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Relationship between Resin Yield and Tree Factors of Pinus massoniana
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Abstract; Based on long-term positioning observation, timing and individual plant harvest,influences of di-
ameter class,tree height,crown width and age were studied on resin yield of Pinus massoniana. The results
showed that 1) resin yield increased with the increase of diameter class,resin yield of different ages had no
significant difference in similar diameter class;2) Resin yield increased with the increase of tree height;3)
The correlation analysis indicated that the impacts of tree body factors on resin yield were in the order of
diameter class > crown width™> tree height>>height under branch, with correlation coefficients of 0. 749,
0.686,0. 545 and —0. 147, respectively; 4) Resin yield increased with the increase of tree age,and there
were significant differences in resin yield among four age groups.
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i B8 Hh A R
IR VU AT & AR A 28 R G2 18 5 0E 60 W
D 32ty DX 3 P ) AR S 6 3 S N T Y D R A Al
MO RTFERZ A EARE BT KR 1L, 3247 ¥ 106743
E,22°06N', ¥4k 500~550 m, i 1l #1551 . 4F 7 34 <,
i 19.5°C AERE/K AL 1 500 mm, J& T 5 I #al 22 X
X, RO A KB LE, LREE>1
m, JE R E >10 cm,
1.2 KWigRAE

T2 18 a bR v ¥ %5 B 98 45 O AL 450 Bk -
hm ?,B:600 # « hm *,C. 750 # « hm *,D. 900
# +hm 2,E.1 050 # « hm 2, & 3 &,3 15 4
INXL BN /NXCE AR 600 m*, fE 14,.16,18.20 a A
MR IS 1 2% A AR T MR 43 B BE R AR R 900 B
«hm 2, EAE 3 3 12 /PRI BA/NXE R 600
m’ 7RI AR AN [R] A % a3 AR R B 14,16,
18.20.22.24.26.28.30 R 47 7= g & % H il 56 .

1.1

WCAR BF BB BRI, R R B R ik B T 1k L
2% k18],
1.3 #HiEE

K H Excel 2007 84 % £ 4 i 47 48 11 43 B JF
24 K 25 38 ] SPSS16. 0 X3 3 E47 07 22 4000,
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2.1 MEI=EEX M

B3R 1 E M, PRRAE S fg 76 5 Fh% B2 A0 4 4>
AR v R i 2 A G Y g KT B 0 TR AR 9™ s = AR
AN [R5 BERNAS 6] A % b 22 S AN W 3 . %5 B B(600
ke hm ) N 14 29 H] 30 2 9%, 7™ IR KK K
0.70,1.58,2.30,2.53,3.19,3.71,4. 23.5. 01 kg
F15.97 kg, 7 I it Bl A 28 9 3G T HE I, A A 2%
JE R A AE R RE R s 14 A 5 Fhss B AF 7= 5 Bt 4%
Bk 0.79.0.70,0.72,0. 78 kg F1 0. 73 kg, Z ] 2%
SN 77 R A AR A AE R RE LR s AN TR AR
R EARER T ER AR E ., 2HILHEZRE
Ry FE R ) B SR 8 67 47 38R SR S [ A28 0S8 1 1) AR i
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Table 1 Resin yield of different diameter classes in different density and different ages kg
i AEWE /a
[t
A B C D E 14 16 18 20
14 0.79£0.01 0.704+0.02 0.72£0.04 0.78%+0.03 0.73£0.03 0.6440.06 0.71+£0.07 0.73%0.05 —
16 1.49+0.12 1.5840.11 1.5240.03 1.33+0.17 1.79#+0.12 1.4340.10 1.52+0.09 1.5540.13 —
18 2.2740.15 2.30£0.19 2.40+£0.05 2.2540.11 1.8940.23 1.94+0.17 2.154+0.15 2.18+0.18 2.01+£0.22
20 2.3940.20 2.53£0.13 2.43+£0.12 2.6540.22 2.6140.21 2.23+0.21 2.474+0.28 2.56+£0.17 2.42+0.22
22 3.4240.17 3.1940.25 2.53+0.18 3.3140.09 3.3240.14 3.11+0.24 3.394+0.19 3.05+0.13 3.65+0.13
24 3.8940.18 3.71£0.22 3.68+0.17 3.90%0.23 3.57%0.19 3.71+£0.20 3.654+0.17 3.72£0.24  3.90=£0.29
26 4.1540.23 4.23£0.15 4.08£0.19 4.4640.09 3.91%0.15 4.09+0.19 4.3740.23 4.15+£0.19 4.73+£0.11
28 4,36+0.22 5.0140.29 4.47+0.26 4.82+0.11 5.19+0.27 4.62+0.29 4.734+0.31 4.83+0.21 4,98-+0. 28
30 6.3240.17 5.9740.25 5.824+0.22 6.134+0.29 5.564+0.23 5.8340.16 6.16+0.27 5.84+0.18 6.2340.21

AN )5 P AR ™ i B EAT 7 22 03 B A Hh (R
2) B RY IR EAFAE R 2 F (Sig=0. 000 <
0.05) MK G 18 B 20 R ERF AT
# (Sig=0.821>>0. 05), Hofth 42 94 Z [0] S A7 7E . %

255 s XN ] AR 0% A AR ™ IR B O 22 4 A AR (3R
) HKBRATFIREAER E 2R (Sig=0. 000<<<
0.05),18 B 5 20 BH =R AL F (Sig=0. 207
=0.05), MHAMBEHZ R FEDEER.

K2 TREENIAREREERTBEAESTREAXSH

Table 2 Variance analysis and correlation analysis of resin yield of different diameter classes in different density and different ages
VRV PSR
= HE(A~E) AR (14~20 a)
% (A~E b (14~20 ¢ - -
B ) R @ 18~20 f24% 18~20 #4%
F 253.58 482. 31 MD —0.300 0 —0.3300
Sig 0. 000 0. 000 Sig 0. 821 0. 207
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Fig. 1 Resin yield of different tree heights
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Table 3 The correlation analysis of resin yield with diameter class,tree height,crown width and height under branch

2 ] A5 St 7= R iy 4% s ben R
iR 1.000 0. 749 0. 545 0. 686 —0.147
Sig. — 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0.168
df 0 87 87 87 87
W 4% 0. 749 1. 000 0.651 0. 674 0.001
Sig. 0. 000 — 0. 000 0. 000 0. 990
df 87 0 87 87 87
W 0. 545 0.651 1.000 0. 425 0.214
Sig. 0. 000 0. 000 — 0. 000 0. 044
df 87 87 0 87 87
5ek i 0. 686 0.674 0. 425 1.000 —0.272
Sig. 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 — 0.010
df 87 87 87 0 87
BF & —0.147 0. 001 0.214 —0.272 1. 000
Sig. 0.168 0. 990 0. 044 0.010 —
df 87 87 87 87 0
Motz & HE & AT IR 1. 000 0. 308
Sig. — 0.04
df 0 84
56 I 0. 308 1.000
Sig. 0.04 —

df 84

0
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Fig. 2 Annual resin yield of per hectare of different ages
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Fig. 3 Annual resin yield of per plant of different ages
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Table 4 Multiple comparison of different ages

i 14~16 a 14~18 a 14~20 a 16~18 a 16~20 a 18~20 a
MD —183. 98" —178. 63" —219. 99" 5.35 —36.01 —41. 36"
Sig. 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 823 0.158 0. 000
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