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Analysis of Mulberry Leaves Yields and Amount of Silkworms

raising in the Mulberry Tree-shape of Vinyl-house

Kim, Dong-Wan - Moon, Hyung-Cheol - Kim, Eun-Ji - Kim, Jeong-Man

This study was considered chances of additional income, if farmers raised silk-
worms in unused mulberry leaves, after harvesting mulberry, investigated yields of
mulberry leaves in vinyl-house and optimal amount in raised silkworms, First, the
results was investigated productions of mulberry leaves in the mulberry tree-shape
of vinyl-house, T-shape harvested 7.07 kg, Y-shape was 6.55 kg, in comparison
with convention of it was harvested 4.75 kg mulberry leaves/1 mulberry tree, was
harvested 49%, 38% more each. Also, yields of mulberry leaves was used 302 kg
when was raised 1box of silkworms in the mulberry tree-shape of vinyl-house. In
other hand, yields of raising silkworms was analysed in the mulberry tree-shapes
of vinyl-house, mulberry leaves of 1,000 ni vinyl-house mulberry tree was raised
average of 3.74 boxs silkworms, in the concrete conventional-shape was 3.24 boxs,
T-shape did 4.17 boxs and Y-shape was 3.83 boxs, Consequently, if the farmers of
1,000 ni vinyl-house mulberry tree raised silkworms with unused mulberry leaves,
could get 1~1.2 million won additionally.
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FRrE2 30009 olo] fEuete] HMEAY R 1960~1970d o= A A4F&
19709t FREFE F=4F Fol| 2] 9] g e} A2 AL FAFATE AE
Al kel 543 fFEHATTL HT ol 2 eUVF AAAFOEA S 11 7EA o
OV Au e} Foll AbSo] oAl F7heke FAlOl Atk 53] 5L 2
Zo] 1,072 ha C129)E A=r9] 57%5 ARt e =l Hd iR Aol
3, okt FoERE ETE XA EH s v, A Fg el E3tE A9
A 7FsAdol 433 2 4oz sAgHEn a8y ol AR Al Bk =
= 5 Z7|FA vlgo] Aoste] Frte] A Rgo] AERE 7|Ed 2A4H A 9 5
2 A FEA Ha ALE Bt FF 0 F ol B A e Ao e
Bk ol of 8 § HEA = BUE &8t FU A5S
H AYATE A2 2 A Al STHEE b2 AR 55 AlEtals
T e 25F71e FAY maig el wE o]oFrt SOZ 10 aF 155H Y
A5 FUEE AoE YU HTHNAAS, 2012). B2 & 5
3 go] Z}7} 51%, 57% AETa stden, 154 o A4k
o LT A APEA Tl A L u BT AR A= 2x1 m tB] 2x1.5 m A 2ol A
= 1 mE3ta 97HA Z2olE ZAA(90 cn) AHAL o 71 L
FaFo] 7Hg Ekthar B gk vl Utk(Sung, G. B, 2008; Ji, S. D., 2012). B &
A 0.4~0.7%, AA2gHFE 0.19-0.51% H =ol& E37 Ao
51 T3t = Follol= a7t §le ALoE B35S thKorea
. Seric. Sci, 1993). dEoA &= 209 7IEAIRSE 2o FH ALEA, 2T 9 A&,
eHe] FFE M54, 2f A4 9 7)eAd tid AT ol T A (Misc Publ Natl
Inst Seric Entomol Sci, Seric. Sci. Jpn, 1932~1935), ¥l AJ4taF S0 L FHgFS 9 &+
SN, AR, AT ol tig AF7F FAO 5(2002)014 F3E vl lo} @
OEUE 3 2 orjW 3 & o 8S &8l A7 vylsith b & AT
o A= AAA] SO BUE MY 8-S Ndsta o e e s ol 89§
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Table 1. Growing seasons of mulberry leaves in the mulberry ree-shape
(Unit : month - day)
. oy Opening stage of leaves
Classify t Spro;lting tSwall(;v\; bill
stage ot leaves | stage or leaves 1 2 3 4 5
Y-shape 3.14 3.17 3.20 3.24 3.28 43 4.8
T-shape 3.20 3.23 3.27 4.1 4.4 4.8 4.12
Convention 4.5 4.7 4.11 4.14 4.17 4.21 4.25
Lug g 1A 2 g A5 A vlE] TAY, YA o] 53t 53] B
Tkl gako] & J4olA 7Y 23709 117 Bka, FZA 1.8 em®} 1.1 cm, FF
NAME 2.1 ecmé} 1.6 cm AE & ASZ ZAE AT 7R Aoy 7HA s 2 zpol7t $1dd
O} Az A= FYOIH] 4.7 cm, 3.5 cm I ASZ ERGTH

Table 2. Growing comparison of mulberry branches, mulberry leaves in the mulberry tree-

shape
Branch Leaf
Classify Branch length| New branch | Number of | Number of Width of Length of
(cm) (cm) branches leaves leaves (cm) | leaves (cm)
Y-shape 157.6 45.6 27.4 17.1 16.1 18.2
T-shape 159.2 46.1 28.4 18.3 16.8 18.7
Convention 152.5 41.4 27.6 16.0 15.0 16.6
2. 968 UT Sud o] A% 2 4 v
orje] ASE wole] A& rpR A2 Dol &) YARE oF 102, TAHL oF 59
A WE Aow ZAHAY. AL YARNA 208 A F3ele 2470 A% 59
2ol on, U E mpA o 2 ek vkl 69 3R OF §F @3t ot E gs)
Qo Yehgee 1 o= TAE oY BAE vhdslA Aaoldnt. o] Fate] 714 v
S A%E71E 59 1095H 59 21 Aeldl Bog FAE AT
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Table 3. Harvesting seasons comparison of mulberry in the mulberry tree-shape

(Unit : month - day)

Classify First harvesting seasons | Most harvesting seasons | Last harvesting seasons
Y-shape 5.2 5.10 6.3
T-shape 5.8 5.16 6.7
Convention 5.12 5.21 6.13
Lt A7)+ 3.1~33 emo| oW, FAl= oY 1709 3.5~3.8 g, % = 14.9~15.5 °Brix ©|
goit, 53] orle] Ao 9FL FE= IR, BANA LBUR £38 foye Yt
Aoz et

Table 4. Quality comparison of mulberry in the mulberry tree-shape

Classify Mulberry length (cm) Mulberry weight (g/ea) Mulberry brix (°Brix)

Y-shape 3.11 3.53% 15.4*

T-shape 3.21 3.81° 14.9°
Convention 3.29 3.83° 15.5°

* Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different at probability level according to Duncan’s

multiple range test.

9T BUIE 10 o AAF

o 2% Aor 24T 1ed o

o Hl3) 30

F= YAE

O] 59.3%, TAF o] 51.8% T Bkl o|=

A, TAE o] 5,466 %

AU o E2 Aoz

, TAE 2 A9 Zgkoy, #2206 F2 ol&

FHFL 10 aF Fydin] YA

o)

g 249 =3 10 ad P he] Y] 6,196

UERtT

Table 5. Yield and profit comparison of mulberry in the mulberry tree-shape

Numbers of Yield of mulberry Total income of
Classity mulberry-tree mulberry
(tree/10a) kg/tree kg/10a (1,000 won/10a)
Y-shape 177 6.12 1,083" 12,996
T-shape 178 5.80 1,032° 12,384°
Convention 206 3.30 680° 6,800°

* Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different at probability level according to Duncan’s

multiple range test.
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Table 6. Yields comparison of mulberry-leaf in the mulberry tree-shape

Yields of mulberry-leaf
Classify
Number of branches g/branch kg/tree kg/10a
Y-shape 27.4 239° 6.55 1,159
T-shape 28.4 249° 7.07 1,258
Convention 27.6 172° 4.75 978

Table 7. Growth days of silkworms by feeding of the mulberry tree-shape leaves

Classity 1-age 2-age 3-age 4-age 5-age Total
Y-shape 43 4.0 4.16 5.8 29 20.12°
T-shape 43 43 4.16 5.11 29 20.18°
Convention 43 43 4.16 5.11 29 20.18°

* Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different at probability level according to Duncan’s

multiple range test.

ol ALSA 71E BTl RS AR A, TRE FETelN Bujshs 533
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Table 8. Feed rations of the mulberry leaves when was raised silkworms

. 5-ages
Classify 1-ages 2-ages 3-ages 4-ages 3-days Total
250heads (g) 43 115 376 1,326 1,915 3,775
Ibox (kg) 3.4 9.2 30.1 106.1 153.2 302

Zy FYERZ QU E 3 ? g Helog FoE ASS A, 4%
3%, T3 18.4%J o}, o= Bl
ot

Table 9. Rations of silkworms was raised weakly when was feed the mulberry leaves

Classity Y-shape T-shape Convention
Ration of raising | weak-silkworms (heads) 173 5.7 46
silkworms
(250 heads) Ratios (%) 6.9 2.3 18.4

G, ol A5

BE ol Mg Y TAY B FoA A WA Ao
2 2R, Aed vel o] Bl Fold o

Table 10. Rations of disease-silkworms was raised when was feed the mulberry leaves

Classify Test heads Disease-free heads Disease heads Ratios of disease (%)

Y-shape 250 220.7 293 11.7

T-shape 250 2253 24.7 9.8
Convention 250 218.7 313 12.5
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Table 11. Weights of silkworms (5-age 3-days) was raised when was feed the mulberry

leaves
Weights of silkworms (5-ages 3-days)
Classify
1 head-per (g) 250 heads-per (g) 1 box-per (kg)
Y-shape 222 555.1 33.3a
T-shape 2.34 585.3 37.4a
Convention 2.05 512.7 26.7b

* Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different at probability level according to Duncan’s
multiple range test.

=1) L
SEFE BT A5, 10 a AakE HoE B 3 24%%} AP% 7Fs gt B8, YA
(e}

KX
0.6°87F B2 3.8373A, TAE 2 oF 093474 B2 417787 A% 7hHe @ Aoz 4531

Table 12. Possibility yields of silkworms (5-age 3-days) is raised by was feed the mulberry
leaves

Classify Y-shape T-shape Convention

Possibility yields of

. 3.83 4.17 3.24
silkworms was feed (Boxs/10a)
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