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B OE A a s i LA HsGE X B RAY RIS i 2 3 e i 4T M
BIgm, HERBEAMT S w, ROETEANTHFAIaELATRTHEEH
iR T, BEEHKSEAED R MG 2204k /hm? & £3 0004k /hm?® 2%, A
WA S A s FAE T S, AERRANDMANME H1.00:1.28, ERiTAL
TR A48T £1.00:5.52, FHEB ORI BIN SR H1.00:4,93, EHNTH
I A LAL N %1.00:24.05, 2F 6 RiAT,

XER B BEERYE KA BH
hESREE $795.720.5

WL RTEAMAEE R LMK, BTHRMERSERFETEMTER, 288K
EREL79hm* AFLHNENTZ S, BUERBTRELESHEEERNELE, HETHE
FH, MHRBEEEERS TR, SEHRR 2F8RME. ATREBMTRELEES>E LE
YRS, RATT 1990 M FF AR 7E 3% L GUR B AT BT E BAR B4 S R iR R,
BUSTHAME, R RRERBENT,

1 HEEF®

1.1 EHREHEEEERR
BRI T R B 3 BEREH, EHAN7.5 hm® #i#k620m, HEE20~25°, +NH4
W, FERERATIm, pHe.S5KER, B, X BATrEREN 1 218%%/hm?, ¥ ¥l
= 9.69cm, H FTEBEXMMA, ABRKARTEMEFBERR, HFETRIEERE,
FESL AR B4 ] A BB IR IK . RPBR T 9% BB RSN, AR T 7551,
WA B R T AR R TT B
1.2 F%
FEA B SO0 RRAR I B IANT S BRAE/ME B (20m X 20m),  BHATHARR,

W H#,. 1994-08-08
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WEMBAE TR BUARBFHREETEBERBAERBERET, £0, 1, 2.
mAEECEE, WESME KB, BURMST .

2 T&FHREERA

EFTHREE I B )R8 R TR B s USRI T A4 B & 5% o B LA BB 2 PR B AR S S
SRR R B IR RARBUY RO, IR IR TT AR TR MASH B LA R S/ R A5
Z AT BT R 20 1 Bk AR T 8B T A R e T A 24
2.1 2EEB, FREARE, SHEERE

199048 7 H e MR WIKER T RS, WHREEHARE. 8~9 H2EERE, &
BE 20 cm, EERARH ERMR, TrEK BEITHEC Y ARG T E R R R RS, WTAIEE
BT R AT B

WK IR A HEIE, H%E15 cm, 20 cms ARMEREIE 50 kg, BiEk SR
R#%225 kg/hm? MR BB L. DURSELFZRE 1 KHEIE.

2.2 REHHEN

R2: 5 R EREITDL R BEIRE R KR, RAOARERK RREA M, RERR
o RHEFRDERFREBFITHNRR, MEABERDEE, REEHSF, HEE
PTRBRECEL Bl ~ 4R A1 10101, AR BT REFREMRECNS 0008k /hm?, & HE#A f2:
7508k, WERTSOREBITI 1 E, XHRELSHEHAT LER KEHM.

2.3 BEAZHATEUBNBRE

ARRETRE, BLTEMNE, WRAANRDITEN. ZHTHEILHF. A%
MER, HBHE,

2.4 WERRERE

EFNIEEARBNERBNLEE, S&TE, SIRTFEGREITFRE. 8T R
THREMR L, FRAAREENL RERRIAERT, SHERITER B4 R M+
FBLHREHLEE, HFRIFER

3 FFEEE

3.1 REHATEMND, KNERBITETEE

1990~19934E M B4, 1994FEM B LIAD|EE Hir. FHEMA45H X B REN 5 4]
RIT B F TR B EE 2 B AR, HR WIS I8 TR, 19904 K
LT BT 215 BR/hm?, 19914E2 1308k, 19924E2 4258k, 19934E2 7008k, 19944F ik R4
30008k, LB THENER,

PRBR B 224 FI19904E1 ~ 4 17 L PR K H32.6 %, 24.2%, 19.8% %23.2%, #HiITEM
HHEZMET 1 ENHLE, 19914543.4%,18.5%,13.9% % 24.1%y 199345435.31%,
29.54%, 21.53% }%13.89%; 19944E430.50%, 26.50%, 23.50% f%19.50% . Pk Bk it 4%
RGBS T B AR,
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3.2 WEHMH
BN FEAEE DS TRETHESEXRKER BRTBTHHHSEL, M

TEFHR. HRAE L,
R1 ENFEFCHRREKRERHABIN

Table 1 The DBH growth of bamboo forest and its ANOVA

BA HitE R MK EERE  HBE  FHW ¥ Fi e

n 79 71 P03 N 1 90.7114  90.7114 93.1615** Fy 41=0.81
T x 10.9089 9.3521 no® 148 144.1010 0.9737

s 1.0407 0.908 0 B oW 149 234.8624

n 7 52 438 fa) 1 24.5823 24.5822 28.7444°'* Fo.01=6.84
Lk X 8.2649 7.3775 o® 127  108.6128 0.8552

s 1.2366 0.8864 B oo 128 133.1950

ME1ITUES EFEERBEFBRETHERNER, EEBNHEN8.26cm, T
XTHARA7.38 cmy TFHKIN10.91 cm, XPRMKIN9.35 om, iR K BT ER LA R0 R BT SRR
T A WGBSR,

3.3 EffRMN
MeEgRER, RRARETIOmU T ER RN RKENE, miompl kX

BMK. BEMTERNEERMERSZLIOMU TR £ ¢ HilE, t=;/Aj‘%=4.377"

to.o1(11 -1)=23.169, Wf%%ﬁ‘ﬁi*&iﬁ‘ﬁ:%—?(% 2)
2 EHfERELER

Table 2 The thickness of the bamboo wall at different height

% B /m
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

e S S H

. 0 B 12.890  11.296 9.986 8.347 8.534 7.567 6.811 5.451
HBE wg/em 2.3 1.435 1.169 1.129 0.954 0.862 0.783 0.773

Mm@ S B 12726 10520 10.070 9.226 8.505 7.875 7.189 6.533
B /cm  1.954 1.210 1.072  0.914  0.830  0.769  0.728  0.692

Axpi 0.388 0.225 0.097 0.215 0.124 0.093 0.055 0.081
[:] B /m
L I b =]
8 9 10 1 12 13 14
Vs 7 5.143 4.042 3.028 2.356 1.405 0.615 0
AR B /cm 0.675 0.625 0.502 0.409 0.293 0.166
srmpk b B 5.510 4.890 3.968 3.050 1.983 1.144 0.365
B /cm 0.650 0.572 0.528 0.479 0.536 0.230 0.143
AxEEFR 0.025 0.053 §-0.024 [-0.070 -0.243 —0.064 —0.143
3.4 HTWi¥n

EFE MR R B B TR A b R b B R i, T ELRR AL T RGN (3R 3 ),
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£3 ENETECHRERESH

Table 3 The height of stem under branch and its ANOVA

WA BHE RRHE MR RRKE BEE FAE #75 Fa R H
n 79 71 AEF ) 1 227342.979 22732.979 N

T % 580.2405 511.2676 4L @ 148 1036940.354 70083514 O2-448177 6.8
s TT.7170  88.7336 . 1 149 1264283.334

77 52 Ab 3 8 1 153 081,149 153 081.149
425,974 0 355.7692 oA 127 698 521.181 5500.166 8
s  83.140 0 50.5463 Bl 128  851602.33

B 3 HETUEY, F=HkaEREEREET NN,
3.5 P
B3aFEEEH, WNEKREEHBEEARRREI.69 cm Z£H3EF), 19924EM18 N 9,72
cm, ZRHEF0.31%, T PIZERH,
2 a H SR, SBEMARTHE ¥ 255.0050/hm?, ELFNA L A, WA
2920.4075G, HWLA2 675,400, 771 218%k/hm?®, “FI5Ha#29.69 cm, 316 825.007T,
4 ENHREFRASEH

Table 4 The investment and the inceme during the adjustment of bamboo forest

27.8309** 6.84

]l =

L3

%4 ) H ¥ R &8/ BI#/5x N/ TS BN/
1900 #i/m? 102 % 667 - 3060.00
RRE/ ke 1020 - 1020.00 ~100.00 BEA
EhHE/kg 15 000 - 758.00 + 2202.00
IR i - 2200.00
PRI -500.00
1991 B/ % 2528 - 1370.00 + 5690.00 1.00:0.90
#ih/m?® 70 X 667 —-565.00
RER/ A 28 - 3050.00 —-280.00
WRE/ kg 1250 - 1250.00 -380.00
T 1 - 4400.00
1992 ELI -3 - 1000.00 1.00¢0.11
BRR/k 10C0 - 2250.00- ~250.00
pax/ke 2000 - 1000.00 + 6 000.00
PR/ ke 16 000 ~500.00 +10 500.00
1993 AT/ 3200 - 1600.00 +13 £00.00 1.0012.72
WRE/ke 1000 - 2250.00 -250.00
#ili/m? 115X 667 - 1150.00
Bt - 16 420.00 -12763.00 +37 392.00 1.00:1.28
1.0015.52
(FwAERI)

#y LAY 10934 M5 2. AL HRI, KLHEBN 23.3cm, LMH 1.5658/4, 26.7cm 3,60 56, 30.0cm
5.605C, 33.3cm6.8058, 36.6cm9.707%, 39.9cml3.005%, 3.%5%%0.6455/kg, T # A 0.05/ ks, LFEN 3.005E/

kg, EIRM0.5058/kg; 4.19944: L5, £ K TP M T 472008 /667m?, 14 E RIT25%, ™2 &ackg, B HF150ke,
5.8/ HEBHET XA NELEN
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IR PRI B 4 (1990~199348) , A T736.9550/hm?, A1 452,157, HIEAT15.20
Iho 19944EF2 R ISR HE T AT 803 0004k /hm?, F¥310.38 cm, & 20 400.007C, WAL
Xt BB AR /13 575.0050/hm?, JAEBHMBNGRAGRALE 4,

FRHRSEN S HE81,00:1.28, %A H BERFIE BT KU, BRAEMHER1.00
15,52, HPHEAL.00IGA M AS5.527C,

19944 LR GERHLTR), #1993 ki3, JH T 1162.5050/hm?, 4LAE 130.5
kg, 3300.0070, AR 1462.5006/hm?, f% 4 FETT3754%, FHRE AR 12,00cm
(LA R F T EHBELSN12.00cm), 7 EH4 875 0; £5+300kg, 1190070, FH¥F 2250
kg, 11 440.005C, WA EIHG4T 215.0000/bm?, HTANSKNAE 4 1.00:4.93, FH R
I, MHETEL.00:24,05, LPT4r{E%39 000.0070/hm?, HuxtBRHISZAT (6 725.0070) 32
®T32275.0050/hm?, TIEUR REFHIBH RS

3 % X W
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Effect. J Zhejiang For Coll, 1995, 12(1): 114~118

Abstract: Four-year experiments with low production forest of moso bamboo
in Qingyuan County, Zhejiang Province suggests that digging and fertilizing
can obviously promote the growth of DBH, thichen the wall and increase the
height of stem under branch. So the grade of bamboo trunk for market is
increased. The density increase from the beginning 1218 to 3000 per hectare,
and the distribution of numbers of bamboo to ages tends to balance and rea-
sonable. The value of investment to income is 1.00:1.28 during adjustment,
if not take the wage of work and the rent money into account, it is 1.00:
5.52. After adjustment it is 1.00:4.93, if not take the wage of work and the
rent money, it is 1,00:24,05.

Key words: Phyllostachys pubescens; low production forest improvement; stand
structure; benefit



