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Effect of Planting Date and Cutting Management on
Jerusalem Artichoke (Helianthus tuberosus L.
K.B. Lim and H.J. Lee

College of Agriculture, Seoul National University, Suweon

Summary

In order to know the effect of planting date and cutting management on Jerusalem Artichoke (Helianthus

tuberosus L.) as a new forage or energy crop, JA tubers were planted from April 7 to June 27 with 20 day

interval.

Growth and yield could stay high as normal planting if tuber planting had been done until late May.

The delayed planting after June caused deterioration of seed tuber, produced poor emergence and retarded

growth.

Previous harvested field did not need additional planting every spring because there were enough left-

over tubers usually small size, less than 3gr., to provide a dense seedling establishment. This plot had too

dense in population to adjust its spacing by thinning some of seedlings.

One or two times cutting for forage or silage production reduced tuber yield very significantly. Therefore,

it was not a good management to harvest for both of forage and tuber production. Topping at 20cm from

growing point in early July prevented from lodging and assured tuber yield.
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Effect of planting date on some agronomic characteristics

Date of planting

Agronomic

April April May June June
characteristic
7 27 17 7 27
Plant Ht. (Jul. /26) 287 190 174 110 42
Plant Ht. (Sep. /26) 397 364 316 282 24 6
Tuber yield(t/10a) 4.29b* 3.97b 3.75b 4.33b 2.20a
Top vield(t/10a) 2.10b 2.59b 1.96b 1.96b 0.84a

%: Means within rows followed by a same letter are not significantly different at the 5% level according to Duncan’s mul-

tiple range test.
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Table 2, Effect of cutting frequency on tuber and forage yield in the populations made by

left—- over tuber after harvest.

Treatment

Agronomic
Frequency of cutting Control

characteristic

0 1(6/8) 2(6/8, 8/8) (70 % 30 cm)
Plant Ht. (ecm) at cutting 127 127 127, 203 94
Plant Ht. {em) (Sep./1) 335 235 62 310
Forage yield (kg / 10a) - 246 258, 682 -
Tuber yield (t /10a) 4.03a* 1.92b 0.88b 3.84a
Top yield (t /10a) 2.42b 1.62ab 0.70 a 1.50ab

*; Means within rows followed by a same letter are not significantly different at the 5% level according to Duncan’s mul-

tiple range test.
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Table 3. Effect of cutting.time on forage and tuber yield

Date of 1st and 2nd cutting

Agronomic Control

o June July July June & August
characteristic

18 5 18 18 12

Plant Ht. (cm) at cutting 94 158.2 218.4 94.2, 166. 2 94
Forage yield (kg /10a) 160. 8 532.8 639. 2 19 21,565.7 -
Plant Ht. (em) (Sep. /27) 205 145 110 70 380
Tuber yield (t /10a) 1.75b* 1.19b 1.31b 0.31a 3.80c
Top yield (t /10a) 1.53d 0.90 be 0.63ab 0.21a 1.50d

*; Means within rows followed by a same letter are not significantly different at the

tiple range test.
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Table 4. Effect of topping on plant height
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Date of topping

Agronoml(.: . June July June & July Control
characteristic 18 18 18 18

Plant Ht. (em) at topping 94 - 94 , 118 94
Plant Ht. (cm) (Aug. /12) 272 231 180 300
Plant Ht. (cm) (Sep./27) 305 292 230 380
Index of plant Ht. 80 77 61 100
Tuber yield (t /10a) 3.94a* 3.68a 3.1%a 3.80a
Top yield {t /10a) 1.75a 1.75a 1.30a 1.50a

*; Means within rows followed by a same letter are not significantly different at 5% level according to Duncan's mul -

tiple range test.
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