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On the Utilization of the Allometric Method for an Estimation of the
Productivity of the Terrestrial Plants
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College of General Studies, Seoul National University)

ABETRACT

In order to approach a reasonable method [or the indirect estimation of the
productivity in terrestrial plants, allometric method was studied with herbs, such as
Bostuneria  frutescens and Hibiscus mutabilrs, and scrubs, such as Robinia pseud
occacia and Morus aiba f. llchiroce.

Allpmetric relations between D%, H, square of the stem(or shoot) diameter (Dip)
on 30cm height above ground multiplied by stem length (A), and the amount of the
stenr (Ws), or of the leaves per stem, were iitted to each material nlant with linear
Tegession.

The allometric ceefficient in relation of " D%/ to Ws was aporoximated Dbotween
scrubs having different life forrn, and the allometric function in relation of DFZ tc
Wz was comnon between herbs in spite of having different growth habitat.

As the allometrics between D205 and Wy or W were changeakie with the scasonal

change it function chould be calculated repeatedly whenever investigating the standing
crop of such community.

It iz zble to utilize an indirect value of Dy obtained from the allomelry between
Dy and  because direct measurement of Dy in the fleld s zccompanied by
troullesome and waste of much time.
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Fig. 2. Allometric relations between shoot dry weight or leaf dry weight per shoot and D*H (A)and
between leaf dry weight per shoot andD?r (B) in Hibiscus mutabilis-on log-log axes.
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Fig. 4. Allometric relation between shoot dry weight and 2%,H in
mulberty plant (Morus aibe, f. Lchiroe)
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Fig. 5. Comparison of the allometric relations of 0?2

shoot in mulberry plant—on log-log axes.
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Table 1. Constant (4) and allometric coefflcient (%) obtained from an equation of allometric relation
between various parts.

Name of plants DryH~Ws D2 H~ W Drp~Wp
A h A h A | h
Herbs Boehmer aifrutescens —0, 5087, 0.7622 —0.9151 0.8990| —2.5077 1. 8330
H b scusimuiabilis —0.2878 0,7868 —0.3139 0.7449| —2.5507 0, 8854
Scrubs Rovinia pesudoacacia —0. 0660 0,7550 0. 0700 0.6300 —0.9343 1.2539
Morus alba(llchiroe) 0. 4434J —0. 9065 0.1037 0. 6433 0. 4962 0. 9552
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