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Abstract

This experiment was carried out to investigate the characteristics of growth of ginseng
plant on field conditions as affected by seedling weight.

Weight of seedling ranged from 0.4 to 1.8g were divided into seven classes at interval of
0.2g. The heavy seedlings showed superiority in stem length, stem diameter,leaf area, number
of palmate leaf and leaflets and root weight in 2-,3-,and 4-age as compared to light ones.

The heavy seedlings also showed superiority in the ratio of inflorescence appearance in 2-
age and seed product in 4-age as compared to light ones,but there were no significant diff-
erence in the ratio of missing-plant and the cracking. of root.

The differences of growth in field condition as affected by seedling weight were diminished

as the age progressed, and the annual growth rates of root of light seedling were high in ol-
der plant.
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Fig 1 Dry weights of aerial parts of 2- year plants in dark condition.
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Table 1 Effect of seedling weight on stem Table 2 Effect of seedling weight on stem

length. diameter.

(cm) (mm)

Seedling wt. 2-year 3-year 4-year Seedling wt. 2-year 3-year 4-year

0.4-0.6g 3.08(100

17.0(100) 32.9(100) 0.4-0.6g 1.65(100) 3.53(100) 6.57(100)

(100) (100) (100) )
0.6-0.8 3.72(120) 21.3(125) 36.5(110) 0.6-0.8 1.80(109) 4.11(116) 7.53(114)
0.8-1.0 4.49(145) 22.6(132) 37.5(113) 0.8—-1.0 1.93(116) 4.43(125) 7.84(119)
1.0-1.2 5.02(162) 24.9(146) - 1.0-1.2 2.17(131) 4.64(131) -
1.2-14 5.95(193) 26.8(157) 39.6(120) 1.2-1.4 2.30(139) 5.04 (142) 8.12(123)
14-1.6 7.04 (228) 28.3(166) -~ 1.4-1.6 2.38(144) 5.73(162) -
1.6-1.8 7.89(256) 29.0(170) - 1.6-1.8 2.42(146) 5.76(163) -
L.S.D5% 0.48 2.85 3.74 L.S.D. 5% 0.19 0.43 0.32
1%  0.68 3.99 1% 0.27 0.60
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v}, (Table 3)
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Table 3. Effect of seedling weight on leaf

area.
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Table 4. Number of palmate leaves per plant.

(cm?)

Seedling wt. 2-year 3-year 4-year Seedling wt. 2-year 3-year 4-year
0.4-0.6g 44.8(100) 388.1(100)" 959.5(100) 0.4-0.6g 1.68(100) 3.00(100) 4. 35(100)
0.6—-0.8 67.6(150) 554.6 (142) 1145. 1(119) 0.6-0.8 1.81(107) 3.50(116) 4.68(10
0.8-1.0 92.0(205) 757.5(195) 1401. 4 (146) 0.8-1.0 1.98(117) 3.77(125) 4.87(11
1.0-1.2 108.9(243) 793.9(204) - ) 1.0-1.2 2.14(127) 3.86(128) -
1.2-1.4 124.9(278) 875.8(225) 1484.9(154) 1.2-14 2.25(133) 4.01(133) 4.99(114)
1.4-1.6 150.2(335) 879.4 (226) - 1.4-1.6 2.39(142) 4.10(136) -
1.6-1.8 184.2(411) 918.7(236) - 1.6-1.8 2.45(145) 4.15(138) -

L.S.D.5% 16.2 87.4 121.4 L.S.D.5% 0.10 0.13 0.29

1% 22.7 122.6 1% 0.14 0.18 0.45
3. ¥R ER
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Table 5. Number of leaflets per plant.
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(Table 6)

Table 6. Effect of seedling weight on the

percentage of missing-plants.

Seedling wt.  2-year 3-year 4-year

0.4-0.6g 2(100) 15.4(100) 20.8(100) Seedling wt. 2-year 3-year 4-year
0.6-0.8 8 7(106) 17.8(115) 24.8(119) 0.-0.6g 3.21% 7.92% 13.2%
0.8-1.0 9.5(115) 19.6(127) 25.8(124) 0.-0.8 3.83 9.58 10.0
1.0-1.2 9.9(120) 20.1(130) - 0.-1.0 2.99 8.43 10.6
1.2-1.4 10.9(132) 20.4(132) 27.1(130) 1.-1.2 2.9 8.25 -
14-1.6 11.5(140) 21.1Q37) - 1.-1.4 3.92 9.32 12.2
1.6-1.8 12.2(148) 21.3(138) - 1.-1.6 4.20 7.43 -

L.S.D. %% 0 10 17 25 1.-1.8 3.45 8.75 -

1% 10 19 L.S.D. N.S. N. S. N. S.
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Table 7. Effect of seedling weight on

precentage of cracking of root.
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(Table 7)
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Seedling Weight (g)

Etfect of seedling weight on the
number of seed per plant when 4-
year old.

A= A ke

(Table 8)

Table 8. Effect of seedling weight on root
fresh weight.

(g

Seedling wt. 2-year 3-year 4-year Seedling wt. 2-year 3-year 4-year
0.4-0.6g 14.3%  14.0%  14.0% 0.4-0.6g 3-22(100) 21.4(100) 34.2(100)
0.6-0.8 15.0 15.0 13.5 0.6-0.8  5.37(166) 41.8(195) 54.1(158)
0.8-1.0 15.3 16.0 15.0 0.8-1.0  7.33(227) 49.5(231) 58.6(171)
1.0-1.2 16.0 15. 8 ~ 1.0-1.2  8.47(263) 54.0(252) -
1.2-1.4 15.8 15.3 13.8 1.2-1.4  9.43(292) 55.0(257) 60.0(175)
1.4~1.6 15.4 14.0 ~ 1.4-1.6 10.80(335) 55.3(258) ~—
1.6-1.8 15.0 14.8 - 1.6-1.8 11.46(355) 57.6(269) -~
L.S.D. N.S. N.S. N.S. L.S.D. 5% 089 14.8 10.3
1% 1.25
eldel A A v o] wa cf s o] ek = o ch
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Table 3. Differences of annual growth rate of root as affected

by seedling weight.

Seedling wt. 2~year 3-ygar 4-year
0.-0.6g 6.44 6.66 1.60
0.-0.8 7.67 7.78 1.29 °
0.-1.0 8.14 6.75 1.18
1.-1.2 7.70 6.38 -
1.-1.4 7.25 5.83 1.09
1.-1.6 7.20 5.12 -
1.-1.8 6.74 5.03 -

annual growth rate of root;ratio of root fresh weight to each age,

3 years/4 years, 2 years/3 years, 1 years/2 years
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