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Table 1. Mean comparison, genotypic(GCV) and phenotypic coefficients of variability (PCV) for 10 different Lines of
Vitis thunbergii var. taiwaniana and 2 V. adstricta in normal-irrigated conditions

Stem Root Plant Branch Branch Root Harvest /-sitosterol Stem  Daysof  Root
diameter  diameter. height weight yield index  content weight flowering yield
Line* (cm) (cm) (m) no. (g/plant) (kg/plant) (%) (mg/g) (kg/plant) (kg/ha)
T1 2.02 1.80 1.64 12 74.2 0320 25.31 1.52 0.831 46 2243
T2  2.00 1.76 1.70 8 62.3 0.313 44.32 1.74 0.308 51 2013
T3 2.01 1.74 1.72 8 64.6 0.316 22.03 1.37 1.015 45 1740
T4 1.57 0.62 1.40 4 40.3 0.188 30.24 1.89 0.375 40 1242
T5 1.80 1.32 1.84 9 52.4 0.297 28.46 1.44 0.667 46 2057
T6 1.87 1.27 1.74 7 59.6 0.281 18.62 1.87 1.094 47 1912
T7 1.94 1.13 1.87 8 62.3 0.232 28.72 1.80 0.448 32 1437
T8 2.04 1.76 1.72 14 96.4 0.330 25.24 1.37 0.803 49 2300
T9 1.74 1.23 1.40 9 54.2 0.285 25.03 1.67 0.800 53 1734
T10 1.46 0.53 1.43 2 37.2 0.108 21.46 1.97 0.331 60 540
All 1.92 1.02 1.66 7 49.3 0.245 17.04 1.84 1.097 44 1613
Al2  1.84 0.90 1.69 6 59.4 0.296 27.32 1.65 0.715 42 1959
LSD* 0.32 0.46 1.30 4 18.3 0.095 7.73 0.45 0.480 10 362
GCV’ 3.88 7.21 341 1146 10.2 13.24 12.36 3.04 20.34 12.34 23.24
PCVY 3.96 7.34 354 11.71 105 13.47 13.00 3.12 21.24 12.51 23.76

*T1~T10 were Vitis thunbergii Sied. et. var. taiwaniana Lu; A11~A12 were Vitis adstricta Hance.
YLSD(0.05), GCV(%), PCV(%).
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Table 2. Mean comparison, genotypic (GCV) and phenotypic coefficients of variability (PCV) for 10 different lines of

Vitis thunbergii var. taiwaniana and 2 V. adstricta in flooding-irrigated conditions

Stem Root Plant Branch Branch Root Harvest A-sitosterol Stem  Daysof  Root
diameter  diameter height no. weight yield index  content weight flowering yield
Line* (cm) (cm) (m) (g/plant) (kg/plant) (%) (mg/g) (kg/plant) (kg/ha)
T1 1.50 1.00 1.18 6 47.1 0.173 25.46 1.73 0.428 33 1320
T2 1.32 0.98 1.22 5 36.3 0.164 28.82 1.64 0.349 40 1223
T3 1.11 0.90 1.09 6 25.2 0.154 29.46 1.46 0.331 30 1141
T4  0.60 0.26 0.74 3 26.4 0.080 37.42 1.85 0.098 42 308
T5 0.70 0.82 1.07 4 22.3 0.151 40.46 1.74 0.171 33 1100
T6  0.82 0.84 1.12 6 20.6 0.146 37.16 1.89 0.216 36 1032
T7 0.87 0.69 1.06 2 29.3 0.085 18.11 1.90 0.331 42 430
T8 1.47 0.99 1.23 5 49.3 0.171 23.24 1.50 0.465 35 1400
T9 1.36 0.78 1.14 6 42.4 0.154 26.23 1.64 0.369 43 1123
T10  0.65 0.27 0.93 2 22.7 0.079 30.02 1.73 0.162 37 393
All 1.23 0.64 0.98 4 34.6 0.101 19.98 1.42 0.362 40 603
Al2  0.72 0.42 0.99 5 37.9 0.104 20.03 1.53 0.374 37 643
LSD’ 0.34 0.30 0.62 2 10.5 0.034 4.16 0.36 0.101 12 247
GCVY 4.06 7.22 3.14 834 134 12.74 10.62 3.46 21.46 10.64 24.70
PCVY 417 7.46 352 846 13.6 12.98 10.73 3.53 21.73 10.72 24.94

“T1~T10 were Vitis thunbergii Sied. et. var. taiwaniana Lu; A11~A12 were Vitis adstricta Hance.
YLSD(0.05), GCV(%), PCV(%).
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Table 3. Phenotypic, (P) and genotypic, (G) correlation coefficients among different characters of Vitis Lines in

normal-irrigated condition
Stem Root Plant Branch  Branch  Harvest /3 -sitosterol Stem Days of

Character diameter diameter  height no. weight index content weight  flowering
P 0.764*%*% 0.875*** 0.707*  0.304 0.546*  0.843** (0.873** (0.403 0.257
G 0.843** 0.883** (0.743*  0.274 0.574*  0.872** 0.924** (.384 0.265
P 0.104 0.103 0.200 0.102 0.137 0.247 0.154 0.142
G 0.110 0.124 0.210 0.113 0.124 0.233 0.162 0.150
P 0.643*  0.548*  0.750*  0.232 0.303 -0.787**  0.241
G 0.657*  0.403 0.704*  0.249 0.314 -0.792%*%  0.252
P -0.337  -0.447 0.270 0.223 0.324 0.015

content G -0.346  -0.456 0.274 0.212 0.351 0.010

Harvest Index P -0.802** 0.768** 0.502 0.462 -0.612*
G
P
G
P
G
P
G
P

Root yield/plant

Days of Flowering

Stem Weight

[B-sitosterol

-0.813**  (.712%* 0.571* 0.531 -0.634*
0.355 0.242 0.203 0.576*
0.361 0.253 0.212 0.612*
0.200  -0.035 0.022
0.211 -0.037 -0.121
0.121 0.321
0.142 -0.032
0.701*
G 0.834%*
” *and ** indicated significantly at 0.05 and 0.01 levels, respectively.

Branch Weight

Branch no.

Plant Height

Root Diameter
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Table 4. Phenotypic, (P) and genotypic, (G) correlation coefficients among different characters in flooding-irrigated
condition

Stem Root Plant Branch Branch  Harvest /3 -sitosterol Stem Days of
Character diameter  diameter  height no. weight index content weight flowering
Root yield/plant P 0.721*** 0.327  0.241 0.562*  0.531* 0.789%* 0.321 0.203 0.200
G 0.803** 0.364 0.292 0.410 0.546* 0.792%* 0.354 0.211 0.198
P 0.121 -0.003  0.101 0.120 0.140 0.237 0.146 0.132
G 0.130 -0.012  0.046 0.124 0.152 0.223 -0.124 0.152
P 0.741*%*% 0.623* 0.745**  0.201 0.300 -0.480 0.102
G 0.597*  0.512* 0.773**  0.224 0.286 -0.537* 0.200
P -0.005 -0.132  0.201 0.221 -0.312 0.001
G -0.032 -0.165  0.237 0.197 -0.323 0.011
P -0.731*%* 0.652%* 0.537* 0.321 -0.564*
G -0.746** 0.543* 0.546* 0346  -0.573*
P
G
P
G
P
G
P

Days of Flowering
Stem Weight
3 -sitosterol

content

Harvest Index

Branch Weight -0.325 0.202  0.373 0.522*
-0.336 0.213  0.386 0.470
Branch no. 0.020 -0.123  0.056
0.035 0.154  0.047
Plant Height 0.120 0.254
0.114 -0.006
Root Diameter 0.821**
G  0.738**

* * and ** indicated significantly at 0.05 and 0.01 levels, respectively.
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Breeding selection and cultivation of Vitis
thunbergii Sieb. & Zucc. var. taiwaniana.
( I )The phenotypic variation of Vitis thunbergu
Sieb. & Zucc. var. taiwaniana.’

Yi-Kung Lin2’3, Sin-Yi Liuz, Ruey-Sheng Laiz, Min-Fu Huz, Jui-Lung
Kaoz, and Yuan-Ten Shyu2

Summary

To understand the response of selection of Vitis thunbergii, We Compared phenotypic variation and
correlations among agronomic characters including root production. Two field experiments were conducted
in 1999 and 2000 at the experiment field of TARI (Taichung). Ten Lines of Vitis thunbergii Sieb.et. Zucc. var.
taiwaniana and two Vitis adstricta Hance were grown in two randomized complete block designs with three
replication. Two experiments differed in respect to irrigation regime. The values of eleven characters and
relationships of nine characters were assessed.Most of the characters including root yield and main stem
diameter showed considerable genotypic and phenotypic variations. Water flooding significantly decreased
root yield and its components, however, /3 -sitosterol content did not differ significantly. Genotypic and
phenotypic correlations revealed that root yield had significaﬁt positive correlations with main root diameter,
main stem diameter, plant height branch weight and main stem weight under normal irrigation. Root yield
had significant correlations with /3 -sitosterol content and main stem diameter under normal irrigation regime,

while these correlations became insignificant under water flooding conditions.

Key words : Vitis thunbergii var. taiwaniana, Vitis adstricta Hance, phenotypic variation,
correlation, selection, cultivation.
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