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Effects of Row Spacing on the Cane Leaves Yield and Fresh Tuberous Roots Yield of Guangshu 87
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Abstract
With Guangshu 87 as the raw materials, we researched the effects of five row spacing treatments (75,80,85,90,95 ¢cm) on the cane leaves yield
and fresh tuberous roots yield under the planting density of 60 000 plants per hectare. [ Result] With the increase of row spacing,the yield of
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[ Objective | To research the effects of row spacing on the cane leaves yield and fresh tuberous roots yield of Guangshu 87. [ Method |
cane leaves enhanced gradually. And the yield reached the maximum value of 12 656.3 kg/hm” at 95 cm row spacing. Therefore, the yield of

cane leaves could be enhanced by increasing the row spacing. At the same time,with the increase of row spacing,the yield of fresh tuberous roots
enhanced gradually. And the yield reached the maximum value of 34 875.0 kg/hm’ at 90 cm row spacing,but then decreased at 95 ¢cm row spac-

ing. [ Conclusion] In general , 90 cm row spacing could obtain reltiavely ideal yield of Guangshu 87.
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Table 1 Effects of row spacing treatments on the cane leaves yield of

Guangshu 87

2 AN it ht
Row spacing Plot yield Converted yield
cm kg kg/hm’
75 98.0 9 187.5
80 102.0 9562.5
85 113.0 10 593.8
90 127.0 11 906.3
95 135.0 12 656.3
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Table 2 Effects of row spacing treatments on the fresh tuberous roots

yield of Guangshu 87

i ANt Bt
Row spacing Plot yield Converted yield
cm kg kg/hm’

75 313.0 29 343.8
80 346.0 32437.5

85 356.0 33375.0
90 372.0 34 875.0
95 344.0 32 250.0
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