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1994, 1995 1
1 ( :mm)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
53.5 75.7 119.8 170.1 173.0 213.0 190.4 196.5 166.6 73.4 79.7 40.1 1 553.0
1994 47.3 73.2 37.6  56.8 121.1 151.8 47.9 53.4 50.8 107.2 29.0 65.2 843.8
1995 60.6 77.0 85.8 146.6 179.3 212.3 191.8 54.3 14.9 180.2 0 17.7 1 216.3
63.1 123.2 173.4 237.5 256.2 269.9 192.4 107.3 84.2 82.3 61.0 48.1 1718.6
1994 76.1 143.4 88.0 301.8 343.4 499.0 68.4 62.5 88.7 45.0 20.8 108.0 1 845.1
1995 126.7 55.2 195.0 438.1 374.1 594.7 153.6 116.1 20.3 50.3 5.5 12.5 2 142.1
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1994 1995 , Dun—
can s s arcsin  «x
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2 2 2
2
2.1.1 94k 23
2 199%
Hem) — Dlmm) o DI (nm) H/D SW(g)  RW(g) MRW(g) LRW(g) LIM TW(g) SIR
A 19.33b 5.49 4.23ab 3.06 32.23  5.192 1.776 0.867 0.909 0.969 6.968 2.946
S 20.81 4bh 6.24 5.714h 3.81 31.92 6.078 1.896 1.032 0.864 0.763 7.974  3.383
AS 18.25 6.09 3.15p 3.67 34.06 4.453 1.632 0.821 0.811 0.982 6.075 2.992
ASO 19.57b 6.43 4.47ab 4.01 31.76  5.314 1.848 0.841 1. 007 1.076  7.163 3.18
CK 22.68a 7.22 7.58a 4.79 31.54 5.679 1.849 0.982 0.867 0.835 7.528 3.205
F > Fa= 0,05 NS > Foe 005 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
A 23.68 8.22 29.52 b 11.13 3.26 1.91 1.35 0787 b 14.39 3.413
S 26.21 8.49 31.24b 10.45 2.83 1. 69 1.14 0.748 b 13.28 3.870
AS 23.89 8. 15 28.94 | 9.11 2.91 1.29 1.62 1408 p 12.02 3.193
ASO 23.57 7.83 30.28 b 8.37 2.63 1.12 1.51 1.385 4 11.00 3.487
CK 28.23 8.70 33.91 a 10.07 2.89 1.76 1.14 0.624b 12.96 3.697
F NS NS > Fo= 0. 05 NS NS > Fa=0.10 NS > Fo= 0.05 NS NS
3 1995
H D Dp 3 SW MRW LRW TW o H D
S/R LIM
(em)  (mm) (mm) (g) (2 (g (9 (em)  (mm) () ()
A 17.8 0.603b 0.237b 5.005b 0.844 b 0.546a 6.404b 3.539b 0.592a 21.50 0.566 37.3a 1008a 462 a
S 1835 0.600b 0.237b 5.346b 0.735b 0.460 bc 6.229 b 4.387 a 0.573a 21.15 0.578 35.6a 969 a 444 a
AS 1821 0.593b 0.215b 4.591b 0.628 b 0.489 bc 5.708 b 4.28 a 0.671 a 21.03 0.564 26.9b 98 a 433 a
CK 18.64 0.661 a 0.288 a 6.573a 1.665a 0.343 ¢ 8.761 a 3.489b 0.196b 21.55 0.582 27.7b 851b 209b
F NS > Fa= 001> Fa= 001> o= 0. 05> Fo= 0.01 > Foe 0. 01> Fo= 0. 01> Fo= 0. 01 > Foe 0.01 NS NS > Fo= 0.01> Fo= 0.01 > Fo= 0.01
P 17.63 0.606 0.236 4.508 0.939 0.430 5.877 3.474 2.569 20.26 0.548 31.2 157. 4 396
NP 1891 0.623 0.252 6.184 0.97 0.489 7.674 4.378 2.439 22.35 0.593 32.5 160. 7 378
F > Fo= 0.10 NS NS NS NS > Fo= 0. 10 NS > Foe 0.05 NS > Fo= 0.01 NS NS NS NS
X F NS NS NS NS NS > Fo= 0.05 NS NS NS NS NS > Fa=0.10> Fo= 0.01> Fo= 0.01
23 ,A—38 ; S—9 ;AS—8 9 2 ;ASO—38 9 10 3 ;
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H (cm) D(mm) SW(g) MRW(g) LRW(g) LM RW(g) TW(g) S/R
PA 20.471 6.15 3.913 0. 656 0.355 0.474 1.011 4.924 1 4.043
PS 20.10b 6.52 4.663 b 0.913 0. 443 0.465 1.356 6.019 b 3.941
PAS 18.94 b 6.02 3.93%5 b 0. 766 0.294 0.315 1. 060 4.631b 4.122
CK 25.23 a 6.68 6.527 a 1. 239 0.522 0. 365 1.761 8.289 a 4. 255
F > Foo. 0 NS > Fo-0.05 NS NS NS NS > Fo-0.05 NS
PA 24.16 b 8.37b 9. 341 2.078 1.018 0. 488 3.096 12. 437 3.153
PS 25.591 8.92, 9.296 2.202 0.918 0. 437 3.119 12. 416 3.336
PAS 24.341 8.30 1 - _ _ _ _ _ ~
CK 38.68 a 8.88a 11. 414 2.260 0. 908 0. 442 3.169 14.583 3.812
a >Foo. 0 > Foo0.01 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
3
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o 2
2 2
5
(cm) (mm) (%) (em) (mm) (%)
A 39.0 a 0.98 a 54.4 a 58.6 1.53 92.1
S 40.7 a 1.02 a 62.6 a 60. 1 1.56 88.9
AS 35.8 a 0.94 a 51.7 a 58.2 1.49 87.9
ASO 38.7 a 0.93a 53.7 a 59.3 1.56 92.1
CK 28.2p 0.62 1 25.2 b 55.8 1.33 88.9
F > Fo0.05 > Fa=0.05 > Foe 005 NS NS NS
PA 33.1 0.77 49.0 48. 4 1. 68 85.7
PS 35.3 0.83 49.0 50.2 1.48 85.7
PA'S 31.9 0.73 42.9 - - -
CK 33.4 0.75 44.9 52.7 1.69 84.5

F NS NS NS NS NS NS
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Study on the Conditioning Effects of Undercutting and
Top—pruning on Slash Pine Bareroot Seedlings

Jiang Jingmin Hu Shicat Yu Muokui
Luo Xunzhi Chen Bin Tang Jindi

Abstract Bareroot slash pine seedlings were subjected to undercutting and top—pruning
treatments including different executing time and frequency, to evaluate the effects on
seedling morphology and field performance. T he results showed that undercutting treatmens
reduced seedling height and diameter, and improved root fibrosity, earlier and multiple ones
had more pronounced effects, undercutted seedlings displayed better growth than the control
and higher survival rate on dry or severely vegetationtompetitive sites. T oppruned seedlings
were smaller, but there were no negative effects from top—pruning on field performance, the
seedling uniformity were increased due to the small seedlings free of depression, but later
top-pruning was harmful to seedling bud formation timely. T he application principles of the
treatments as cultural practices were proposed.

Key words slash pine undercutting top-pruning seedling morphology field per—

formance
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