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Table 1. Relative energy distribution in percentage of total energy
emission from the four lamp types

Relative energy distribution

Lamp type Blue Green-yellow  Red PAR* Far red Infrared R/FR
350-500 500-600 600-700 400-700 700-750 >750nm
nm nm nm nm nm
Fluorescent 38.7 43.7 13.4 93.1 1.0 3.2 13.4
Floral 32.0 14.2 50.8 94.6 0.6 2.4 84.6
Solar 40.5 37.2 18.2 94.5 1.3 2.8 14.0
Incandescent 2.2 6.6 12.5 211 8.2 70.5 1.5

*PAR : Photosynthetically active radiation
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Table 2. Effects of various lighting source on

—

he yield and yielding date of
Kaolang 1 Indian jujube

Treatment Yield Yielding date
(kg/plant) advanced(day)
Fluorescent 158.6%" 45*
Floral 150.3% 45
Solar 134.3° 50
Incandescent 122.8° 50
Untreatment 148.4° 0

+ ¢ Same letter within column indicated no significant
differences at 5% level according to Duncan's MRT

: Days advanced is calculated based on the yielding
date of control (Jan.1).
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Fig 1. Effects of light sources on the development of
Kaolang 1 Indian jujube

a. length of shoot (cm) b. number of node
c. length of node (cm) d. number of flower
e. number of fruit set I: SE(n=4)
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Fig 2. Effects of light sources on the development of Telong
Indian jujube

a. length of shoot (cm) b. number of node
c. length of node (cm) d. number of flower
e. number of fruit set. I: SE(n=4)
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Table 3. Effects of various lighting source on the yield

and yielding date of Telong Indian jujube

Treatment Yield Yielding date
(kg/plant) advanced(day)
Fluorescent 140.8% * 50°
Floral 125.2° 50
Solar 106.5° 55
Incandescent 111.5° 55
Untreatment 121.2° 0

+ : Same letter within column indicated no significant
differences at 5% level according to Duncan's MRT .
: Days advanced is calculated based on the yielding date of

control(Jan.1).
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Studies of light sources on the growth and
development of Indian jujube (Ziziphus
mauritiana Lam.)’

Chu-Ying Chiou?, Jeh-Hsien Weng®, and Ming-Teh Huang*

Abstract

Fluorescent light applied in the night forcing the flower and earlier
bearing of Indian jujube had been proved. However, light sources might
also have various effects on the flowering and bearing in Indian jujube.
Four kinds of light resources including fluorescent, floral, solar, and
incandescent lamps were used to investigate the flowering and yielding
responses of Telong and Kaolang 1. A random complete block design
with 4 replications was used in this study. Treated plants were lighted for
12 hours from the evening and started from 25th of June in 1996 for 40
days.

Results showed that the earlier flowering, increasing number of flower
and fruit sets, and earlier bearing were found for plants treated four light
sources. Higher yields were found for plants lighted with fluorescent,
floral light and control. Plants treated with solar and incandescent lights
showed lower yield. Yielding date can be advanced 50 and 45 days when
plants treated with solar, incandescent and fluorescent, floral lights,
respectively. Considering the costs of lighting and yield of Indian jujube,

the fluorescent lamp was the most suitable light source in this study.

Key words : Indian jujube, light sources, flowering, yielding date
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