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Table 1 DBH increments after improvement cutting
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(be/hm?) (B/hm?) (H/hm?) (%) (cm) (cm) (%) (%) Gk/hm® (em) (em) (%) (%)
A 7 6 645 4500 2 145 32.28 2.61 4.72 2.11 346.00 3300 4.92 6.24 1.32 171.00
B 7 6 390 5250 1140 17.84 2.87 4.62 1.76 289.00 4050 4.79 5.88 1.09 142.00
C 7 8 205 6 000 2 205 26.87 2.8 4.38 1.58 259.00 4 800 4.51 5.57 1.06 138.00
D 7 10 545 6 750 3795 35.99 2.59 4.13 1.54 252.00 5550 4.32 5.34 1.02 132.00
E 7 10395 (AE1R) 2.82 3.43 0.61 100.00 (AMEMR) 3.43 4.2 0.77 100.00

M 1FH, BAWHKIET EE £R% X3 300%k/hm*(A), 4050 # /hm*(B),
4 800%k/hm*( C)F5 5508k/hm*( D) 4 a R 4 9 5 3.43%, 2.85%, 2.64% 1
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Table 2 Variance analysis of average DBH increments in different

densities after improvement cutting
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Table 3 Comparison of average DBH increments in different densities

after improvement cutting

"’ HFEE X x—1.38 % ~2.56 x—2.64 x-2.85
A 33008 /hm? 3.43 2.05* 0.87 0.79 0.58
B 4050 #t/hm? 2.85 1.47 0.29 0.21
C 4800%/hm* 2.64 1.26 0.08
D 55508 /hm? 2.56 1.18
E 10 395#/hm? 1.38
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Table 4 The increments of tree height after improvement cutting
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(2)(#/hm?) (#/hm?) (%/hm?) (%)  (m) (m) (%) (%) WR/hmd (m) (m) (%) (%)

7 6645 4500 2 145 32.28 2.86 4.1 1.24 288.00 3300 4.50 5.5 1.00 93.00
7 6390 5250 1140 17.84 2.94 3.74 0.8 186.00 4050 4.14 5.24 1.10 103.00
7 8 250 6 000 2205 26.87 3.04 3.82 0.78 181.00 4800 4.20 5.17 0.97 90.90
7 10545 6 750 3795 35.99 2.9 3.67 0.77 179.00 5550 4.06 5.04 0.98 91.00
7 10395 FHER 3.09 3.52 0.43 100.00 ARE4{R 3.52 4.59 1.07 100.00

mCcaow > @t B B
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3.3 ERFERABRREL
AFEERKRBEERARE R RNE 5 .
£5 EH4IEREDRRHOREERAERRER

Table 5 Diameter-class difference of model trees at the sowing plot Xikeng No. 4

): 3 - 7 % (em) | B ¥
RBE ER/RRE
(#/hm2) 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18
A Eigi 8 3300 375 675 735 540 405 270 135 105 60
F 1® 4500 1185 1065 1005 525 390 165 105 45 15
E ENEE: 10395 4755 2415 1590 1020 360 165 75 15 0
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Table 6 Comparison betwecn improvement cutting and nonimprovement cutting
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MM % (cm) (m) MAE % (cm) (m) MM % (cm) (m) M/hm?

33004/hm® 570 17.30 13.8 7.1 1680 50.90 7.6 5.4 1050 31.80 3.3 3.9 28.776
40504:/hm® 405 10.00 13.5 6.8 2355 58.00 7.42 5.0 1290 32.00 3.04 3.9 30.456
4800%/hm® 345  7.20 13.0 6.7 2700 56.20 7.4 5.0 1755 36.60 3.15 3.8 31.248
55504/hm® 315 5.70 12.9 6.5 3165 57.00 7.1 4.8 2070 37.30 3.1 3.8 32.856
10395%/hm® 255  2.50 12.8 6.2 2970 28.60 7.1 4.5 7170 68.90 2.6 3.1 33.264
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Table 7 Increment comparison between DBH and tree height
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(em) (em) (m) (m) (em) (em) (m) (m) (cm) (em) (m) (m)

3300%/hm® 2,61 0.37 2.86 0.40 3.43 0.86 2,24 0.56 6.24 0.57 5.50 0.50
4 050 #%/hm? 2.87 0.41 2.94 0.42 2.85 0.71 1.90 0.48 5.88 0.53 5.24 0,48
4800#/hm? 2.80 0.40 3.04 0.43 2.64 0.66 1.75 0.4 , 5.57 0.51 5.17 0.47
5550%/hm? 2.59 0.37 2.90 0.41 2.56 0.64 1.75 0.44 5.34 0.49 5.04 0.46
103958 /hm?® 2.82 0.40 3.09 0.44 1.38 0.35 1.50 0.38 4.20 0.38 4.59 0.41

WFETEH, HikE4ap, £FEFE RS 3008k/hm?(A), 4050%/hm?(B), 4800
#/hm?*(C)F15 550k /hm* (D) {4 RZE AR B H AR BR(E)246,00%,203.00%,
189.00%,183.00% s 3 M WA KRB M ARR K (E)147.00%,126.00%, 116.00% 1
116,00%. [FIB}, 3828 IR, SARRAL, AN TEHERRERESHNEE19.00%(A),
15.00%(B), 13.00%(CHFI111.00%(D); HETFHEMGERED B 2 E9.00%(A),
7.00%(B)s 6.00%(C)F15.00% (D).

FfE 1 ~ 2 FH, ARKNEE,. HBERRE, REERBKNN, SFLH0E,
MEARKZER, WHETREN UEDRARBEREBRRIE M,



29 HEES, B DB FAT s

VLAY
7 N 0.6
N g 0.5
~
E =
04 =
0.3l . - 0.3 ‘
R 72 25 4a ¥ 2l 172 {R7G 42 BlEE
Bl MESFHEKRT B2 HWEHEFFHEKE
Fig. 1 Annual average increments of DBH Fig. 2 Annual average increments of tree height
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Abstract: The measurements of 4 years after improvement cutting proved
that masson’s pineta increments of DBH and tree height both became larger
than before. The increment percentages of DBH for stand densities 3 300,
4050, 4800 and 5550 trees per hectare were 3.43%, 2.85%, 2.64% and
2.56% respectively, with contrasts of 240,00%, 207.00%, 191.00% and
186.00% respectively, The increment percentages of tree height were 2.24%,
1.90%, 1.75% and 1.75% respectively, with contrasts of 149.00%, 127.00%,
117.00% and 117.00% respectively, The amount of middle growing made
up 65.00% and over in the improvement cutting stands, but only 30.00%
or so in the contrast stands. Stand densities of 3000 to 3750 trees per hec-
tare were appropriate in the plots of good quality class.

Key words: masson’s pine (Pinus massoniana Lamb,); improvement cutting;
effect; technique , :



