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ABSTRACT

Background and Objective: Local figs are plants in the Moraceae family commonly found in
empty areas. They can be utilized in various ways, such as consuming the fruit and using the
roots and leaves for medicinal purposes. Additionally, they can serve as rootstock for propagating
figs. It is possible to achieve a size similar to that of high-quality varieties by taking cuttings for
propagation. This study aimed to investigate the influence of branch maturity on the cutting
propagation of local figs.

Methodology: The study investigated three types of branch maturity: young branches, semi-
mature branches, and mature branches. The propagation methods involved cuttings of four
local fig varieties: Uthumporn fig, Plong fig, Ching fig, and Huchang fig. Branches were cut to a
length of approximately 15-20 cm, and all the cuttings were soaked in an IBA solution for 2-3
minutes. The experiment was planned as a 4 x 3 factorial in a completely randomized design.

Main Results: The survival of local fig cuttings was influenced by a combination of maturity
and variety. Mature branches exhibited the highest survival rate in Uthumporn figs, Plong figs,
and Huchang figs, at 46.67%, 66.00%, and 48.00%, respectively. The survival rate in Ching figs
of mature and semi-mature branches ranged between 38.00% and 40.67%, respectively.

Conclusions: There was an interaction between the variety and the age of the branches. The
appropriate age of the branches for propagation by cutting was mature branches (Brown) in
all four fig varieties.

Keywords: Propagation, local fig, cuttings, branch maturity
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Figure 1 The botanical characteristics of local figs: Utumphon (A), Plong (B), Ching (C), and Huchang (D)
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Figure 2 Bud break of the local figs cuttings: Utumphon (A), Plong (B), Ching (C), and Huchang (D) during
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UzippUdRY Uzeds uaruzeyte dA1gen
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Table 1 Number of new shoots of local fig cuttings after 60 days

Number of new shoots (per branch)

Cultivars of fig trees Branch maturity Average
Young Semi-mature Mature cultivars
Ficus racemosa L. (Utum phon) 261 +0.88 2.90 + 0.68™ 3.62 + 0.76™ 3.15
Ficus hispida L. (Plong) 2.66 + 0.47°* 2.44 + 0.50% 2.66 + 0.47° 2.58
Ficus botryocarpa Mig. (Ching) 2.23 + 0.75° 1.98 + 0.53' 231 + 0.53° 2.16
Ficus auriculata L. (Huchang) 351 + 1.28° 3.09 + 1.28"™ 4.01 + 1.80° 3.59
Cultivars of fig tree 2.74 2.55 3.15 2.85

ab,cdef

Means followed by different superscript letters are significant difference (P < 0.05). Used to

compare within rows (Horizontally) and within columns (Vertically).

Table 2 Length of new shoot of local fig cuttings after 60 days

Length of new shoot (cm)

Cultivars of fig trees Branch maturity Average
Young Semi-mature Mature cultivars
Ficus racemosa L. (Utum phon) 5.22 + 2.02% 16.86 + 8.14 30.66 + 14.80° 19.94
Ficus hispida L. (Plong) 8.15 + 2.74 6.79 + 2.74°* 8.60 + 3.02 7.86
Ficus botryocarpa Mig. (Ching) 5.50 + 1.70% 5.09 + 1.73% 5.63 + 1.58% 5.37
Ficus auriculata L. (Huchang) 3.52 +0.72° 7.20 + 3.05% 10.35 + 3.40° 775
Cultivars of fig tree 5.70 8.28 13.60 9.98

*be%e Means followed by different superscript letters are significant difference (P < 0.05). Used to

compare within rows (Horizontally) and within columns (Vertically).
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Figure 3 Number of leaves of four local fig cultivars cuttings: Utumphon (A), Plong (B), Ching (C), and

Huchang (D) during the experimental period
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Table 3 Number of leaves of local fig cuttings after 60 days

Number of leaves

Cultivars of fig trees Branch maturity Average
Young Semi-mature Mature cultivars
Ficus racemosa L. (Utum phon) 13.50 + 8.57 20.30 + 9.92° 26.17 = 10.07° 21.10
Ficus hispida L. (Plong) 10.74 + 2.48* 10.11 + 3.39%% 1222 + 2.34°° 11.18
Ficus botryocarpa Mig. (Ching) 5.73 + 1.65" 6.64 + 1.72% 7.26 + 2.09%" 6.64
Ficus auriculata L. (Huchang) 9.64 + 3.26¢ 11.00 + 4.21% 15.05 + 6.00° 12.49
Cultivars of fig tree 10.01 11.27 15.23 12.69

abcdefgh

Means followed by different superscript letters are significant difference (P < 0.05). Used to

compare within rows (Horizontally) and within columns (Vertically).

Table 4 Leaf length of local fig cuttings after 60 days

Leaf length (cm)

Cultivars of fig trees Branch maturity Average
Young Semi-mature Mature cultivars
Ficus racemosa L. (Utum phon) 5.25 + 1.88° 9.53 + 2.04° 11.36 + 1.44° 9.20
Ficus hispida L. (Plong) 8.14 + 1.10 7.10 + 1.80°' 7.35 + 1.55% 7.41
Ficus botryocarpa Miq. (Ching) 6.36 + 1.93% 751 £ 2.15° 8.65 + 2.74" 7.65
Ficus auriculata L. (Huchang) 6.18 + 7.07% 7.06 + 1.30%" 761 + 1,57 710
Cultivars of fig tree 6.50 7.64 8.60 7.79

ebedets Means followed by different superscript letters are significant difference (P < 0.05). Used to

compare within rows (Horizontally) and within columns (Vertically).
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Table 5 Leaf width of local fig cuttings after 60 days

Leaf width (cm)

Cultivars of fig trees

Branch maturity

Average

Young Semi-mature Mature cultivars
Ficus racemosa L. (Utum phon) ~ 2.48 + 0.82° 4.09 + 0.84" 4.61 + 0.55% 3.89
Ficus hispida L. (Plong) 4.70 + 1.13% 3.58 + 1.29“ 4.12 + 1.22° 4.04
Ficus botryocarpa Mig. (Ching) 312 + 1.01% 381+ 1.11¢ 3.75 + 1.50% 3.62
Ficus auriculata L. (Huchang) 3.91 + 0.68° 4.80 + 1.01° 4.73 + 1.09®° 4.57
Cultivars of fig tree 3.55 4.01 4.31 4.03

*be%e Means followed by different superscript letters are significant difference (P < 0.05). Used to

compare within rows (Horizontally) and within columns (Vertically).

Table 6 Number of roots after 60 days of stem cutting

Number of roots (per branch)

Cultivars of fig trees Branch maturity Average
Young Semi-mature Mature cultivars
Ficus racemosa L. (Utum phon)  21.83 + 9.36™ 105.21 + 83.01° 98.37 + 59.42° 79.52
Ficus hispida L. (Plong) 27.69 + 12.78° 20.47 + 1214 21.15 + 12.23" 23.58
Ficus botryocarpa Miq. (Ching) ~ 20.58 + 10.41° 2593 + 16.48™ 7.44 + 5.08° 17.87
Ficus auriculata L. (Huchang) 33.82 + 21.63° 33.51 + 12.67° 18.38 + 13.64" 26.86
Cultivars of fig tree 25.87 41.66 36.00 35.59

**< Means followed by different superscript letters are significant difference (P < 0.05). Used to compare

within rows (Horizontally) and within columns (Vertically).
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Table 7 Roots length after 60 days of stem cutting

Roots length (cm)

Cultivars of fig trees Branch maturity Average
Young Semi-mature Mature cultivars
Ficus racemosa L. (Utum phon) 6.70 + 2.32% 24.63 + 8.90° 26.12 +12.97° 20.44
Ficus hispida L. (Plong) 10.44 + 3.45“ 9.32 + 2.72% 7.76 + 2.45% 8.83
Ficus botryocarpa Mig. (Ching) 7.21 + 2.52% 8.29 + 3.60™ 5.93 + 2.92° 7.16
Ficus auriculata L. (Huchang) 19.22 + 7.73 19.97 + 573 14.16 + 7.57° 17.22
Cultivars of fig tree 10.72 14.26 13.27 13.02

*Pe%e Means followed by different superscript letters are significant differences (P < 0.05). Used to

compare within rows (Horizontally) and within columns (Vertically).
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Table 8 Survival rate of local fig cultivars after 60 days of stem cutting

Survival rate (%)

Cultivars of fig trees Branch maturity Average

Young Semi-mature Mature cultivars
Ficus racemosa L. (Utum phon)  28.00 + 9.16* 28.67 + 3.05* 46.67 + 2.30™ 34.44
Ficus hispida L. (Plong) 28.00 + 3.46% 52.00 + 2.00° 66.00 + 5.29° 48.67
Ficus botryocarpa Mig. (Ching) 2533 + 1.15° 40.67 +3.05"°  38.00 + 7.21° 34.67
Ficus auriculata L. (Huchang) 24.67 + 4.16° 3533 + 4.61°° 48.00 + 4.00™ 36.00
Cultivars of fig tree 26.50 39.17 49.67 38.44

*Pe% Means followed by different superscript letters are significant difference (P < 0.05). Used to

compare within rows (Horizontally) and within columns (Vertically).
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