (102.9) (114.3) (112.7) (121.7)
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Table 5. Comparison of plant cheracters and yield of edible amaranth at different cultivations in spring

Item Plant Plant Leaf Leaf .
.. . . ) Yield
Varieties weight height length width (ke/6 m?)
Treatment (gm) (cm) (cm) (cm) £
out land
White cultivation 0 0 0 0 0
edible N
amaranth  facility 16.1 279 7.9 7.6 4.5
cultivation ’ ’ ) ' '
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Table 6. Comparison of plant characters and yield of edible amaranth at different cultivations in summer

Item Plant Plant Leaf Leaf Yield
Variety weight height length width (ke/6 m?)
Treatment (gm) (cm) (cm) (cm) £
) out land 6.04 23.08 6.45 5.98 5.4
White cultivation (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
edible
amaranth  facility 16.63 30.94 9.62 8.71 6.58
cultivation (275.3) (134.1) (149.1) (145.7) (121.9)
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Table 7. Comparison of plant characters and yield of radish at different cultivations in spring

Item  Root Root Root Leaf Leaf Leaf .
. . . . . Yield
Variety weight length  diameter weight length width (ke/6 m?)
Treatment (gm) (cm) (cm) (gm) (gm) (cm) &
out land 3554 21.80 5.7 291.1 34.59 13.80 7.75
Naka-oka cultivation (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
c. 150 facility 620 27.15 6.8 374.6 42.8 15.8 12.5

cultivation  (174.4) (124.5) (118.5) (128.7) (123.8) (113.5) (161.3)
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Table 8. Comparison of plant characters on head vegetables at different cultivations in spring

Item Plant Leaf Leaf Head
Cropps weight Leaf no. length width weight
Treatment (gm) (cm) (cm) (gm)
out land 1496.86 15.38 31.28 27.98 863.75
cultivation (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
Cabbage
facility 11225 16.63 38.08 30.26 488.75
cultivation (75.0) (108.1) (121.7) (108.1) (121.9)
out land 1393 10.6 30.55 21.3 980.0
Chinese  cultivation (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
Cabbage  fycility 1008.5 13 35.4 26.4 684.1
cultivation (72.4) (122.6) (116.1) (123.9) (69.8)
out land 574.5 14.8 20.16 20.74 355.0
Head cultivation (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
Lettuce  gycility 613.0 11.9 24.13 22.17 400.8
cultivation (106.7) (80.4) (119.7) (106.9) (112.9)
% 7 %%Iﬁiﬁ[f&ﬂk[——ﬁ ﬂzﬁgﬂa;zyﬁf[l 253 44 5257 ~ FRE11697.5
%@\7‘13 847F'V BR47570 55 B 5’522 65 Vo)~ HFE438% j*@[ |”’24.152‘\ o3~ RSk
1g|471 TP e F%F%&FFF[HI T HIEE52.2 2 55 ~ 1442.5 50 187FV 548755 ~ 243755 ~3.79
253~ 13982057 220 Paoo fl B ;[l%‘ Tﬂﬂi li%‘r%%lzl[ (L %%& b [REREN
= H?’Eﬁ 'P53.4% > TeEVE D A2.1% o & Hmﬁ'm\E[ TP E12.5% o H PR~ E\]Jﬂ%?%f?%

@ﬁ%@%t 4%%?{0@I Fi%%VPWFﬂ’?W%%‘F%* MEE

Ao T IFS RS TR I e

Table 9. Comparison of plant characters of broccoli at different cultivations

Item  Plant Plant Leaf Leaf Leaf  Stemdia- Flower  Flower
height weight no. length width meter head head

diameter  weight
Treatment (cm) (gm) (cm) (cm) (cm) (cm) (gm)
out land 44.5 1697.5 13.84 48.50 22.65 4.38 24.15 471.7
cultivation (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
facility 52.2 1442.5 18 54.80 24.30 3.79 13.98 220.0

cultivation  (117.3)  (84.9)  (130)  (1154) (1073) (86.5)  (57.9) (46.61)
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Table 10. Investigation of diseases and pests infection at different cultivations on head vegetables
(infection %)

Item Downy Diamond

Crops Treatment Soft rot mildew back moth Cabbageworm
out land 7.0 56.20 66.1° 34.6°
cultivation

Cabbage .
facility 24.6° 11.7° 53.4° 5.4°
cultivation
out land 13.2° 83.1° 44.8° 43.5°
cultivation

Chinese Cabbage -
facility 33.7° 13.2° 36.3 7.3b
cultivation
out land 0°
cultivation B B B

Head lettuce .
facmty . PRl 3 3 3
cultivation

Value in each colum followed by the same letters are not significantly different at 5% level.
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Table 11. Investigation of pests infection at different cultivations on edible herbs (infection %)

It
Crops em Turnip flea beetle Cabbageworm
Treatment
pai-choi out land cultivation 83.6" 20.1°
(Wan-ya, San Don) facility cultivation 75.2° 8.2
out land cultivation - 34.4°
Kale
facility cultivation — 10.3°
pai-choi out land cultivation 79.1¢ 36.8°
(Ba-Ka-Na) facility cultivation 73.00 1.7b
out land cultivation - 27.5%
edible amaranth

facility cultivation - 1.4°

Value in each colum followed by the same letters are not significantly different at 5% level.
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Fig. 1. Comparlson of different cultlvatlons on pai-choi
Left: facility cultivation =~ Right: out land cultivation
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Fig. 2. Comparison of different Fig. 3. Comparlson of dlfferent cultivations on edible
cultivations on kale amaranth
Right: facility cultivation Left: facility cultivation

Left: out land cultivation Right: out land cultivation
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Effects of Simple Facilities Cultivation on the
Production of Vegetables'

Fu-Yao Kwo?

ABSTRACT

This study was conducted to compare the effects of smiple facility cultivation on the
production of vegtables. The growth of the edible herbs and radish root was promoted and
the yield were increased under simple facilities. But the heading of the head vegetables,
such as cabbage and chinese cabbage, and the flowering of edible flowers, such as
broccoli, were delayed, and their yields were also reduced, whereas the growth of lettuce
was not affected.

The simple facility provided a special effect in eliminating of rain injury, but bthere
is no absolute effect on the control of pests and diseases. Disease, such as soft rot, is
easily found under facility environment, whereas those easily induced by rain-fall were
well-controlled. Isolation with nylon net can not prevent the injury of diamond-back moth

and turnip flea beetle.

" Contribution No. 0090 from Taichung DAIS.
2 Assistant of Horticulture Section of Taichung DAIS.



