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This experiment was conducted to determine the responses of some pine species to acidity of
cultured soils, and absorption behavior of alkaline elements and to obscrve the growth characteris-
tics during afforesting period.

The results were summarized as follows.

1. Total dry weight indicating growth volume was not much influenced by the acidity of cul-
tured soils (pH 4~8) in all of the 4 species studied.

Pinus koraiensis showed more dry weight than any other species, which indicated statistically
significant difference.

2. T-R ratio of dry weight was not much affected by the acidity of cultured soils (pH 4~8) and
the difference of cultured soils (pH 4~8) and by species. Growth phase also did not show remar-
kable change through the experiment period.

3. The average sodium content ratio in the plant body had no correlation with cultured soils
(pH 4-8), bue significant differences were recognized among species statistically,

4. Tt was found that sodium content ratio was not much influenced by the cultured soils (pH
4~8), even when the tops and roots were separately analyzed. But, very significant difference
vas found among the species.

Pinus koraiensis especially, showed greater volume growth maintaining low sodium content ratio
than any other species, which indicates that Pinus koraiensis has unfavorable characteristics for

growing on the seaside.
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Table 1. Comparisen of cultured bed pH and sample
dry-weight (gr)

.. Species|
., P . Pt Pr Pk
pHARang'c ! I D
l 2. 2109; 2. 1604 2.5715)  5.5619
6 : 2. 7887 2. 3893 2.85341 7.0716
8 2. 8684 2. 0957 2.1998| 7.2488
> J 7. 8634' 6. 6454 7.6247) 19.8823
Tale 1-1. Analyqiq of variance
Factor { D.f { $.S ! MS | F
Total l o 41 a99 ‘
S.5.Pi 1 39. 361 13.12 59. 078%*
S.S.pH 0. 9055 0.45312. 0387N.8
S‘S.Er 1 1.3 r<]2.) 0.222
Sp(mes ] P.tb j’ P.r" cl" ‘ P.k2
Dry- weight 2. 2151, 2 5415 2.6228  6.6274

Lommon l(tlu are not uxgniﬁcantly different at 1%
level in Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Table 2. Comparison of cultured bed pH and T-Rrate
for dry W ught (gr)

\ Specnes
P.d P.t P.r Pk
pH;R_%Es:e,, SR U R N
4 sesid e 1930[ 2.1249]  1.5819
6 | 16113 17263 13007 1.5735
‘ ] Lo 10714 19547 14224
Tabe 2-2. Analysxs of variance
Factor | DI | ss M.S F
Total 1 1| 31822
$.5.Pi : 0.4845  0.1615 0.667N-5
S.S.pH 1.2462  0.6231| 2,576V
S.S.Er 1.4515  0.2419
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Table 3. Comparison of cultured bed pH and sodium
contents of whole in different species(p.p.m)

“._ Species| ! ’
R ‘ P.t Pr | Pk
pH-Ranged ) I
4 934,71 158.8 152. 4 55.0
6 132. 2 167.2 112.3 51.4
154.6 152. 4 57.4

8 136.7

Table 3-3. Analysm of variance

Factor D ) ss | ms | F
Total 11 ) 3. 5257] '

S.5.Fi 3 2.4335 08112 5.8025%
S.S.pH o | osmd o 2616 1, 871uN-8
S.S.Er 6 1 0.8300 0. 1%‘

Spu ies P d"‘ ‘ P t2 ' P.r‘ “ P I,
Contents i 161 Ql 160.2 130, of 54.6

Common letter are not ngmﬁcantly dlft(l’f nt at 5%

level in Duncan’s multiple range test,
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Table 4. Comparison of cultured bed pH and sodium
contents of upper part in different species

B Pinushis 5 Bol 41 <] '}xllxdﬂzﬁ:ﬁiﬂ ﬂ,mk; sobo| Bl W3 B 59

*7} gz Ak MR §H2e)
SET VIR Table 4-4°ﬂ A

R Fhzel 99+
oA KRG

9] Sodium§F&dAe BEAERE BET T 44
o wrebAl Rk, EH Pattern$ E o & s
E F—-gor ¥ 7 Qi SrdA EET B2

Table 3ol A olv] HE& sl %ol SodiumE-F&o| 7
A A AT AN S 4 HEHSl A sk 3o
A A SIS Ve e JREEERY B g
2 5o ey, fAgaFE sba Be Gk
A E R EERET MRS Yz g I T S
= 9o+t

5. EWEEES B SodiumZHE

Zeftidyia sl #h E#Ar SodiumEhf--gol 4] 3=
Uatel gistme m Skite s #HEsz dded
Rapel ol &= ob-%a] AelMo s oL TS
EHS BT £ 9% Aoz AAsc

Table 5l 4] pH@® w2 & 43 g2 34

glelal B #biES 2 o o, i 8]
ab e EKEE pHIRS:, @ik pHIAA ) 7
P relx drle A gl KohE i
Table 5-5¢] HiFI5 el A E ol 5  n Ml Ai
= H A ekokr

A, g A el g T, sk, sl
150~250p.p.mE 3= B fiE vehl o glged,
A RE B Bl el drhiz AL 4R g

Table 5. Comparison of cultured bed pH and sodium
contents (p.p.m) of root part in different

Common letter are not significantly at 5% levol in
Duncan’s multiple range test.

(p p m) sepecies (p p.m)
. Spccms o N B R T ~ Spemes o o T
-~ Pd Pt P.r P.k — 1 P.t P.r i P.k
pHRange | , pH-Range\ ] |
| P |
1l e 5.6 12606 19.4 4 398. 08; 271.95  178.18  90.75
6 | 71.9 62.1 131.5 311 6 185.17)  272.28 63,08  71.69
s | 7.2 1013 126. 6 33.1 8 | 1o 1sl 207.89|  190.77  8L.67
Table 4-4. Ana]yms of variance Table 5-5. Analysis of variance
Factor | Di | ss | Mms F Facor | Df | SS | MS | F
Total i 11 1.6703 Total 11 10.219 ]
S.S.Pi 3 1.5250  0.5083) 30.076%%  S.S.Pi 3 6.51 2.17| 5.71*
8.S.pH 2 0.0673  0.03236| 2.585N-5 S.S.pH 2 1.429 0.714] 2.38N.8
$.5.E1 6 0.0780]  0.0130 S.S.Er 6 2.28 ‘ 038
Schus © Ple i P.i® l P db ‘ P rd Spcm(% P ko 1 P.re? } P L ' P.d®
Contents | 20. 9] 52. 3} 56. 4] 96 2 Contents |  8L.37 150,01 250.71)  260.41

Common letter are not significantly different at 193
level in Duncan’s multiple range test.
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