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Effects of Cultural Methods on Growth and Yield of Ginger
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Table 1. Composition of substrate used in the experiment
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Table 2. Composition of nutrient solution used during experiments.

Nutrient
Solution NO3-N
conc.
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Table 3. Difference of water content, pH and EC at each combition of media
Medium? Water content(%) pH EC(mS/cm)

1 782 15 032

2 764 1.3 0.28

3 76.8 49 0.29

{ 637 50 0.28

5 63.1 1Y 0.32
See table 1

Table 4. Effect of mixing ratio of medium on the aerial parts growth of ginger.

Plant height Stem Leaf number

Treatment?

Stem diameter

Survival rate

(cm) number/plant /mainstem (mm) (%)
1 65.2a 18.5a 15.3a 6.da Y6a
2 63 .Ya 17.3a 13.6a HYa 92a
3 60.8b 16.9a 11.8b bda 39b
! 53.6b 15.4b 12.4b H.3a 35b
5 6.3b 16.2a 12.7a 5.8a 9lb
See table 1.
“Mean seperation within columns by Duncan’ s multiple range test at 5% level.
Table 5. Effect of mixing ratio of medium on the rhizome growth of ginger.
rhizome
Treatment width(cm) Diameter(cm) Weight(g/plant)
1 3.7a 18.3a 55.1a
2 3.6a 17 .6a 54.8a
a 7.6b 16.8a 13.1a
4 7.4b 16.8a 10.5a
5 3.0a 17.2a 50.3a

‘See table 1.

"Mean seperation within columns by Duncan s multiple range test at 5% level,
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Table 6. Effect of concentration of different nutrient solution to shoot growth in ginger.

Plant height Stem Leaf number Stem diameter Survival rate
Treatment* (cm) number/plant /mainstem (mm) (%)
Yis 12.8b 48b 3.4b 15a 82a
Yos 47 7ab 129a 97a bYa 86a
1 s 50.2a 39a 9.8a 6.2a Y3a
2 s 43.6ab 12.8a 10.4a 5.3a 83a
“See table 2
“Mean seperation within columns by Duncan’s multiple range test at 5% level,
Table 7. Effect of concentration of different nutrient solution to rhizome growth in ginger.
rhizome
freatment: Width(cm) Diameter(cm) Weight(g/plant)
a Y s 6.4a 13.3b 34.6a
Yas 6.1a 11.6b 38.8a
1 s 6.Ya 154a 43.1a
2 s 6.8a 11.8b 10.5a

“See table 2.

“Mean seperation

within columns by Duncan’ s multiple range test at 5% level,
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