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1% A BT 15LEH B H{R A & v BGRskZ B RO R
Table 1. Horticultural characteristics for sponge gourd line "Kaohsiung

hybrid yu 1' in advance trials

- A 1= o — * Rk
() %J L S LA L s
PaR(R) #(d) Pd(R) F(F) BT (cm) (cm) +SD(g)
88 & ft it
BT 1S ) 46 14 48 7 ¢ % 21.0 7.0 542%15
S £ 53 18 54 8 4 ¥ 195 6.5 47517
v oA fE 28 52 19 51 9 ¢ ¢ k% 205 6.5 508+20
fe B 78 + 60 23 58 10 % % F% 230 7.5 705+129
% (Fy) % 56 20 56 9 % % % 192 7.7 518%30
LSD(5 %) - 1.8 1.6 1.3 07 - - - 134 023 432
89 & #t it
BT 1S ] 43 12 44 7 ¢ % 209 7.0 53711
LN % 52 17 54 0 ¢ % 193 6.6 477+13
v oA fE 28 53 18 51 10 ~# % 202 6.6 484134
e w5 FE =+ 60 21 58 12 % % F4% 240 76 73792
L % (Fq) % 56 19 56 1M1 % 3% % 194 75 532+39
LSD(5 %) - 1.8 1.5 1.3 09 - - - 134 035 396
#1.(%)
Table 1. (continued)
L il O RN 22
ViR OREY MEY oy o osa BA
SAE(E) hEz: AR BE RA% R ﬁ‘(f/‘)ﬂ ’fJ(f/;; ;*‘fj hic £ hik
EAR (kglem?) 5% /R 2R —fh (%) (ton/ (%)
Brix) (ton/ha) ha
88 & & it
BT 1e R 3.1 4.1 0 0 96.6 0.0 13.8 168.3 68.2 124.5
EHfE [ 29 37 0 2 86.7 13.3 8.2 100.0 54.8 100.0
i A fE ? 28 36 0 0 833 6.7 7.9 96.3 57.1 104.1
Ao i AE ¢ 4.1 4.1 0 0 58.3 33.3 45 549 50.3 91.9
% (Fy) ¢ 29 35 0 1 60.0 13.3 8.5 103.7 57.8 105.4
LSD(5 %) - 0.26 0.31 - - 865 628 196 - 397 -
89 & it
R 30 42 0 0 933 0.0 13.5 166.7 65.6 121.6
N fE [ 29 36 0 2 90.0 6.7 8.1 100.0 54.0 100.0
e ] ¢ 29 36 0 0 86.7 13.3 7.6 93.8 48.7 90.2
e BEFE ? 42 40 0 0 60.0 26.7 41 506 62.6 115.9
L % (Fy) ¢ 30 36 0 1 66.7 10.0 8.3 102.555.6 103.0
LSD(5 %) - 019 0.27 - - 762 587 215 - 361 -
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Fig 1. The plant growth of new line "Kaohsiung hybrid yu 1' and check
varieties of sponge gourd in field.

§ A8 fo 18

Bl 2. S 3T& i3y 15.8%
chEL i

Fig 2. Comparison of leaf type, appearance of fruit and cooked fruit flesh
among new line "Kaohsiung hybrid yu 1' and check varieties of
sponge gourd
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SHARLRAEN AR (F Mﬁ”$ﬁ?1
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S PR 546 0% 46.(7.8 ton/ha) i & 47.0 % » A M R TI0H A 5 A 5
295-716 % - %A €5 > 7 135-T35% 60.2 ton/ha > ¥R 5%
156 (47.5 ton/ha)i & 28.1 % » H £ 3 % T I0H A 15 A 5 22.6-33.9 % -
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Table 2. Horticultural characteristics of sponge gourd line ‘Kaohsiung
hybrid yu 1' at regional trials

t"’— ‘& ?P pé‘g’é!; ‘:’\'
:’

H % #(no.) 2 % (%) 5 % A £ (ton/ha) % A& £ (ton/ha)

5k (FE el ; ) ; B ) i
ok (18) ¥ 90& 91# 11 Q0% 91# 15 Q0E 91 & Lo he(%) 90 & 91 T35 k(%)

BT 15 L4 324° 326° 325 85.2° 83.8° 845 80" 7.8 7.9 1295 5887 57.2° 58.0 122.6
#% 33.9% 32.9° 334 88.1° 85.37 86.7 12.7% 11.1* 11.9 140.0 60.37 57.6% 59.0 127.7
2% 3017 3247 313 91.9° 90.1° 91.0 16.8% 13.5° 151 171.6 63.1° 64.2° 63.6 133.9

T 321 326 324 884 864 874 125 108 116 1470 60.7 59.7 602 128.1

GEFE(CK) A4 29.9° 29.1° 295 79.4° 785° 79.0 6.3° 59° 6.1 1000 48.3° 46.3° 473 100.0
# 329° 31.7° 323 83.2° 814" 823 8.6° 84° 85 100.0 46.6° 457° 46.2 100.0
#2438 271° 29.9° 285 86.8° 84.2° 855 9.3° 83° 88 100.0 49.7° 48.0° 489 100.0

<L 300 302 301 831 814 823 81 75 78 1000 482 46.7 475 100.0

5 A Aa(ck) MEL4L 27.7° 29.6° 287 79.5° 812° 804 59° 58° 59 959 46.1° 48.7° 474 1002
15498 33.6° 31.4° 325 82.1° 80.9° 815 84" 86° 85 1000 49.7° 49.0° 494 106.8
#2438 269° 28.2° 276 826° 80.0° 81.3 96° 86° 91 1034 51.7° 536%™ 527 107.7

L 294 297 296 814 807 811 80 77 78 998 492 504 498 104.9

"FERE R EES(E)FTGES FA R ¥ 5 5 LSD(0=0.05)1 & 7 ¥
(Z)B AT A T
iz Finlay and Wilkinson % Eberhart and Russell(1966) ¥ § T“'\ 17 %%
¥ 1

a‘ ’ I\'—’-ﬂ’é\'lér'r'fé( )d—_rﬁ_& Fé\gprg-kl"}/\ J‘\_’" J‘ é: %’{4'\ RN
AEASPTEE D BEEEITN 1 A H B féfi—;épp,fs 4 FE » Baor H e
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B W RS MRS B R o AR TR 8
BE RS » 25532 TR ERE > L RE Fin%;s\ § S FIEE %)

F oo FIMEERGE A PP TR REE T AP S EE R GRS
A HmARE A EEERR

W ERACL 397 0 BT 1 5LE
wb?ﬂiﬁﬁ%%%*’?ﬁiﬁséﬁ’w
BA50x30 v EERBNEHAE o
=~ R R I B

WAL 40 d A R ITRERBERREF T T 1 FATRIT
PrB@ " HATIE) R ARA SR A B M T 29
T 3 H 3B HE810% 2 HAEERAE L 16.2 2 69.5ton/ha > »
LR ARV R 0 267.2 %% 378 %0 2 EF916 %0 2 A%
bH 2 R OIF2Z ARG BERE > F FARGEGH B P  m EVE
PRI ASLAEPRETEE > BEETR AR EF R NS
A A TR ILEE o
23 BABRTIEIRFRRETH L HE 22 & F v 1(91 & #07)
Table 3. Yield comparison of sponge gourd line "Kaohsiung hybrid yu 1' by

different treatments of plant density and retain the main stem
(Autumn, 2002)

% l'ﬁllf‘r’f%ft?'p 450%60 = 4~ >
FRAFIH T & Rl

FHREER T & 5k (F8) Fcd &R A& § (ton/ha)
15 = 10" 2" 3 i "
45030 ¥* R H&E ®xv 135 23.5 49.1 544 60.7
A 141 38.8 46.8 48.8
45060 ¥* EHE 37 135 13.6 26.1 401 64.2
VA 8.1 19.4 33.7 49.4
450x90 ¥=* E HE 37 1% 10.0 18.1 25.7 47.5
VA 5.0 14.0 21.0 40.8
450%150 2z iz By 15 6.5 15.5 35.7 57.6
N FE 3.0 10.2 30.2 48.3
%R * %' % % * % * %
i * % * % * % EES
BRE X S ns ns ns ns

TkokkZ ns A dor g AT EEY

% (P<0.05)~ &4 ¥ (P<0.01)%  if & ¥ -k % (P> 0.05)
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Table 4. Horticultural characteristics of sponge gourd line "Kaohsiung
hybrid yu 1' of adaptation test in different period trials (2003)

Research Bulletin of KDARES Vol.17(2)

WiE mm(k) e em *E % B iy Gt naz in ke
CETIE @ )y E00) (EE ) ovna) (%)

it 37135 64 66 577 92.0 0.0 243 8.7 146.5 584 119.2

ENFE 68 72 507 86.5 52 232 59 100.0 49.0 100.0
i 76 77 513 843 7.8 109 21 356 233 475
e 72 75 631 754 185 175 29 486 460  93.9
LSD(5%) 31 38 32 56 43 32 18 - 59 -

Lt #s7 1% 47 44 596 900 00 216 74 2128 536 1302

ENFE 50 50 523 856 7.5 18.9 3.5 100.0 41.2 100.0

g L fE 66 51 572 651 268 7.8 0.0 0.0 18.6 45.1
e 58 50 783 584 359 103 26 746 336 815
LSD(5 %) 2.9 3.2 28 4.2 3.6 2.6 1.3 - 51 -

sie BT 1% 29 30 554 916 00 301 162 3672 695 137.8

TR 37 38 498 90.0 00 243 44 1000 504  100.0

0 A fE 39 37 489 806 5.3 20.6 2.0 46.3 42.0 83.3

A RS 38 38 725 754 10.8 16.5 1.5 34.3 49.8 98.9
LSD(5%) 45 21 33 37 29 49 24 - 64 -

' miy 15 81 87 459 825 0.0 26.5 88 977.3 50.7 109.4

g8 98 103 452 803 62 246 09 1000 463  100.0

0 L fE 95 102 493 845 79 256 21 2282 526 113.6

A RS 87 81 608 68.1 30.3 23.2 58 647.3 58.8 126.9
LSD(5 %) 3.6 4.7 24 59 438 2.8 1.6 - 4.3 -

M kA RERF R A2 ELISA #ipl
(- )epdn s
§ 90-91 & k2 92 £ FY T BERHRZHI FRAETDE
B @A, 91 ERITELAT B RS 92 £ § (TR Rk F AT
TS () 2tk R AP IR RS R fepFE 100% 0 £
ERZYIFER L L ()2 fem 33595 0% -
(= )ELISA & i
d Pl (F 5)F 4 Bp ke 25

AR (f8) A

M E
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* o5  ELISA #Up 4+ % 4 /8 > 358 CGMMV g % - $t 8 « CABYV -
CMV ~ MVbMV ~ PRSV-W ~ WSMoV 2 ZYMV % 6 f 54 il 5 7 I 2
FRE e By 155 5% CABYV -~ CMV ~ MVbMV -~ PRSV-W ~ WSMoV %
ZYMV 2 6 fip= F s Bt o BREEME I HRE S -
1~ ZHpIvmite T
(—)o Ak T

d v ifate Lg% (% 6)F 8% 15.% Fol-2 -~ Fol-3+ Fol-4 -
Fol-5 2 Fol-6 2 4 5 & i& 50-75 % - ¥t Fol-1 R 7 % 55 > 87 3 25 1 504
ERRZPUREA 2 o FVES BB H O BFRRLFRR S 0% Fp
2 o B fEd AR 6 AERL H R A 5 25-100 % o dup 4 5 e
%5, BAFET 1 %ii:}fis% }ﬁa ELISA @ jpl& %
Table 5. Response of sponge gourd line "Kaohsiung hybrid yu 1' to virus by

ELISA
whE gropd i’
f;:; (#£) CABYV CGMMV CMV MVbMV PRSV-W WSMoV ZYMV
91 & F v + - + + + - +
IR - - + + + + +
v A A + - + + + - +
92&% Fry - - - - + + +
EAE - - - - + + +
v AR - - - - + - +
e A - - - + + + +
FIURBMER o ER L
S REBF o RF ARG
26 SARCHBRSE BIALARA R Fupte (92 & 10 1)
Table 6. Response of sponge gourd line to Fusarium wilt of loofah by
resistant test at Kaohsiung and Pingtung
5k # 5 & (%)
CK Fol-1 Fol-2 Fol-3 Fol-4 Fol-5 Fol-6
B ey 15 0 0 50 75 50 50 50
%% 218 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
N 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 A 0 50 100 75 100 50 25
Fe A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

- 44 -
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(= )p <

do e TR (F 7)F o 3 e 1L X p 2 S A0 SR T
2B B e R sios? s (MR) AR fe @B 5 eia(HR) 9 &
325 R 5 (HS) ©

B TRV FRT AR Xm0 PRAER T HFleTE 0
Wﬁ%$ﬁ§“%ﬁz~ﬁ’W&%£$$?ﬁﬁﬁﬁiiﬁmﬁii%
% Fﬁi‘?ﬁ 1%'{}@3@!%7%1‘5’%&:;?4—@/:}\ /%‘lﬁi}%:g&“ T oo
2T7BAFRTIRIARLY BiFlk LS
Table 7. Response of sponge gourd line "Kaohsiung hybrid yu 1' to

Fusarium wilt by field test

5 5 (78) - %x(92# 10 ") - XQ2& 11 1)
S epd F R feops F
By 15 13.9 MR 111 MR
B 5 215 0.0 HR 0.0 HR
N 0.0 HR 0.0 HR
o g 63.9 HS 72.2 HS
He G Ad 0.0 HR 0.0 HR
LSD(5 %) 8.5 - 6.3 -
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Table 8. Incidence of major insects of sponge gourd line "Kaohsiung hybrid yu 1'

ik (1) B A v H(R/F) ERHE T AR
UV R E 2 A5 Ficmw Y Acrdk I X
B 15 10.4 9.1 15.6 16.5 6.3 100.0
EA A 10.9 8.6 15.7 158 5.8 100.0
R ] 12.1 9.8 16.3 172 6.1 100.0
A2 B AE 11.8 9.4 15.1 16.3 5.6 100.0
LSD(5 %) 2.4 1.6 2.1 1.5 0.9 -

THO1#£127 26p-92 247 29 p i £ A 82 Tiadk
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Table 9. Evaluation on fruit appearance of sponge gourd line "Kaohsiung

hybrid yu 1'
EREA(B) * 4 ° £ % xAEER EYR o
By 135 7.8 7.7 8.0 7.3 7.7
E A 7.1 6.5 7.8 7.3 7.1
] 7.5 7.3 6.5 7.2 7.2
Fe A 7.5 7.2 6.3 8.0 7.1
LSD(5 %) 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.5 0.4

TR W ELER 92 12 7 26 0 0 1iHkE® 92 £ 12 7 27 p

128 p
2R ded b 2 AGmE T

210, SAFRT 1B EF 2 drh piZ2 g

Table 10. Evaluation on eating quality of sponge gourd line "Kaohsiung

R E 92 & 12

hybrid yu 1'

B () RE REHE R A A goro
By 13 8.6 7.9 8.0 7.3 7.9
EAL 1} 7.1 6.5 7.2 7.3 71
v 4 6.5 7.1 7.5 7.2 71
Fe G fa 5.5 7.2 7.3 7.2 7.3
LSD(5 %) 1.0 04 0.35 0.2 04
Tesep i 93211 12 p

=

TR ET 1BASE RS R ERE R PER R R AR
BB 0 04E51 5D RNEMEY 0 £ 04E 107 5 gSEE e
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Development of Sponge gourd F; Hybrid cv.
‘Kaohsiung 2’

S. F. Taiand S. Y. Huang'

Abstract

F1+ Hybrid cv. ‘Kaohsiung 2’ was released in May of 2005. The
commercial name is ‘fall green’. The new variety possessed early mature
and small leaves in early growth. It had both good shape of fruit and good
eating quality. High total yield and percentage of good fruit were also
approved. It was suitable for growth in fall. It's early yield was 11.6 ton/ha
and total yield was 60.2 ton/ha, showed respectively more than major cv.
‘Shi-Jaw’ by average of 47.0 % and 28.1 % at regional trials. It also had
higher early yield and total yield more than major cv. ‘Shi-Jaw’ by average
of 46.5-877.3 % and 9.4-37.8 % were showed in adaption trails of different
crop season. The new variety was superior for marketing since it could
bear fruits early. It was suggested to be cultivated by the farmers in
Kao-Ping area.

Key words: sponge gourd, new F{ hybrid variety, early mature
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