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Study on the Cause of Die-bark of Shoot in the Mulberry Field in
the Reclaimed Hill Land in Korea

K. S. Ryu
(Seoul Municipal college of Agriculture)

Summary

Recently, young mulberry trees grown in the reclaimed hill land are frequently attacted!
by the die-bark and the buds of the trees developed poorly.

In order to learn the cause of the injury mentioned above available boron content in the
soils and the bark of young shoots have been analyzed.

The results are as follow;

Available boron content in the soil of the damaged mulberry field was 0.3—0.20 ppm,.
against 0. 39—49 ppm in that of healthy mulberry field, and boron in the bark of the damaged
trees was 10.63—12.99 ppm, and 18.42—21.02 ppm in that of the healthy trees. The
organic matter content and available boron content in soils showed a highly significant
possitive correlation.

The moisture content in percent in the soil of the damaged mulberry field was 11.16
and 14.22 in that of healthy mulberry field,
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“Table 1. Symptom of damaged and healthy tree.

Mulberry |
field Leaves iTwigs Mglbfﬁry
survey | grow
Damaged] Non-Sprouting Die-bark; Poor
mulberry] Wither after sprouting
Leaf chlorosis

Ir:i?%)?r}r’y! Normal Normal { Good
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Table 2. Soil physical properties of damaged and healthy mulberry field.

Mulberry field survey | Parant rock | Seoil types %:;fﬁis soil slgi‘lia(i:ll‘:z});fh i\ggitztnutre 'C’ﬁ'lfi@?g%&f
_ method | direction _
Damaged mulberry 1 Granite Lithosol ‘ S.L. 10~20cm } 14.99% Cutting Summit
‘ | \ Recess
Healthy mulberry Granite Loamy ' L 40~50 11.16 Banking \ Foot
regosol } !
e i e _
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Table 3. Available boron and chemical composition content in damaged and
healthy mulberry field soils.

Mulberry Sample | H Organic P,0s K Ca Mg Fe Mn Zn B
field survey | number| P m(aat/sr (ppm) | (ppm) | (ppm) | (ppm) | (ppm) i (ppm) | (ppm) | (ppm)
Damaged 1| 54 | 046 | 108 | 132 | se1.6| 729] 1o | 94 | 110 | 0.18
n_mulberry 2 5.7 0.39 90 134 541.1 60.8 0.8 9.5 0.95 0.20
field 3 5.5 0.41 50 94 781.6 109.4 0.8 9.4 1.24 0.15

4 5.7 0.19 64 84 761.5 | 84.3 0.8 10.0 1.67 0.13

Average 5. 6 0.38 78.00 111.0f 726.4 | 81.9 0.85 9.53 | 1.24 0. 165
Heathy 1 5.6 1.10 267 100 631.3] 85.1 1.0 8.0 1.15 0. 49
mulberry 2 5.4 1.03 300 108 721.4] 72.9 1.5 7.8 0.78 0.39
fied 3 5.3 0.97 302 134 611.2| 66.9 0.8 6.6 1.23 0.41
4 5.6 0.97 276 110 611.0] 139.8 1.0 8.8 1.10 0.43

Average 5.5 1.02 286.2 113.0, 643.7 91.2 1.07 7.80 1.07 0.430
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Fig. 1. Relation between soil organic matter
and available boron in soil.
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Table 4. Boron and zinc content in barks of

Content | Content

Mulberry tree survey I?S::é)gle_ of boron { of zinc

(ppm) | (ppm)
Non-sprouting bud 1 12.99 1 26.0
Mulberry Tree 9 1.33 | 28.7
3 10.63 | 28.2
4 11.10 | 33.8
Average| 11.51 | 29.2
Sprouting mulberry 1 18.89 | 25.2
tree 2 | 19.44| 27.9
3 18.42 1 29.8
4 21.02 | 30.7
Arerage | 19.57 | 28.7
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