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Table 1. Physical and chemical properties of soil at the experimental area.

pH Texture OM' Bray-1P Ex.K Ex.Ca Ex.Mg Ex.Fe Ex.Mn
(H20) () Ittt —— (L0 i ——

359 SL® 179 46 120 219 56 59 24
'OM: Organic matter
2SL: Sandy loam
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Table 2. The apllication rate of dolomite and borax.

Dolomite Borax

Treatment (ton/ha) (kg/ha)
Lo Bg 0 0
Lo B15 0 15
Lo Bsp 0 30
L:1Bg 1 0
L1By5 1 15
L1Bso 1 30
LoBg 2 0
LoBys 2 15
LoBso 2 30

L: Dolomite

B: Borax
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Table 3. The main contents of chicken compost.
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Fig 1. The fluctuation of precipitation from planting to harvested stage of Tainung
No.13 pineapple.
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Table 4. The variation of soil pH value between different application rate of
dolomite and borax.

Treatment 92.4.17 92.12.24
Lo Bo? 3.47°T 3.68°
Lo Bis 3.58° 3.64°
Lo Bso 3.69° 3.64°
AVG?3 3.58 3.65
LB, 3.84°° 4.082
LiB1s 4.07%° 4.042
LB 4.03%° 4.002
AVG 3.98 4.04
LoBo 4.192 4.312
LoB1s 4.182 4.202
= 4.352 4.242
AVG 4.24 4.25

"The same letter in the same column indicates no significant
difference at 0.05 level according to Duncan’s multiple range test.
2L: Dolomite, B:Borax

®AVG: Average of same dolomite treatments.
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Table 5. The variation of soil chemical properties between different application
rate of dolomite and borax before flower-forced.

Treatment pH OM? Bray-1 P Ex.K Ex.Ca Ex.Mg Ex.Fe Ex.Mn

(Yo)  mmmmmmmmmmmmmmemeeeooooeoos (mg/kg)----=-==-===mmmommm oo
Lo Bo® 3.66°" 1.813° 48P 185% g2Pb 422 1052 98?2
LOB15 3.73b 1.91% 38° 150b 167° 302 55° 44°
LO B30 3.89ab 1.66%°° 36° 173ab 97° 452 66° 42°
AVG4 3.76 1.79 40 169 115 39 75 61
L1BO 4.08a 1.72%%° 48% 178ab 134° 392 67° 34°
L1B15 4.13a 1.74%° 63?2 183ab 95° 322 772 35°
L1B30 4.09a 1.82%° 22 205ab 160° 473 75%° 70%°
AVG 410 1.76 58 189 130 39 73 46
L2BO  4.28a 1.42°¢ 45° 163ab 2753 352 68P° 5230
L2B15 4.34a 1.39° 642 230a 303 528 67° 44°
L2B30 4.32a 1.65%°¢ 42° 138b 5242 312 58P° 41°
AVG 4.31 1.49 50 177 367 39 64 46

" The same letter in the same column indicates no significant difference at 0.05 level
according to Duncan’s multiple range test.

?0OM: Organic matter

3L: Dolomite, B:Borax

4AVG.:Average of same dolomite treatments.
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Table 6. The variation of soil chemical properties between different application
rate of dolomite and borax before harvested stage.

Treatment pH OM? Bray-1 P Ex.K Ex.Ca Ex.Mg Ex.Fe Ex.Mn

(%)  mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmooe oo (mg/Kg)---=========mmmmmmmmm oo oo

Lo B, 3.68°7 1.97% 972 1642° 77° 76%° 832 402
LoBs 3.64° 1.79% 902 g2b 3542 44° 1492 60°
LoBs, 3.64° 1.93% 882 893° 402 83% 652 602
AVG* 3.65 1.90 92 115 157 68 99 53

LB,  4.08% 2322 842 1752 1042 105% 842 632
LiBys 4.04% 2397 872 1992 2242 1352 752 292
L4Bsgy 4.00° 2.14® 882 1412 1682 108% 862 322
AVG  4.04 228 86 172 165 116 82 41

LB, 4.31* 2.09%® 95° g7 1072 68% 972 362
L,Bys 4.20° 1.94% 79° 103% 1392 80% 882 502
LB, 4.24° 2.07% 912 51P 3582 69% 842 442
AVG 425 203 88 80 201 72 90 43

" The same letter in the same column indicates no significant difference at 0.05 level
according to Duncan’s multiple range test.

?0OM: Organic matter

3L: Dolomite, B:Borax

*AVG: Average of same dolomite treatments.
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Table 7. The variation of leaf nutrient concentration between different application
rate of dolomite and borax before flower-forced.

Treatment N P K Ca Mg Fe Mn Cu Zn B
(%) ====(%o)-====  mmmmmmeemeeee- (mg/kg)--------------

Lo Bo? 0.96%7 0.09% 3.23% 0.24® 0.12° 5028 170° 158 40 172
LoBys 1.24% 0.06® 2.93%° 0.20° 0.12° 367%° 150% 11% 412 152
LoBg 1.11% 0.10® 2.83% 0.222 0.13° 221° 149% 10® 392 182
AVG® 1.10 0.08 3.00 0.22 0.13 363 156 12 40 17
L1Bo 1.01% 0.09% 2.70%° 0.23% 0.15°° 326 154 14% 422 19?
LiBys  0.99% 0.10* 2.58% 0.25% 0.14°° 394% 1782 10® 47° 172
LiBs,  1.36% 0.11% 2.90%° 0.23% 0.14° 483%* 170 11® 492 232
AVG 1.12 0.10 273 0.23 0.14 401 167 12 46 20
L,Bo 0.96% 0.10%° 2.33° 0.24® 0.16%°°315°° 1492 872 43% 212
L,Bys  1.20% 0.10% 2.90%° 0.272 0.18% 444% 1822 122 492 232
L,Bs, 1.25% 0.10% 2.83%° 0.297 0.19% 460% 174 122 412 212
AVG 114 0.10 268 0.27 0.18 406 168 11 45 21

" The same letter in the same column indicates no significant difference at 0.05 level
according to Duncan’s multiple range test.

2L: Dolomite, B:Borax

SAVG: Average of same dolomite treatments.

28 2 FEdEAEmEE ETHREDPESFEAERRRL A
Table 8. The variation of leaf nutrient concentration between different application
rate of dolomite and borax before harvested stage.
Treatment N P K Ca Mg Fe Mn Cu Zn
(%) ) e —— (mg/kg)-----------

Lo Bo> 1.23%7 0.14* 2.68% 0.34* 1293* 769% 220 13* 29°
LoBys 1.09% 0.14* 2.68% 0.35% 1197° 365° 214%® 972 37%
LoBsy 1.09% 0.12% 2.63% 0.45%° 1383% 325° 204% 10®  38%
AVG® 113 0.13 266 0.38 1291 486 213 11 35
LB, 1.102  0.12% 3.10® 0.35% 17172 382° 186% 9.4® 40%
LBy 1.25% 0.12% 2.58% 0.43% 1556%° 380° 160% 9.4% 44
L{Bs, 1.41% 0.13% 2.83% 0.48% 15732 469% 1512 952 44
AVG 125 0.12 283 0.42 1615 411 166 9.4 43
L.Bo 1.23%2  0.11%  2.78% 0.41% 1492%° 419% 146® 8.3% 38%
L,B;s 1.25% 0.122 2.83% 0.38% 1624%° 460 156% 11% 452
LB,  1.11%  0.13% 2.73% 0.40° 1446%° 656 1252 {112  35°
AVG 119 012 278 0.40 1520 511 142 10 39

12335 table 7
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Table 9. The variation of plant height before flower-forced, fruit quallty

between different application rate of dolomite and borax.
Treatment  Plant height Fruit  Fruit  Fruit Sugar Acidity Sugar/ Broken-cored

=

(Before anthesis length width weight acidity disease

(cm) (cm) (cm) (kg)  (°Brix) (%) (%)

Lo Bo? 103.2%"  18.52 11.12 1.24® 17.3%° 0.98%° 17.7% 26.72°
Lo Bis 108.57  17.0® 11.7% 1.36* 17.2°° 0.97* 17.7°°  36.7°
Lo Bao 115.1% 1792 11.5% 1.18% 16.3° 0.93%° 17.5* 10.0°
AVGS 108.9 17.8 114 126 169 0.96 17.6 24.5
L1Bo 100.8*  16.6% 11.4% 1.16* 18.7%° 1.00%® 18.7° 16.7°
L{B1s 107.3*  16.5% 11.3% 1.18% 17.7%° 1172 16.0° 20.0%°
L1Bs0 103.9%  16.4% 11.22 1.07° 17.3°° 0.78°> 22.22 13.3%
AVG 104.0 16.5 11.3 1.14 17.9 0.98 18.3 16.7
LB 103.4* 1712 11.8% 1.22% 16.7°° 0.80° 20.9%° 10.0°°
LoB1s 107.8*  16.9% 11.2% 1.28% 18.4%° 0.88° 20.9%° 16.7%
= 104.5%  16.8% 11.22 1.09°® 19.52 0.90° 21.72 10.0%°
AVG 105.2 16.9 11.4 1.20 18.2 0.86 21.2 12.2

" The same letter in the same column indicates no significant difference at 0.05 level
according to Duncan’s multiple range test.

2L: Dolomite, B:Borax

3AVG:Average of same dolomite treatments.
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Fig 2. The relationship between Ileaf calcium concentration and
broken-cored severity of Tainung No.13 pineapple.
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Fig 3. The relationship between leaf magnesium concentration and
broken-cored severity of Tainung No.13 pineapple.
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Fig 4. The relationship between leaf boron concentration and
broken-cored severity of Tainung No.13 pineapple.
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Effect of Dolomite and Borax applications on the
quality of Tainung No. 13 pineapple

Yong-Hong Lin and Sun-Tai Lin'
Abstract

Before flower-forced, the calcium, magnesium and boron
concentrations were all lower than normal cayneen in Tainung No.13
pineapple. The different dosages of dolomite and borax were apllied to
evaluate the influence on quality and yield of Tainung No.13 pineapple.
Three rates of dolomite (0,1,2 t/ha) and three rates of borax(0,15,30
kg/ha), 9 different treatments were conducted in this experiment. Before
flower-forced, soil physical-chemical properties and plant nutrition
concentration were all increased as the increase of rates of dolomite and
borax. The fruit length, width and weight were all excellent when
non-dolomite and 30 kg/ha borax were applied. The sugar/ acidity and the
reduction percentage of broken-cored were showen the best in the
treatment with 2 ton/ha dolomite and 30 kg/ha borax were applied.

Key words: Tainung No.13 pineapple, dolomite, borax, broken-cored
disease.
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