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Effect of Inorganic Environmental Factors on the
Growth of Pinus koraiensis Seedlings (IX)!

-The Influence of Seedling Weight Growth and T/R
Ratio of Seedlings in Transplanting Bed-
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ABSTRACT

This research was performed to estimate the degree of influence of relative light intensity and planting
density on the weight growth in the trans-planting bed. The [Pnus koraicnsis seedlings treated for
different degrees of shading on seed bed were planted in transplanting bed.

1. The seedling weight growth under 100% relative light intensity and 6x6 plot(36 individual: density

showed the largest growth and the best growth was found during 26th of May 25 of June.

2. As the relative light intensity decrease and with planting density increased, the weight growth

decreased. And the weight growth had a tendency to decrease after 26th of May-25th of June.

3. T/R ratio showed the highest value under 63% relative light intensity and 12x12 plot (224 indivicual]
of planting density. The highest T/R ratio was found during 26th of July-25th August.
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Table 1. The effect of shading and density pretreatment on the seedling growth in fresh weight of
Averages and LSD values by each treatment.

R L .1;relative light intensity, Den. . Density, per. . month (weight unit 1 g )
] N LS.D.
RLI %) 100 63 37 1 Mean 59 TR
Mean g} 55.781 54.624 42.796 33.159 46.590 0.812 1.230
. L.S.D.
Den . (Seedlings/m?} 36 81 144 225 Mean o -
5% 1%
Mean (g} 58.059 50.023 45.108 33.272 46.590 0.772 0.965
26th May.  26th Jun. 26th Jul. 26th Aug.  26th Sep. L.SD.
Per. {month) - - - - - Mean
25th Jun. 25th Jul. 25th Aug.  25th Sep. 25th Oct. 5% 1%

Mean (g} 25.454 6.505 6.535 4.663 3.433 9.318 0.116 0.133
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Fig. 1. Relationship between relative light inten-
sity and seedling growth in fresh weight.
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Table 2. The effect of shading and density pretreatment on the seedling growth in dry weight ot

Averages and LSD values by each treatment.

R_L.I. :relative light intensity. Den ; density, per, . month,
(weight unit © ig))
) o L.S.D.
RLI %! 100 63 37 19 Mean » Y
AAAAA o L 5% - 1%
Mean (g} 18.440 17.974 12.228 9.124 14.442 0.979 1.484
Den (Seedlings/m?) 36 81 144 295 Viean . -SD.
5% 1%
Meanig: 17.764 15.314 14.194 10.495 14.442 0.442 0.599
26th May. 26th Jun. 26th Jul. 2 sth Aug 26 3 3 T
Per imonth} - - —-J 6 — HE “b[ll~bel)' Mean L.S.D.
25th Jun. 25th Jul, 25th Aug. 25th Sep.  25th Oct, 5% 1%
Mean (g) 7.760 2.104 1.977 1.500 1.101 2.888 0.082 109
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Table 3. The effect of shading and density pretreatment on T/R ratio of mean and LSD values by each

treatment.
R_L.1: relative light intensity. Den. . density, per. . month
L.SD
R.L.I1{%) 100 63 37 19 Mean Yy A
Mean 3.81 4.19 4.18 3.70 3.97 0.833 1.25
LSD
Den. (Seedlings/m?} 36 81 144 225 Mean 55 T
Y 0
ﬁﬁ.\“lean 3.91 4.02 4.14 3.79 3.97 1.17 1.594*
N L.S.D.
Per. 25th May. 25th Jun. 25th Jul. 25th Aug. 25th Sep. 25th Oct.  Mean S T
PO <0
Mean 3.40 4.03 4.15 4.15 4.00 4.09 3.97 0.08 0.11
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Table 4. Analysis of Variance for fresh and dry weight of seedling, T/R ratio.

Factor? df Seedling T/R ratio
Fresh Weight Dry Weight
MS o MS p MS p
Block 2 0.2267"* 0.001 0.3014%° 0.01 2.2693** 1.25
R.L.I. 3 273.5616*** 4.20 49.3149**** 7.58 4.6309**"* 4.30
Error(a) 6 0.1320 0.01 0.1922 0.11 0.4396 1.65
Main Plot 11
Density 3 263.1745"*** 4.04 21.9446**** 3.38 1.8617% 0.56
RxD 9 5.6660 0.25 (}.8589 0.37 6.5818%*** 16.20
Error (b) 24 0.1427 4.24 0.0550 7.80 1.3200 23.46
Split Plot 36
Period 4 3979.2744* " 81.51 363.5981%*** 74.79 3.9296**** 5.64
RxP 12 63.9840**** 3.93 12,7242 7.83 0.4638** (.88
DxP 12 83.7366**** 5.14 7.1129**** 4.36 1.0293* 2.02
RxDxP 36 4.4619*** 0.81 0.6118**** 1.06 0.6915% C.87
Erroric) 128 0.0817 4.13 0.0414 7.29 0.6350 44.92
Total 239
* ! Signifieant at 10% level ®IR.L.1; Relative light intent
** . Significant at 5% level D ; density
*** . Significant at 1% level ; light
**** - Significant at 0.5% level P ; period
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