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ABSTRACT
This research was performed to estimate the influence of relative light intensity, planting density, growth

period on the growth of fresh and dry weight of the stem and branches, and root in the pretreatment

transplanting bed.
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1. The growth of fresh and dry weight of the stem and branches per seedling varied in the order of 63%>
10096>37%>19% in relative light intensity, and increased with decrease of planting density, and grew highly
during the period from May to June.

The contribution rates to the growth of fresh and dry weight of the stem and branches were 49.4% and
39.6% in shading treatment, and 4.3% and 6.4% in planting density, and 34.2% in growth period
respectively. Of the three factors, that is, shading, density and period, all of the interactions between two
factors, and among the three factors in the growth of fresh and dry weight of stem and branches were
significant.

The growth of fresh and dry weight of root per seedling increased with light intensity and decreased with
increase of density. The best growth of root, showed during the period from May to June in fresh weight,
but during the period from July and August in dry weight of root. For the three factors, that is, shading,
density and growth period, all the interactions between any two factors, and among the three factors in the
growth of fresh and dry weight of root were significant.
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Table 1. The effect of shading, density and period on stem and branch growth in fresh weight.

‘§§ Rep.

T I il

N R.L.I
Den_\ger_ ' 100 63 37 19 100 63 37 19 100 63 37 19
5— 6 3.09 3.77 2,00 1.05 3.10 3.85 2.10 1.15 3.0 3.80 2.10 1.15
6— 7 250 275 1.50 0.95 2.55 2.80 1.55 1.00 2.50 2.70 1.45 1.05
36 7— 8 2.09 2.18 1.7 0.80 2.10 2.20 1.50 0.8 2.15 2.25 1.40 0.83
8— 9 1.59 1.8 1.43 0.7 1.60 1.90 1.45 0.75 1.63 1.93 1.40 0.70
9—10 1.30 1.53 1.29 0.70 1.35 1.50 1.30 0.70 1.30 1.53 1.27 0.75
5- 6 3.05 3.70 2.00 1.00 3.00 3.75 2.15 1.15 3.10 3.75 2.05 1.20
6— 7 245 2.65 1.40 0.90 2.50 2.60 1.45 0.95 2.55 2.65 1.40 0.90
81 7-8 200 2.10 1.40 0.80 2.15 2.05 1.45 0.85 2.10 2.00 1.40 0.80
8- 9 1.50 1.80 1.40 0.70 1.55 1.85 1.43 0.75 1.60 1.78 1.42 0.80
9-10 1.25 1.50 1.25 0.65 1.30 1.55 1.30 0.65 1.18 1.50 1.25 0.69
5— 6 3.00 3.53 1.97 0.95 3.05 3.93 1.90 0.94 3.10 3.55 1.94 0.99
6— 7 2.40 2.60 1.35 0.89 2.53 2.65 1.35 0.85 2.45 2.60 1.34 0.8
144 7— 8 1.5 2.10 1.35 0.80 1.94 2.10 1.30 0.89 1.92 2.16 1.31 0.80
8§— 9 1.40 1.75 1.35 0.65 1.45 1.78 1.40 0.60 1.44 1.72 1.48 0.64
9—-10 1.20 1.40 1.15 0.60 1.27 1.41 1.25 0.65 1.30 1.45 1.10 0.66
5- 6 2.68 3.43 1.47 0.80 2.70 3.44 1.47 0.85 2.74 3.46 1.45 0.90
6— 7 2,30 2.29 1.07 080 2.31 2.30 1.15 0.85 2.35 2.40 1.10 0.89
225 7— 8 1.05 1.60 1.30 0.57 1.10 1.63 1.34 0.60 1.15 1.58 1.35 (.55
8— 9 1.00 1.05 1.00 0.50 0.95 1.16 0.97 0.60 1.05 1.00 0.95 0.5
9-10 0.95 0.96 0.93 0.48 0.90 0.98 0.95 0.50 0.98 0.90 0.92 0.55
Table 2. Averages and LSD values by each treatment.
o) 100 63 37 19 M L5D.
viean
R.L.1 5% 1%
Mean 9.816 11.219 7.075 3.974 8.021 0.137 0.207
L.S.D.
Den. 36 81 144 225 Mena
5% 1%
Mean 8.730 8.504 8.204 6.645 8.021 0.236 0.319
L.S.D.
Per. 5—6 6—17 7—8 8§—9 9—10 Mean
5% 1%
Mean 2.382 1.820 1.486 1.249 1.083 1.604 0.068 0.090
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Table 3. The effect of shading, density and period on stem and branch growth in dry weight.

R,Lh1.<9§fp~ I 11 I
Den. Per. 100 63 37 19 100 63 37 19 100 63 37 19
5— 6 1.19 1.22 0.75 0.46 1.20 1.12 0.76 0.46 1.03 1.13 0.75 0.47
6— 7 0.85 0.92 0.50 0.36 0.8 0.95 054 0.35 0.8 0.95 0.54 0.37
36 7—8 0.73 0.92 0.47 0.35 0.74 0.90 0.48 0.36 0.70 0.93 0.46 0.35
8— 9 0.59 0.62 0.43 0.29 0.60 0.66 0.45 0.30 0.61 0.68 0.47 0.36
9—10 0.43 0.51 0.40 0.23 0.45 0.52 0.45 0.25 0.46 0.55 0.44 0.20
5-6 1.02 1.25 0.71 0.36 1.50 1.20 0.71 0.33 1.22 1.23 0.78 0.3
6— 7 0.82 0.91 0.47 0.34 0.8 0.90 0.45 0.36 0.85 0.93 0.49 0.34
81 7— 8 0.70 0.72 0.43 0.33 0.73 0.72 0.45 0.35 0.70 0.72 0.46 0.33
8- 9 0.50 0.60 0.40 0.28 0.56 0.64 0.43 0.29 0.58 0.66 0.45 0.30
9—10 0.45 0.50 0.41 0.22 0.44 0.57 0.45 0.22 0.46 0.52 0.43 0.26
5-6 1.00 1.18 0.64 0.50 0.95 1.10 0.68 0.51 1.13 1.15 0.65 0.52
6— 7 0.8 0.85 0.50 0.35 0.80 0.85 0.56 0.38 0.83 0.85 0.57 0.50
144 7— 8 0.64 0.70 0.45 0.30 0.62 0.75 0.45 0.35 0.65 0.78 0.46 0.38
8— 9 0.48 0.52 0.45 0.26 0.41 0.55 0.43 0.30 0.42 0.54 0.41 0.36
9—-10 0.40 0.45 0.38 0.20 0.40 0.44 0.36 0.30 0.41 0.43 0.39 0.30
5- 6 0.92 1.13 0.42 0.31 0.95 1.15 0.47 0.37 0.93 1.14 0.48 0.33
6— 7 0.80 0.78 0.32 0.30 0.78 0.78 0.38 0.33 0.81 0.77 0.35 0.30
225 7— 8 0.31 0.53 0.43 0.23 0.33 0.45 0.35 0.23 0.3l 0.47 0.30 0.20
8- 9 0.30 0.31 0.30 0.20 0.31 0.35 0.30 0.20 0.32 0.3¢ 0.29 0.21
9—10 0.31 0.32 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.33 0.30 0.20 0.32 0.34 0.29 0.20
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Table 4. Averages and LSD values by each treatment,
%) L
v 100 63 37 19 Mean 5.D.
R.L.I. 5% 1%
Mean 3.384 3.749 2.339 1.604 2.769 0.039 0.058
L.S.D.
Den. 36 81 144 225 Mean
5% 1%
Mean 3.079 2.967 2.831 2.199 2.769 0.095 0.128
P 5-6 6—7 7—8 8—9 9—10 M L.S.D
er. - - - - -
ean 5% 1%
Mean 0.829 0.631 0.515 0.423 0.371 0.554 0.020 0.026
ar . £ 100% e # 50% FEESl 2.201g Hhol 9&&6}11
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Shoot growth in dry weight (gr)

Fig. 3. Relationship between relative light intensity
and stem and branch growth in dry weight.
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Fig. 5. Relationship between relative light intensity
and root growth in fresh weight.
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Table 5. The effect of shading, density and period on root growth in fresh weight.
R.L,I.(%ep' I I m
Den. Per. 100 63 37 19 100 63 37 19 100 63 37 19
5—- 6 1.15 0.98 0.93 0.53 1.25 1.00 0.95 0.55 1.28 1.05 0.90 0.50
6— 7 0.92 0.89 0.78 0.67 0.95 0.90 0.80 0.70 0.97 0.85 0.7% 0.68
36 7— 8 1.05 0.90 0.78 0.52 1.10 0.95 0.80 0.55 1.15 0.90 0.73 0.57
8— 9 1.47 0.99 0.76 0.51 1.30 1.00 0.75 0.52 1.27 0.95 0.70 0.49
9-10 0.47 0.40 0.35 0.33 0.50 0.45 0.38 0.35 0.58 0.47 0.40 0.40
5— 6 1.10 1.49 0.80 0.53 1.15 1.50 0.8 0.55 1.15 1.52 0.823 0.50
6— 7 0.95 0.91 0.87 0.5 1.00 0.95 0.83 0.50 1.15 0.90 0.85 0.56
81 7— 8 1.05 0.94 0.78 0.53 1.15 1.00 0.8 0.55 1.10 0.95 0.75 0.50
8- 9 0.90 0.92 0.54 0.42 1.00 0.90 0.53 0.45 0.95 0.90 0.50 0.40
9—10 0.45 0.37 0.30 0.28 0.45 0.38 0.35 0.30 0.50 0.40 0.35 0.25
5- 6 1.03 0.95 0.80 0.52 1.05 1.00 0.90 0.55 1.10 0.90 0.80 0.53
6— 7 0.94 0.66 0.61 0.50 0.95 0.70 0.63 0.55 0.96 0.72 0.65 0.50
144 7— 8 0.97 0.88 0.54 0.47 0.98 0.85 0.55 0.50 1.00 0.83 0.60 0.45
8§— 9 0.80 0.48 0.43 0.30 0.90 0.50 0.45 0.35 0.95 0.53 0.47 0.38
9—10 0.40 0.34 0.25 0.23 0.45 0.38 0.30 0.30 0.47 0.40 0.35 0.35
5— 6 0.97 0.92 0.58 0.40 1.00 0.95 0.60 0.45 1.05 0.97 0.55 0.50
6— 7 0.87 0.70 0.60 0.38 0.8 0.75 0.62 0.35 0.8 0.73 0.58 0.35
225 77— 8 0.87 0.75 0.49 0.38 0.90 0.75 0.50 0.40 0.8 0.70 0.45 0.35
8§— 9 0.57 0.44 0.32 0.26 0.50 0.40 0.35 0.30 0.55 0.45 0.38 0.32
9-10 0.39 0.3 0.26 0.23 0.40 0.35 0.30 0.25 0.45 0.38 0.35 0.28
Table 6. Averages and LSD values by each treatment.
76) 100 63 37 19 M L5.D.
. wviean
R.L.I | 5% 1%
Mean 4.369 3.600 l 2.996 2.201 3.292 0.148 0.224
D 36 81 144 ) 225 M L.5.D.
e . ean
5% 1%
Mean 3.819 3.644 J 3.157 2.728 3.292 0.120 0.162
P 5—6 6—7 78 8~9 9-10 M LS.-D.
rer. o — - - - e
an 5% 1%
Mean 0.842 0.741 0.745 0.595 0.369 0.658 0.032 0.043
-
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Fig. 6. Relationship between density and root
growth in fresh weight.
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Table 7. The effect of shading, density and period on root growth in dry weight.
R.L.I.(E’}OSEP' I 1I 1M
Den. Per. 100 63 37 19 100 63 37 19 100 63 37 19
5— 6 0.32 0.22 0.21 0.11 90.33 0.24 0.23 0.12 0.31 0.23 0.20 0.12
6— 7 .30 0.23 0.26 0.23 0.31 0.24 0.25 0.23 0.29 0.23 0.25 0.24
36 7—-8 0.3 0.30 0.26 0.14 0.36 0.31 0.27 0.15 0.37 0.30 0.27 0.16
8— 9 0.49 0.33 0.25 0.17 0.50 0.32 0.24 0.14 0.51 0.31 0.25 0.13
9-1 0.16 0.13 0.12 90.11 0.17 0.15 0.13 0.12 0.18 0.17 0.15 Q.12
5- 6  0.33 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.32 0.25 0.20 0.11 0.31 0.22 0.21 O0.12
6— 7 0.32 0.21 0.25 0.15 0.31 0.24 0.24 0.15 0.33 0.22 0.26 0.14
81 7—8 0.35 0.30 0.26 0.14 0.36 0.30 0.27 0.14 0.35 0.29 0.28 0.15
8—9 0.30 0.32 0.18 0.13 90.32 0.31 0.20 0.13 0.33 0.30 0.21 0.14
9—10 0.15 0.12 0.10 0.09 0.16 0.14 0.13 0.09 0.17 0.15 0.18 0.08
5—6 0.25 0.24 0.20 0.10 0.26 0.24 0.21 0.11 0.25 0.25 0.22 0.12
6— 7 0.31 0.22 0.20 0.12 0.32 0.23 0.21 0.15 0.33 0.24 0.22 0.13
144 7-8 0.32 0.29 0.18 0.16 0.33 0.28 0.19 0.15 0.32 0.29 0.17 0.14
8—9 0.39 0.16 0.14 0.10 0.29 0.18 0.15 0.12 0.31 0.19 0.16 0.13
9—-10 0.13 0.11 0.08 0.07 0.12 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.13 0.12 0.10 0.09
5- 6 0.24 0.23 0.15 0.10 0.25 0.22 0.16 0.12 0.24 0.23 0.17 0.11
6— 7 0.29 0.26 0.19 0.13 0.28 0.24 0.19 0.13 0.27 0.23 0.18 0.12
225 7-8 0.30 0.25 0.18 0.13 0.31 0.26 0.18 0.13 0.30 0.24 0.19 0.13
8§—-9 0.16 0.15 0.11 0.09 0.17 0.16 0.12 0.10 0.16 0.15 0.12 0.11
9-10 0.13 0.11  0.09 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.08 0.09 0.12 0.11 0.09 0.08
Table 8. Averages and LSD values by each treatment.
(%) L.S.D.
100 63 37 19 Mean -
RLI 5% 1%
Mean 1.388 1.114 0.936 0.632 1.017 0.025 (.038
L.S.D.
Den. 36 81 144 225 Mean ;
5% 1%
Mean 1.191 1.084 0.951 0.840 0.203 0.022 0.030
Per 5—6 67 7-8 §-9 9—10 M LD
. — — — - - ean
5% 1%
Mean 0.206 0.231 0.247 0.215 0.118 0.203 0.007 0.009
= )
5 - L
— L g3 $=1.8954-0.1914Inx
S 10t Hlor ¢ r——{.9884"**
ko] z
3 Lol > 1.1F
= 0.81 y=—0.6743+0.4421Inx ; 0.9
XKL r=0.9953"** 2 0.8F
g 2 0.7
0.4 = 0.7]
ol 2 1
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Fig. 7. Relationship between relative light intensity

and root growth in dry weight

Fig. 8. Relationship between density and root
growth in dry weight.
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