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A Comparison of Evaluations of Flowers, Stems and Leaves between Morning Glory
(Pharbitis nil Choisy) and Japanese Bindweed (Calystegia japonica Choisy)

Takeaki MOROHASHI, Hiroshi Suzuki and Nobuyoshi OGASAWARA
Faculty of Agriculture, Yamagata University, Turuoka, Yamagata 997-8555

Summary
Some plants are usually treated differently, either as ornamental crop or as weed, even when they are
of the same family and are similar to each other. Morning glory (Pharbitis nil Choisy) and Japanese

bindweed (Calystegia japonica Choisy) are the good examples of this situation. A survey, using

questionnaires, was carried out to make clear the ornamental value of the plants. In addition, some
CG(Computer Graphics), where factors were simulated against the basic pictures combined with some
factors such as leaf and stem (vine) or flowers were added to the questionnaires.

~ The survey revealed that seventy percent of the respondents appreciated the ornamental crops by their
beauty of their flowers. However, the survey using CG image data processing also revealed that:

1) The flowers of Japanese bindweed were highly evaluated as morning glory. So it cannot be

considered that the flower was a main factor that divided these plants into the two different

categories of ornamental plant or weed.

2) Plant attributes situated in the background of flowers are also identified as affecting the omamental

appreciation. It may be that appreciation relies on leaf, stem, and vine or whole plant as a
combination of these factors. There may also be other important factors affecting to the ornamental

appreciation.
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Table 1. Score of respondents considering different factors to appreciate

plants for ornamental use.

“What do you pay attention to for appreciating an ornamental plant ?”

Factors Score (Percentage)

Flower shape 24 (12.0)
Flower color 107  (53.2)
Number of flower 2 (10

Flower .
Flower size 2 (1O
Flower smell 3 (15
Sub total 138  (68.7)
Leaf shape 1 (05)
Leaf Leaf color 1 (0.5)
Number of leaf 1 (05
Sub total 3 (15
Stem 0 (0)
Hole plant 53  (26.4)
The others 1 (0.5)
No answer 6 (3.0
TOTAL 201 (100)
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Picture 4.
SL:m SL:b
F:b y F:m F:b , F:m

Picture 3.

Fig. 1. 1. Image data processing results using morning glory
(m) and Japanese bindweed (b).

SL: Stem and Leaf, F: Flower, m : morning glory, b : Japanese

bindweed
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Table 2. Analysis of the questionnaire data on the preference towards morning glory and Japanese bindweed .

“Which picture do you prefer - i orii?”

Results of chi square * analysis

Number (%) of respondents
c

Picture® a d Total betweenaand b
1 166 (82.6) 19( 9.5 9(4.5) 1(3.5 201 ¥ =230.2%*
2 149 (74.1) 37(18.4) 8(4.0) 7(3.5) 201 x? = 197.7%*
3 103 (51.2) 68 (33.8) 23(11.4) 7(3.5) 201 ¥2 = 175.5%%*
4 62 (30.8) 97 (48.3) 35174 73.5) 201 ¥ =222.7%*

z : See Fig. 1. for the question

a:Iprefer i to ii.

b:1prefer ii to i .

c:Ican'ttell whichI prefer.

d : No answer.

# : Null hypothesis for ®score ; a:b =1:1

sk

: Significant at 0.01.
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