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Table 1.The agronomic traits of roselle strain at the strain comparison test on 2007.

g g g g g g g
CF-C-95 1446 375° 101.8° 311°  208% 146 167 480"  301° 11.1° 6.2° 1.2° 24" 203 21®  1233° 1353.0° 744.3®  139.8° 1787
CF-0-95 161.0° 489°  113.8°  254°  193° 146 167 550°  362° 14.4° 9.3° 1.2° 270 278" 18° 1110° 1270.8°  830.8°  107.0° 199.3
T™-95 136.0°  381° 970°  278%  202* 146 167 57.0° 39.8° 17.1° 10.1° 1.1° 270 328  22° 154.5°  1944.8° 1087.0° 127.3° 261.0
TS-95(CK1)  150.9°  430°  107.1° 293"  216° 153 180 50.0° 243¢ 7.5¢ 4.3° 05° 21" 201° 11° 125.8°  827.3° 4165 583"  100.0
TW-95(CK2)  150.5°  406%  113.6° 288  217° 153 180 479° 23.0° 6.3° 3.6° 05° 23" 208" 1.0° 118.3°  635.3°  400.8° 50.0° 962
1%

Means within each column followed by the same letter are not significantly at 1% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Table 2.The agronomic traits of roselle strain at the Dongxing regional yield trial on 2008.

9 9 9 9 9 9 9
CF-C-95 165.5% 145° 149.5° 24.8° 108° 153 171 54.2° 325% 125% 7.8° 1.0 2.0° 30.6° 1.8° 105.5®  1060.2°  609.1° 84.1% 166.6
CF-0O-95 164.0° 16.0° 139.3° 225° 11.5° 153 171 52.4° 296" 10.3" 5.7° 0.9° 1.8° 280° 1.7 84.2" 754.0" 424.0° 63.9” 115.9
TM-95 152.3° 165° 143.0° 215° 13.3° 151 165 56.7% 354° 146° 8.6° 1.1° 2.4° 30.5° 2.2° 111.9° 1378.9° 767.5° 103.4° 209.9
TS-95(CK1) 169.5° 220° 162.5° 23.3° 143° 163 183 57.7% 246° 8.5° 4.8° 0.7° 1.8° 314° 1.4° 796° 757.6" 365.7° 49.2° 100.0
TW-95(CK2) 174.3° 175° 141.0° 238° 145° 163 183 62.2° 27.8% 9.3° 5.7° 0.6° 1.8° 31.1° 1.5% 746° 630.5° 389.8° 46.5° 106.6
1%

Means within each column followed by the same letter are not significantly at 1% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Table 3.The agronomic traits of roselle strain at the Xinxing regiona yield trial on 2008.

9 9 9 9 9 9 9
CF-C-95 190.2%% 126° 178.1° 264° 21.2° 145 169 57.1” 34.1° 133° 8.2° 1.0° 2.1° 32.0° 2.0° 109.5® 1317.5° 794.6° 86.0° 175.7
CF-0O-95 178.2" 126° 182.5° 242° 17.2° 145 169 54.2° 324° 11.5° 7.0° 0.8° 1.8° 29.1° 1.9° 118.5° 1183.9° 646.8" 77.2° 143.1
TM-95 164.9° 11.2° 173.3° 266° 18.2° 140 160 56.7° 37.2° 15.8° 10.2° 1.1° 2.5° 313* 2.3° 129.8° 1850.9° 1165.8° 112.0° 257.7
TS-95(CK1) 209.5° 131° 192.7°  250° 18.2° 153 178 63.0° 27.7° 9.5¢ 5.9 0.7° 2.1° 32.1° 1.6° 80.3° 744.6° 452.3° 45.8° 100.0
TW-95(CK2) 200.8% 11.6° 190.7°  242° 186° 153 178 61.2° 28.0° 9.6 5.9 0.7° 2.0 325° 1.6° 88.9" 798.4° 467.9° 53.8° 103.4
1%

Means within each column followed by the same letter are not significantly at 1% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.



9 9 9 9 9 9 9
CF-C-95 156.3" 133* 143.3* 200° 15.0° 151 173 55.2¢ 33.8° 12.2° 7.4° 1.1° 2.0° 32.8° 2.0° 142.0° 1512.5° 874.4° 93.7° 177.2
CF-0O-95 146.8" 17.3° 1445° 175° 12.3° 151 173 56.8" 31.6° 10.3° 6.8° 0.8* 2.0° 29.3° 1.6° 120.6® 1093.8° 643.8° 69.8° 130.5
TM-95 136.3° 130° 131.3* 175° 12.8° 149 171 57.0" 36.7° 13.0° 9.3° 1.0 2.5° 30.0° 1.9° 146.3° 1657.1° 1057.4° 106.1° 214.3
TS-95(CK1) 172.8° 145* 154.3° 180° 13.3° 160 177 59.0% 27.0° 9.1° 5.4° 0.6° 2.1° 33.0° 1.6° 107.4* 833.0° 493.4° 53.3° 100.0
TW-95(CK2) 171.3° 11.5° 147.3*°  210° 155° 160 177 60.3° 28.0° 9.4% 5.8° 0.6° 2.1° 32.7° 1.6° 93.1° 768.6° 455.8° 49.1° 924
1%

Means within each column followed by the same letter are not significantly at 1% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Table 5.The agronomic traits of roselle strain at the Dawang regiona yield trial on 2009.

9 9 9 9 9 9 9
CF-C-95 92.2" 147° 79.7° 19.0° 134° 150 176 56.7¢ 328° 11.6° 7.1° 0.9° 2.0° 286" 1.5° 128.5% 11335° 657.9° 721%* 176.9
CF-0O-95 89.1.° 135° 80.2° 185° 134° 150 176 55.5° 33.2° 9.9° 7.3° 0.9° 1.9° 26.0° 1.5 116.3% 976.0° 603.1° 56.8" 162.2
TM-95 75.1° 125° 775° 19.0° 13.7° 148 174 54.2° 37.1° 13.7° 9.1° 0.9° 2.3° 290° 1.9° 136.0° 1463.5° 843.5° 88.2° 226.8
TS-95(CK1) 103.2* 143° 100.4° 188° 13.2° 162 178 51.7° 236° 6.7 3.5° 0.4° 2.0° 315° 1.1¢ 84.5° 625.0° 371.9° 37.7° 100.0
TW-95(CK2) 108.3° 13.7° 95.6° 195° 142° 162 178 55.0° 25.8° 7.3¢ 4.0° 0.4° 2.0° 307® 1.2¢ 94.6" 706.9° 423.1° 43.8° 113.8
1%

Means within each column followed by the same letter are not significantly at 1% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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97 TM-95

TS-95(CK 1) TW-95 (CK2)
TM-95 132.2cm  CF-C 151.1cm CF-O
144.5cm CK1 TS 163.8cm 6
TM-95 CF-C-95 CF-0-95 CK1
TS-95 7
8
TM-95
14.3g CF-C-95 12.49g CF-0-95 10.5g
CK1 TS-95 8.3
9
TM-95 9.3g CF-C-95 789 CF-O-95
6.79 CK1 TS-95 4.9g
10
T™M-95 1.0g CF-C-95 1.0g CF-0-95
0.99 CK1 TS-95 0.69
TM-95 89.5% CF-C-95 86.3%
CF-C-95
11
TM-95 24mm CF-C-95 2.0mm
CK1 TS 2.0mm
12
TM-95
131.0 CF-C-95 121.4 CF-0O-95 109.9
CK1 TS-95 88.0
13
TM-95
1587.6g CF-C-95 1256.09 CF-O-95
990.79g CK1 TS-95 740.1g
14
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TM-95 767.5g CF-C-95 609.1g
CF-0-95 424.0g CK1 TS-95
365.79 TM-95 1165.89g CF-C-95
794.69 CF-O-95 646.8¢
CK1 TS-95 452.3g T™-95
1057.4g CF-C-95 874.4g CF-0-95 643.89
CK1 TS-95 493.4g
T™-95 84359 CF-C-95 657.99 CF-O
603.1g CKl1 TS 3719
T™M-95 95869 CK1 TS-95
4208y 23  CF-C-95 73409 CK1 17
CF-0-95 579.49g CK1 1.4
11, ™ 10349 CF-C-95
84.1g CF-O-95 63.99 CK1
TS-95 49.29 T™M-95
112.0y CF-C-95 86.0y CF-0-95 77.29
CK1 TS-95 45.89
TM-95 106.1g CF-C-95 93.79
CF-0-95 69.89 CK1 TS-95
53.39 TM-95 88.2g
CF-C-95 721g CF-0-95 56.8¢
CK1 TS-95  37.7g
TM-95 102.49
CK1 TS-95 4659 22  CF-C-95 84.0g
CK1 18 CF-095 669y CK1 14

16



6 97~98 ( cm)
Table 6. Comparison of plant hight in roselle strain at the regional yield trial on 2008~20009.
CF-C-95 CF-0-95 TM-95  TS-95  TW-95 F
(CK1) (CK2)
97 165.5° 164.0° 152.3° 169.5° 174.3° 345
97 190.2%¢  178.2™ 164.9° 209.5°  200.8* 776"
98 156.3°  146.8™  136.3° 172.8° 171.3° 2871
98 92.2" 89.1° 75.1° 1032®  1083°  21.86"
151.1 144.5 132.2 163.8 163.4

1%

Means within each column followed by the same | etter are not significantly at 1% level by

Duncan’'s multiple range test.

7 97-98 ( )
Table 7. Comparison of flowering season in roselle strain at the regional yield trial on
2008~2009.

CF-C-95 CF-0-95 TM-95 TS-95 TW-95
(CK1 (CK2)
97 153 153 151 163 163
97 145 145 140 153 153
98 151 151 149 160 160
98 150 150 148 162 162
149.8 149.8 147.0 159.5 159.5
8 97~98 ( )
Table 8. Comparison of maturity in roselle strain at the regiona yield trial on 2008~2009.
CF-C-95 CF-0-95 TM-95 TS-95 TW-95
(CK1 (CK2)
97 171 171 165 183 183
97 169 169 160 178 178
98 173 173 171 177 177
98 176 176 174 178 178
172.3 171.3 167.5 179.0 179.0

10



9 97-98 ( 0)
Table 9. Comparison of single fruit fresh weight in roselle strain at the regional yield trid on
2008~2009.

CF-C95 CF-0O95 TM-95 TS95  TW-95 F
(CK1) (CK?2)
97 12.5% 10.3" 14.6° 85° 9.3° 21.92"
97 13.3° 11.5° 15.8° 9.5¢ 9.6° 182.20"
98 12.2° 10.3° 13.0° 9.1° 9.4* 54.13""
98 11.6" 9.9° 13.7° 6.7¢ 7.3¢ 62.12"
12.4 10.5 14.3 8.3 8.9
1%

Means within each column followed by the same | etter are not significantly at 1% level by
Duncan’'s multiple range test.

10 97~98 ( 9)
Table 10. Comparison of single fruit calyx fresh weight in roselle strain at the regiona yidld tria
on 2008~2009.

CF-C95 CF-0O95 TM-95 TS95  TW-95 F
(CK1) (CK?2)
97 7.8° 5.7° 8.6° 4.8° 5.7° 20.35""
97 8.2° 7.0° 10.2° 5.9¢ 5.9¢ 118.82""
98 7.4° 6.8° 9.3° 5.4° 5.8° 86.92""
98 7.7° 7.3° 9.1° 35 4.0° 91.41""
7.8 6.7 9.3 49 5.4
1%

Means within each column followed by the same | etter are not significantly at 1% level by
Duncan’s multiple range test.

11 97-98 ( 9)
Table 11. Comparison of single fruit calyx dry weight in roselle strain at the regional yield trial on
2008~2009.

CF-C95 CF-O95 TM-95  TS-95  TW-95 F
(CK1) (CK?2)
97 1.0® 0.9° 1.1° 0.7° 0.6° 24.32""
97 1.0° 0.8° 1.1° 0.7° 0.7° 35.00"
98 1.1° 0.8% 1.0® 0.6° 0.6° 725"
98 0.9° 0.9° 0.9° 0.4° 0.4° 41.51"
1.0 0.9 1.0 0.6 0.6
1%

Means within each column followed by the same | etter are not significantly at 1% level by
Duncan’s multiple range test.

11
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mm)
Table 12. Comparison of fruit calyx thick in roselle strain at the regiona yield trial on 2008~2009.

CF-C-9%5 CF-O0-95 TM-95 TS-95 TW-95 F
(CK1) (CK2)
97 2.0° 1.8° 2.4 1.8° 1.8° 15.50""
97 2.1° 1.8° 2.5° 2.1° 2.0" 33.00"
98 2.0° 2.0° 2.5° 2.1° 2.1° 5.12°
98 2.0° 1.9° 2.3° 2.0° 2.0° 2.05
2.0 19 24 2.0 2.0
1%
Means within each column followed by the same letter are not significantly at 1% level by
Duncan’s multiple range test.
13 97~98 )
Table 13. Comparison of fruits number per single plant inroselle strain at the regiona yield trial
on 2008~2009.
CF-C-9%5 CF-O0-95 TM-95 TS-95 TW-95 F
(CK1) (CK2)
97 1055®  84.2" 111.9° 79.6° 74.6° 11.17"
97 1095®  1185° 129.8° 80.3° 88.9" 13.62"
98 142.0°  1206®  1463°  107.4® 93.1° 6.92""
98 1285°  116.3*  136.0° 84.5° 94.6° 1387
121.4 109.9 131.0 88.0 87.8
1%
Means within each column followed by the same letter are not significantly at 1% level by
Duncan’'s multiple range test.
14 97~98 ( 0)

Table 14. Comparison of fresh fruits weight per single plant in roselle strain at the regiona yield

trial on 2008~20009.

CF-C-95 CF-0-95 TM-95 TS-95 TW-95 F

(CK1) (CK)
97 1060.2° 7540  1378.9°  757.6™ 630.5° 17.56""
97 1317.5°  1138.9"  1850.9° = 744.6° 798.6" 55.87""
98 1512.5°  1093.8°  1657.1°  833.0° 768.6" 25.74""
98 11335°  976.0° 1463.5° 625.0° 706.9° 44.24°"

1256.0 990.7 1587.6 740.1 726.2

1%

Means within each column followed by the same | etter are not significantly at 1% level by
Duncan’s multiple range test.
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(

9)

Table 15. Comparison of fresh fruits calyx weight per single plant in roselle strain at the regiona

yield trial on 2008~2009.

CF-C-95 CF-0-95 TM-95  TS-95 TW-95 F
(CK1) (CK2)
97 609.1° 424.0° 767.5° 365.7° 389.8° 29.75""
97 794.6° 646.8°  1165.8°  452.3° 467.9° 42.37"
98 874.4° 643.8°  1057.4°  4934° 455.8" 29.30"
98 657.9" 603.1° 843.5° 37L.9° 423.1° 22.18"
734.0 579.4 958.6 420.8 4342
1%
Means within each column followed by the same | etter are not significantly at 1% level by
Duncan’'s multiple range test.
16 97~98 ( Q)
Table 15. Comparison of dry fruits calyx weight per single plant in roselle strain at the regiona
yield trial on 2008~2009.
CF-C-95 CF-0O-95 TM-95 TS-95 TW-95 F
(CK1) (CK2)
97 84.1% 63.9" 103.4° 49.2° 46.5° 14.93""
97 86.0° 77.2° 112.0° 45.8° 53.8° 23.98"
98 93.7° 69.8" 106.1° 53.3 49.1° 25.84""
98 72.1% 56.8" 88.2° 31.7° 43.8° 21.15"
84.0 66.9 102.4 46.5 48.3
1%

Means within each column followed by the same | etter are not significantly at 1% level by

Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Development of the new roselle variety Taitungl 2 3
Jinn-Fen Chen*

Abstract

Roselle is one of the agricultural products for the most important cash-incomein
Taitung County. It is immensely grown throughout the county, in such townships as
Chin-feng, Taimali, Peinan, Luyeh, Dawu, and suburbs of Taitung City as well,
covering as many as 150~300 hectares of land.Calyxes of roselle make tasty succade,
jam, roselle tea and other process food. Since the calyxes abundantly contain
nutritious components, it is beneficial for the health.Generally cultivated in Taitung
County in the past several decades, officially regarded as a species of Victor, has been
developed and, therefore, varied in shape, flavor and quality from place to place. Such
being the case, from 2005 the project is undertaken for the purposes of collecting
regional samples of roselle, sorting out its growth tendency and types of the plant, and
improving quality and quantity of the crop.Roselle Taitungl 2 3 were registered by
the council of roselle variety designation and examination on 2010. The Taitung
DARES will hopefully provides the roselle farmers with techniques of selection, seed
production thus encouraging the farmers to spread them to stabilize both quality and
quantity in production. It is highly expected that the roselle industry in Taitung will be
technically improved and developed, and that, ultimately, it will help raise all Taitung
farmers& apos; profits for years and years to come.

Key words: roselle variety selection
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