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Fiber Yield and Sex Ratio of Hemp in Different
Planting Density
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ABSTRACT : This study was conducted to investigate the effects of planting densities on sex

change and fiber yield in hemp plants, local variety “Gangweonjong” was planted with various
planting densities (40X5, 4010, 40x20, 60X5, 60X 10, 60%x20cm), and harvesting dates {(June

24, July 9 and 24).

The stem length was the longest in the space of 60x20cm(8,333 plants per 10a). The
diameters of stem was the thickest in the planting space of 40 % 20cm(12,500 plants per 10a) The
ratio of peeled fiber yield was the highest in the planting space of 40x5cm(50,000 plants per
10a). In general, the condition under denser planting space(40X5cm ; 50,000 plants per 10a) led

to an increase in the number of female plants.

Key words : Cannabis sativa L., Plant density, Hemp , Stem length, Fiber length, Fiber vield,

Sex ratio.
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Table 1. Chemical properties of the soil before experiment

pH O.M. PO Ex, Cations (me /100g) CEC
(1:5) (%) (ppm) Ca Mg K {(me /100g)
6.4 4.5 382 5.1 3.9 0.74 11.2
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Fig. 1. Relationship between plant space and
stem length in three different har-
vesting time,

% Harvest time :
June 24(90 days after planting)
July 9(105 days after planting)
July 24(120 days after planting)
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Fig. 2. Relationship between plant space and
stem length in three different har-
vesting time,

X Harvest time :
June 24(90 days after planting)
July 9(105 days after planting)
July 24(120 days after planting)
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Fig. 3. Relationship between plant space and
peeled hemp ratio in three different
harvesting time,

% Harvest time :
June 24(90 days after planting)
July 9(105 days after planting)
July 24(120 days after planting)
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Table 2. Effect of plant density on fiber yield and sex ratio in hemp plants

:;z:z ?;re"e“ geor fofaplants E:rteu;f PIants o old of fiber(kg /10a)  Sex ratio (%)
(cm) (%) Female Male  Total Female Male
40X5 50,000 600 9% 75 170 56 44
40X10 June 24 95,000 300 99 85 184 54 46
4020 (90 DAP) 12,500 150 55 7 128 3 57
60X5 33,333 400 89 72 161 55 45
60X 10 16,666 200 59 74 133 m 56
60X 20 8,333 100 m 60 104 2 58
LSD(0.05)  — 33 153 575 127 127
10X5 50,000 600 146 86 232 63 37
4010 July 9 25,000 300 17 88 205 57 3
40X20 (105 DAP) 12,500 150 104 121 225 16 54
60X5 33,333 400 139 89 228 61 39
60X 10 16,666 200 102 114 216 47 53
6020 8,333 100 71 % 166 3 57
LSD(0.05)  — 742 286 469 164 164
40%5 50,000 600 177 84 261 68 2
40X10 July 24 25,000 300 108 66 174 62 38
40%20 (120 DAP) 12,500 150 104 112 216 8 52
60X5 33,333 400 148 80 228 65 35
60X 10 16,666 200 123 93 216 57 3
6020 8,333 100 73 93 166 m 56
LSD(0.05)  — 69.7 205  67.6 184 184

DAP:; Days after planting.
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