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Effect of shoot cutting on growth, tuber yield and nutritional value of

Kaentawan commercial genotypes
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ABSTRACT: Shoot part of Kaentawan could be used as animal feed resources if shoot cutting
is not influence on tuber yield. However, there have been no previous studies that effect of shoot
cutting at early growth stage on tuber yield. The objective of this study was to investigate the
effect of shoot cutting on tuber yield and nutrient value of Kaentawan. The experiment was
conducted under pot experiment during July to November 2016. A 3 x 3 factorial in RCBD with
four replications was used and three Kaentawan genotypes assign as factor A and factor B were
three method of cutting (no cutting, cutting at %2 of plant height and cutting at % of plant height).
Data were recorded for plant height and SCMR at 15 and 30 days after cutting, tuber yield was
recorded at harvest and Neutral detergent fiber (NDF) was analysis at 45 days after transplanting.
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The results revealed that plant height, SCMR and tuber yield decreased with shoot cutting but
no effect on neutral detergent fiber (NDF) with an average of 42%. The results indicating shoot
cutting was decreased growth and tuber yield in all genotypes. However, shoot pats of Kaentwan
has potential for animal feed resources as it contains quite high nutritional value.

Keyword: Jerusalem artichoke, animal feed, fiber
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Table 1 Effect of shoot cutting on increasing plant height (cm) of three Jerusalem artichoke
genotypes at 15 and 30 days after cutting (DAC)

Treatments KT 1 KT 2 KT 50-4
15DAC 30 DAC 15 DAC 30 DAC 15 DAC 30 DAC

Control (no cutting) 58.0 a 83.3a 45.8 a 59.7 a 56.0 a 81.0a

Cutting at % of Plant height 222b 38.2b 19.5Db 36.2 ab 21.0b 42.7Db

Cutting at % of Plant height 125¢c 35.8b 16.5b 28.3b 16.5b 31.7c

F-test ok . . * . ok

CV. 13.6 14.8 12.3 17.8 15.6 16.2

Means in the same column with the same letters are not significantly different by LSD (p < 0.05)

*** = significant at p < 0.05 and p < 0.01
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Table 2 Effect of shoot cutting on SPAD chlorophyll meter reading (SCMR) of three Jerusalem
artichoke genotypes at 15 and 30 days after cutting (DAC)

Treatments KT 1 KT 2 KT 50-4

15 DAC 30 DAC 15 DAC 30 DAC 15 DAC 30 DAC
Control (no cutting) 28.0 a 30.2a 28.4 29.4 a 29.3 a 30.0a
Cutting at %2 of Plant height  24.8 b 224 b 271 259Db 256 Db 24.0b
Cutting at % of Plant height 21.8c 22.7b 251 26.5b 226¢C 21.8¢c
F_test *% *% nS * *% *%
CV. 3.0 4.2 7.8 54 4.9 4.3

Means in the same column with the same letters are not significantly different by LSD (p < 0.05)
s, *and ** non-significant, significant at p < 0.05 and significant at p < 0.01, respectively.
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Table 3 Effect of shoot cutting on tuber fresh yield of three Jerusalem artichoke genotypes at harvest

Treatments KT 1 KT 2 KT 50-4
g plant”

Control (no cutting) 104.5 a 89.1a 88.9a

Cutting at 2 of Plant height 39.2b 53.2b 61.2b

Cutting at % of Plant height 253 b 36.4 b 25.7b

F_test *% *%k *k

CV. 21.9 31.7 29.9

Means in the same column with the same letters are not significantly different by LSD (p < 0.05)

** significant at p < 0.01
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Table 4 Effect of shoot cutting on Neutral Detergent Fiber (NDF) of three Jerusalem artichoke

genotypes at 45 days after transplanting

Treatments KT 1 KT 2 KT 50-4
(% dry weight)

Control (no cutting) 41.0 41.2 40.5

Cutting at %2 of Plant height 40.2 41.9 39.7

Cutting at % of Plant height 42.3 42.7 42.8

F-test ns ns ns

CV. 2.9 10.5 9.3

ns = non-significant
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