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The Variation of Nutural Population of Pinus densiflora S. et Z. in Korea.*!

——Change of variance due to number of family

as sample size to affirm the population and {amily variations——

Kyong Bin Yim, Ki Won Kwon, Kyong Jae Lee*?

In the analysis of variance between population and between individual trees (families),
the fluctuation of values of variances due to sample size, (number of family) was analysed by two
different designs, i.e. 2-level nested design with equal sample size and randomized complete block
design,

The variables were seedling heights and root calipers of 1-0 and 1-1 seedlings of Pinus densiflora
S. et Z. The details of three natural stands and their progeny characters were presented in previous
reportg,

1. In nested design analysis, increase of sample size resulted the decrease of F-value among
families in general, however, the F-values among populations showen the increasing tendency.

The smaller the sample size, the larger the F-values fluctuation was resulted in general. At
the point of beyond sample size 10, however, the fluctuation become to be stabilized.

The F-value fluctuation seemed to be more in the case of analysis with random sampling method
than with sequentially accumulated sampling method. And also such a tendency was more obvious
in smaller sample size than in large one.

2. In R.C.B.D. analysis, the sample size to affirm the family variation was smaller than that for

population variations.
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Tab. 1. Measurements of Seedlmg by POpUlathll(Bl‘lalyStd by total families)

Characteristics Populatlon Mean i S D. F Values
1-0 Seedling 1 11.69 1. 05 Pop. (d.f.=2, .)O) 8. 690**
[Height (em)] 2 10. 58 1.04 Fam. within Pop (d.f.=50,3067) :12. 427**
3 10.29 1.05
1-0 Seedling [Root 1 2.72 0.21 Pop. (d.f.=2.50):7. 146%*
Collar Diameter (mm)] 2 2.55 0.13 Fam. within Pop. (d.f.=50, 3067) :6. 122%*
3 2.49 0. 19
l 1 Seedllng 1 14.34 O 39 Pop. (d.f.=2, 50) 6. 185%*
{Height (cm)] 2 13. 48 0.81 Fam. within Pop. (d.f.==50, 3067) :8. 488**
3 13.19 0.98
1-1 Seedling [Root 1 49 0.33 | Pop. (d.f.=2,50):3.202*
Collar Diameter (mm)] 2 4.66 0.28 | Fam. within Pop. (d.f.=50,3067):7. 270**
3 4.82 0.40
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Fig. 1. F-value changes in height of 1-0 stock
analysed by Nested Design.
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Fig. 2. F-value changes in basal diameter of 1-0
stock analysed by Nested Design.
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Fig. 3. F-value changes in height of 1-1 stock
analysed by Nested Design
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