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Effects of Mulching and Shading on Growth and
Yield of Ligusticum chuangxion HORT. and
Cnidium officinale MAKINO

Choi Su Yong, Kwang Jin Chang*, Ki Cheol Lee** and Cheol Ho Park

ABSTRACT : This study was conducted to improve the productivety of Ligusticum chuanxiong
HORT. and Cnidium officinale MAKINO by establishing the effects of cultivating conditions.
Growth characteristics of underground part of L. chuanxiong under the different mulching
treatment showed the highest growth and yield in black vinyl mulching treatment. The highest
dry weight of underground parts per plant in mulching treatment was 47.9g at white shading
treatment while the lowest one was 16. 5g at black shading treatment. Growth characteristics of
underground parts C. officinale under the different mulching treatment were the higher in black
vinyl mulching rather than in rice straw mulching and white vinyl mulching. Dry weight of
underground parts per plant of C. officinale under the different shading treatments was the
highest (37. 8g) under the white shading while it was lowest (12. 2g) under the black shading.
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Table 1. Growth characteristics of underground parts of Ligusticum chuanxiong with different

mulching treatments

Mulching Fresh weight (g) /plant Dry weight (g) /plant No. of

UM vegetative

. treatment Rhizome Root Rhizome Root node/ plant
Control 43.8 18.3 62.1 22. 8 11.6 34.4 7.8
Rice straw 44. 8 17.9 62. 3 24.0 12.0 36.0 6.8
White vinyl 49.2 29.6 78.8 25.1 15.5 40.6 6.6
Black vinyl 58.7 34.9 93.6 26.4 15.0 41.4 5.4

LSD 5%) 18. 09 8.52 24.51 9.11 4.74 13. 31 2.44

i E Fresh weihgt O Dry weight i

Rice straw

Mulching treatments

Fig. 1. Yield per 10a in the Ligustcum
chuangxiong with different mulching

treatments.
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Table 2. Growth characteristics of underground parts of Ligusticun chuanxiong with different

shading treatment
Shading Fresh weight (g) /plant Dry weight(g) No. of
SUM  vegetative
treatment Rhizome Root Rhizome  Root node/plant
Black shading 16.5 5.0 21.6 8.6 3.6 12.2 6.4
White shading 47.9 18.8 66. 7 25.5 12.2 37.8 7.0
Control 43. 8 18.3 62.1 22.8 11.6 34.4 7.8
LSD (5%) 19. 16 10. 54 29. 55 11.35 7.11 18. 38 3.25
{" BFresh weingt Ty weight |

Yieid per 10 {(kg!)

Shading treatments

Fig. 2. Yield per 10a in the Ligustcum
chuangxiong with different shading
treatment

I dEFo] 2421 230. 4 kg, 130. 1 kgl 2 713

Hh 9 A xpgA 2l o A = b2 711, 4 kg,
403. 2 kg2 2 M} A vEpsiom, WAy}
T FARREFel v)3)] 208.7%, 209.9% 2
FTEAE Ve FX ol v3) 7.4%, 9.
9%9] F+EIE Vet

2. BB Mullxd MSEY

HBIE(C officinale) & & 2o u}t
AR A5z ZH9 HA
A7} 25. 8mmE 7HE FA vEhga, 3
Av)d 25771 31 6mmE 7HE
Hygow

gy

flo
g

T

& T4
, AL 2277} 66, 3mmE 7}
& 9 g AnY BB} 72, SmmE
N e £ & YA T 7} A8t =

Fojgdol AR A ko (&E3). FFd 3l
ol T e MAF PZFo] 56.4 g2
2 71 e vt g W E31719.0g
o2 7ML FAE Ugdon, AEF
QoI E T T} 20.4 g2 7P Bk
, BAH|d S B} 27.7g02 M e
E Vepdoh =8 1)) MG AA
I 27AF Z5FAA fodel AN
(1997) ol ot A 72| o B A ufAl
D& gujoH 4ako] B e o] & o}y
A B AERA7) ofelA) A XA 2]
st B Bt whet A4F A%
o] Aatgo] FaFAo] Juid ez wolH o
M ZANd BEg Foan EYFEY &
A o} 2 WA Fo] Aol A, A &HE YA
Zol Z7lstm 29 ¢HFAo] FuH 1 F
2 Qe fsittn Rustded ol 2
Ao Aaet FAE T
128 32 AEAY o BINESY 10a%
FE Uehd Aoz TR AAF, A
%] z+7} 601. 5 kg, 217.6 kgl 2 7} &
3, Wau g 5B} 1036.7 kg 2 A A
FL 71 A vdetA g, AEFS ZAH]
d g 837} 295.4 kgl B M wA Ve
o, Hlg 9 B37F FA 27 vle] YA F
3 ABFol 47 72.3%, B.1%E 2 F
FEFE Vet 102 3l llA = Hd

-«'{UU\‘W-{)\‘J
oln:"ﬁ"

5o, oy -y

1

- 212 -



Table 3. Growth characteristics of underground parts of Cnidium officinale with different

mulching treatments
Mulching Rhizome (mm) No. of Fresh weight{g)/plant i Dry weight (g) /plant -
] root . Root . Root
treatment  Diameter Length tuber Rhizome tuber Rhizome tuber

Rice straw  28.0 64.1 12.9 31.3 32.6 63.9 10.6 11.8  22.5
White vinyl  28.9 72.8 12.1 43.7 53.5 97.2 12.1 15.0  27.2
Black vinyl  31.6 70.1 14.6 44.3 51.7 96.0 13.2 14.5 277
Control 25.8 66.3 12.1 33.9 22.5 56.4 11.6 8.8  20.4
LSD (5%) 3.79 1472 3.04 13.62 12.47  16.72 4.53 3.10 4.78
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Table 4. Growth characteristics of underground parts of Cnidium officinale with different shading

treatment
Shading Rhizome (mm) No. of Fresh weight(g) Dry weight(g)
: Root . Root SUM . Root SUM
treatment Diameter Length tuber Rhizome tuber Rhizome tuber

Black Shading  25.3 71.9 12.4 31.2 22.6  53.9 9.2 7.0 16.3

White Shading  26.1 65.4 18.2 28.4 36.1 64.6 9.1 11.9  Z1.1

Control 25.8 66.3 12.1 33.9 22.5 56.4 11.6 8.8 20.4
LSD (5%) 4.63 20.07 3.68 16.13 16.69 23.61 5.29 5.03 7.65
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Fig. 4. Yield per 10a in the Cnidum officinale
with different shading treatment.
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