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dry mass allocation pattern (Figure 1). Moreover, C allocation pattern and
level of natural phenolic defense in plants is controlled, in part, by
genotype (Danielson et al. 2011, Li et al. 1991, Stovall et al. 2013, Witzell
and Martin 2008). It may be possible to predict the relative magnitude of
natural phenolic defense among genetic sources of loblolly pine by
knowledge of heritable dry mass allocation pattern.
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Figure 5. Stem, branch and foliage
dry mass (a) and allocation (b) were
distinctly different among the four
sources of loblolly pine.
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