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Taisitiroo Satoo, Ken’itiroo NeGIisi and Masazi SENDA:

Materials for the Studies of Growth in Stands (V)

Amount of Leaves and Growth in Plantations of
Zelkowa serrata applied with Crown Thinning

B &
L. F 2B i 101 7. BROMBERE v 108
2. U BRFohR oo 102 8. EDELHDEEDREE --vveererenns 109
3. LB dnadnec e 104 9. KOKXKMER X DEDBMLF HA - 117
4, TE D B 104 T S O 120
B, B D B, 107 11. 3¢ R corvrrrrree et e, 122
6. BRDHIFE oo 108 RESUME - +vvvneereninainiiniiiiii e, 123

ZOMRD —fEE BHEE HOEOWTX $TI Ex0ld (EEEs» 1953) i
<HLL OXNTHD, IHIT No0lS (EIE 1955) iKd Wale<bxiDT, ZZiK
sl

bhbhis SEic (FHE £ 1956) Vi nwshyavo ks> Rbnw
=720 KiLoWT, EORBLAROEGRE FLELT, MFE<bii, Ld»L, T
DES7 BBOMRIZOVWT HBohiz wWArvAh BBRA BELERXOMKRICOWTD
PELT BTREBLIT PELARV, FIT ORUWE HRAZRLTNELREDH
Lhzd LEBMtRzRCRRoR rvEx (Zelkowa serrata) OWKIZH>WT, HEDE L AEDH
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Ba L7z, oz Mtkdkohok®an 2Yh=vEk RoTkD, fkekC
oS BIbRVESO MR ZEpLABE PELTLD GELVER
BhbhEVwERSS, Lo T T35 LAEHED dfELTE »ED S3bLVioO
TRV, ZOX5EKIE ERIKE BEVRVDT, REARHREDREIXT HrC B
BErBokhot, k¥l ZoicowTiy, LEMERBRSILbEX DD 2RIV WK
BaikiED FER kohkbhTwzd (B =i 1933), ¥k MRERTOLOILOVT
BROR EEhsE k56D, COWETHE EoRLAERORMEKL, ThitHROD
5 W opD 2 FHFFEHPEDITDND,

CORABE EEIFHROIEIC b ETVT, EELRES B AECHRD, &
Bfe U= bR EERSF Lok, BAPEECELOT WALAEL FEHIEPE b
RETWERWE BRETARMBE LA 2T TOE2T Wik JREEEE
W oL BILERLDIT D, i U4 ! :

2. UL Bk

FIRARFRFIRBERAEHE RO
1HREEIVNED  —8FC, AL/l
Y RRLHD, HERO FHHA
EEICIhE, EET BRAOHARE
CEL MG REeETHEE AR
wat B HAF BN EREIRE
» BLEETS, LEX Y
OABAYELC L. HEEELT b
Sl BERE shviad &
ShTkh, AT Bo &, 5
fovx  mEEE, ALY 20257, A%
HEkF5 MR fZER v
X Bh RITEY HE,

i EBEMSERT BN K D]
o 1912 T EhREShic, £D
TAHD FLERE RIFTWVER, R z
AbkE BERLT EARMEILE .
bODL 5T, HMFKIE REIC m1g L 5 < 2 #
XhiE lha H7zbh 4830 F& Fig. 1. The stands studied.
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wl1E L B <R Ik K
Table 1. The forest stands studied.
® B il % Thinned )
Not thinned B X T B it
Dominant Overtopped Total
MR O n/ha 2600 983 290 1273
Number of trees
W = W omORE m?/ha 33.24 19.52
Basal area
oK E % cm 12.8 15.7 5.1 14.0
DBH of average tree

INTVE, BT TELEDHED MV T7TYHADL EBRIEELZEZOZ LT bbbk

VW, EERITEDTHOIE 1918% 191941

a: fERER, b: B X

a: not thinned b: thinned

TAL, 192041 ok Y LR, 192341 B
i FT, 1924 4821930 4812 v %Y
E BtkERsZkoTw5,
Ritkix 1932 €1z Bk % 4ha
Dr¥FHDO5L  990m* o H
WiZgwe LEMtkE: kTixoT
W5, ftkov ) 7140k KT
kL x AT % MEKTERT B
- 31 %, MREBZZ>THD
1941 ZORELXRTHSET
IX1M1F I v Y BB ko
E0s E072L FRvhTWiR,
Ll Z20dWEIed HECE
5 FHOBLR HRAK
Tk, fifkodblic ozxhi:
AKD5H WEDZoOREKIE B

BT

X &65%ic TER, Mitkasc
Bbighrole BRSOV TIE &

OB TV T OFEERIT R V93,
MIERHIO Sk 02 Lo
EFRIE D ~ADTWE, B
3 195460 WA B

nol-, FAE%E BrhorrliEzo



i HORMEHEIRESE L 2 MicLdT, B8

B AA ZOMD e —x[BICIE @ErOBEIX E
i NN ——mma ol Bbhihork,

r I | | Not thinned

A . y'l——-m @&

\ Thinned 3. L BaAXhMiI

Mtk 479 m?, RifkE Lo 7cXic
281m? @ AERO FEHEZED, TOK
I HLENRNLTRTO ROV
F2h5M0 MWEEE%Zcm BATiiror,
ZFOBRITHLESVT, SHODEND, Th
A Fho WMEEEOREIC 05<blBE)
b 1 n y T, B EEMCLoRR HfILT 10 K
mE W 05 om Foo HEAE xBHAR, HEHARZENL
H2R MEEEO DA HLT HEdH (Om) 0.3m 1.3m 3.3m
Fig. 2. Frequency distribution of DBH.

53m EMES»S R 2m ZEi FARERE
ST BB EZ ko, RAL BESEMESOT EE Tom BEho#osr &®EL
FRUTIREE Uiz, TRTOKE Xbi-oT #¥%2 0b¥d LlLheh, kL
BLED 2B% FThPh FOIET FEHEELOR, bzl Ecer XiH
XEET FOhhhrb 15-20g8 % HBPLLT 2VEL RELRK AEVER 3hD,

EORMME ST EFOBEERIC BE5oLT &hhE, KoteyzidsroT HHEE

A‘}’ k3

OEBROWD FEHED 7V 7400 EOmREEDI LD, DT ¥ ERHETVNI
T BX#F 105C° T mbrl HEOAEVE bEdk, TH5LT EoWEHEE EEO
FEFD FROAETHEATE TV TARDED, ThEELLD LD L2EKDEDIF <
DAFTHFIEHFT VEDVEDDRD EDMEOFEY L HEEZD LD,

4. IE )]

VDEDVEDD A DVWTWE EORIR 35 RIlLoTLiC WHEEE
B BRSD5, BRESEWVEE ¥R FBLIOF TV, TOBRIE ERHLDHDOT
Bl SEVWREY WBEEOV VI BBOEER OUTWi, £5 LB T
i BBLOBBCOVT LEDHLNTNDHLIAT, KEMICOVWTS 2—7 530 7
+ (BURGER 1940,1950) & 5 (BURGER 1947) F =vvv ¥~ (flkizs 1956)
BEROWT WEIhTWS, 20X 57K KITTREDGE (1944)iT X > T

logW =blog D—a



O %0& (1I0AEH *
AMOUNT OF LEAVES™
™ /N GREEN WT.

® ®mrux Not thinned
sk om & Thinned

[]
0 /0 20
EIM VEDVESDARDEDER (F<

DFEH) EFOROMEELEE OFBK

Fig. 3. The relation between green weight
of leaves per tree and DBH.

vy —lRT HOHhEINRTW3, 272
L Wit o8, DiINESERE, ak b
BEK, BN ERY Co—KER

o BHTREL,D, T EEE &PH
FHET dLddE: FLIROX SO,
fitkz LXK eE FRELAVWRDOBNEZD
FHAVE TR0k, Kicik &kl
TOMERETEZ LDLTE,
thoo RZOED HEE —micwy
ht BEEECZ0 EoR%Z &, K
O WEEED ERSMsS 1ha olfic
5 FEORZ dbEdlcrkzsr FEIEOD
ko 742 zbhi, lha Hich
O FEOREILRDLE RitkEkIkkok

Kz Rtz LaWKI D 2»k) 3<&L, Fo% bk

105

N

[ #0# (B80T
AMOUNT OF LEAVES
N DRY WT. (k) [ J

: 1 1
/] 0 20
BAM VE20EDORDOEDOER (HIZD
FEY) LXOAROWEERE E OEK
Fig. 4. The relation between oven-dry
weight of leaves per tree and DBH.

((E3 X% R X, See the explana-
tion in Fig. 3)

I gomm
LEAF AREA™

wl
20k

RREE

DBH ~cm
[} |
00 10 20

HE5E VEDVESDRDEOR (FED
) & & DARDMEER L ORIk
Fig. 5. The relation between leaf area
(single face) per tree and DBH.

(3N % B X, See the explana-
tion in Fig. 3)

TXBTERION, D

L »oBED o HNERSIO EORIC —ED WARESDDEThE (EE
1955), +<7a< &b MMERKIE 2 ThiGElTRwiwZlidksd, ThicdlT M

BE2 LEVWEIE Sl vduni REIhTE D, \LRAHRD

DL OELADTWELNDL, EORIL
FREWE L

5 XTI HILL bR

B AEIT ELTWEEEZLND,
e —~Tevp [ttt (FE g 1956) T, BitRELThS
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B2k MEERE (Dem) L¥Eog (Wkg /23 Wm?) offked
HbhTR: logW=blog D—a OF%%k
Table 2. Constants in the formulae representing the relation between DBH
(D cm) and amount of leaves per tree (W kg or m?): log W =b log D—a.

m & | & W & |2 T
Thinned Not thinned | Whole samples
F =DA% 4 Fresh wt.:
2.027 2.458 2.269
a 1.817 2.279 2.090
HEroA €Y%  Dry wt.:
1.927 2.013 1.954
a 2.162 2.202 2.148
i) & Area:
1.855 1.978 1.910
a 0.881 1.004 0.937
20 B CATERB o7, 3L lhadb v DEOE
%@%%thbﬁ X b To Table 3. Amount of leaves per 1ha.
SWHIRER oKD [ %ot t%ﬁinne{dﬁ; A F‘EEiTl'linnedﬁa
BELEVKE 3IE BHEL > <D+ %4 Fresh wt. kg 7552 4129
W& OA =Y Dry wt. kg 2751 1522
EoExdb, TRTOKT i} M Area ha 3.953 2.205
FOREORN ETHAE 7 E) (Singleface)

FELTWdE EXbNk, ZFYFERIrR—T=Y DHBWERELNREZ 0O HCTOVLTD
FHA D BRELFERT BROVYI LD FHARDDE Exbhd, ELED MR
TiE FEARHB HIICELhDIPD ES5hARD Kovyie BRCI-ST 5 Liabh
SEDORIT TV, Lzan EEMKRTIE BBLAR Bdic Zo5hisd Zbhi
RO Hovyic MRIZEST 5Llabh? EOER kv, Z0oziid #£ 35X
LHL7: BfR»5d HELHIKE, T/ HLEROMRTIE BEAAR kDT 555,
DZEINIKRDEDRDEZ B YH D 130V, LBERTIE Bk<D TEAR o
Sh FEO7zH a8 ZhigE BRdRwvzed Exbhs,

Y ERD BMHERSLZOO EORD WAMEIE VWEQLIA FEHELTIE Eh
i A BRERE BERNRV, BRICOVTIE Eo7< bty BT s Limaes
H5, HLERDO WEHEZLDTWS EHHED BEOLHEREY HEHOERO EHETDH
bblicbDr #HMHEE (Blattarealschicht, Mons1 & SAEk1 1953) &% \id ZEMERIE
# (Leaf area index, LAI X153 %, Warson 1952) & 735 Tw3, ZoiEdy LAI
B RRZ LA»ORT Bkt 4 BRELAEKT BX% 2.2 Lhor, HELIKE
Z THH50L7c FEPDL WED AF<midsh EOLEZR 45° LEELT b
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Wiz Fy o LAL i 2.9 THho7z, (Saekl & Nomoro 1958)

el (1955) OE D7 RILEX-T E»rOKREHD HEMEROKCHE EORLLDL
X5 E, bhbhilbNk FrY3EHo EOF<OFEVIE =—ro07F0 7-9
thha whbnl, WEOFEYTIE BRLL 2—ry 0770 2.5—-3.3tha a—nr
oD FRY 3D 2.4—2.7tha Thi v, EHETE =Z—r,-0F+70 2.6—3.1ha/ha
& a—wvﬂwP*ﬁ:® 4.4ha/ha THHV, bHBITDO ErOD JREHITOVTIX
Favey¥Y~r 350 2.1ha/ha OFIBH B2, Thihd »kbd BB\,

5. & D &

VEDVESD Ko D0TW3 HOEIE HBORMLDdT IS5 FOROMEEREE
WERBERED D, BBALLEVEKIEY T7FHOTIR BBV, ZOXS5ARERE T
T BBELOBEIZOWT HZEDLNTWBEEZAT, KEHEO VTS =2~ry.0 7
7+ (BURGER 1940, 1950) ¢ 5 (BURGER
1947) 2 F v kvy<+5v (EEE»

¥ e/
1956) 7w i onwWT FTI AREDLATH AMOUNT OF /
BRANCHES (47) /
%5, o&E: WEEEDO HWiEo BRI, 20
#E2OE L WESERED DWoRHREBHU
<
logW =blog D—a

20p
EVS R T bbbaEhbd, KL
W 1z #oi++4, DIZMEER e & bk B
" B,
R, ZoMiiowT Bohi@Ric o oBH
—fEReHTIIDT EHE BbERmcE: 0 v 2

A N _ H6E VEOVLDOROHORL
R WEEROERSHE,S i1 Fig. 6. The relation between amount
of branches per tree and DBH.

ha éf\:o@ *ﬁ@i%%&bé &, Fﬁﬁ'ﬁabﬁ (%3%@5%5}372%;0 See the
WK 48.7t, ERE LKA 24.8t X7 explanation in Fig. 3)

®aE WHERE (Dem) LE0R (Wke) offkzsobi:
log W=blogD—a DK
Table 4. Constants in the formulae representing the relations between DBH
(D cm) and amount of branches per tree (W kg): log W =blog D—a.

£ OB X fi >3 ES %

Not thinned Thinned All samples
2.837 2.252 2.165
1.924 1.303 1.223
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D, SEERY 921 LTWBKRTIE MABERZZPWVIEE »x2oT MHOREERED- D
O BORE FAEVZER <vEORCOWTLARNTWS (REIEN1952, iz
1955, RIE LR 1956), ZDiEdVE ZhbHofle Eo72< Raticinotc, FOMh s
LTk EDOEDFHALDONWT HX72ZER BRULISIE HTHEZE Ribhs,
LAl £hZ0Tik L EhEV, 218 BRROBE UWEEEOKRICOWT RS &
REZLT SRBEOOL WHKOADIZES 2 »xoT HOBSTIAV, F0OF#11k
bEPRLEIINZR, D5 TELONBTEE

LWhbHEoTNn5S, JT%\M"T/OZME(M °
6. 8 O M ™
. 02
A E KHRBELT Loz vE-o0
LODRD BOMEE ZTORKOWEEERD S
VEIE BTELoTE 5h mEr BR |
BB, FPREDIEDVWE FokEUED
all
RTHELDLEINDZEDR bho2/DT, FO—
BXE B ShEERT dTR®T, F
DB E BOHETEICL ST Hrd5E H i
FOBBIE
5 ROX 5T Dl, S7m2DRD EHH DBH .
1 ]
HEVLbT, METIER S7-o0fEs = 0 2
BIR 0L20E2OKROHDMEE L%
DL, COERE WMEEREOER S 4 & » Fig. 7. The relation between stem
volume per tree and DBH.
L, it 1ha H7obhop BHoMEr d & » 3 (E3DOFHELRL, See the ex-

L, BMRR LAVKT 248.2m?, EMRE LK Planation in Fig. 3)

© T 156.7m? Lotz

BS5E WEER Dom) LMK (Vm®) offzd b
log V=blog D—a D¥ ¥k
Table 5. Constants in the formulae representing the relations between
DBH (D cm) and volume of stems (Vms): log V=blogD—a.

® om k| W &k | 2 *
Not thinned Thinned All' samples
a 2.376 2.767 2.621
b 3.674 4,414 3.987

. BOMRERE

BREITCE oTh ED7 DED0ED0AD ®Bo 1953—54 £ 240  FHHHE
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FE6EX MEHER (Dcm) LHROLERE
(G cc) DORIRED bR m; wotRE
0853k INCREMENT

log G=blog D—a D N STEM
Table 6. Constants in the formulae re- =
presenting the relations between DBH L
(D cm) and increment in stem (G cc):

log G=blog D—a.

wmm R b k| & & ¥
Not thinned| Thinned | All samples soook

b 3.689 3.609 3.636
a 0.702 0.805 0.702

ERERE ZOKROWHEEROD V2T B
8L T X5k HiE BERBdD, E
DEDIEBVWE Eo7L LB BRR

. . " FEEH VEDOVEDSOROBROEEER
BOBEFECIDOT $EH5HLE FE6EDOX Fig. 8. The relation between increment
. . in stem wood per tree and DBH.
Sixoiz, BETHE S7-o0ROME 1E (3 ™OBIE% B X , See the explana-
LAE BERBDOT, LRBCOVTO B0 tion in Fig. 3)
Koz Ldllc, ZOBRE MEEEOEKRSHE,D Hib 1lha b7 BoOMEE
EE% dL05L, MkZLARAVWRKT 8.7m°,, Mz LAaRKT 3.5m! &>k, MXLA
KoMBEERD HMKLAVRINTSE 7Y 711, 25050V ED EOED VU7
1E03d L o7z,

PR 1ha H7c D0 BLItiOBE BOLER%Z ET7HIT LHTLDT,

oSt
oo
0 i .
0 70 2

#7%# lha bc)ORLEORAFTELBOLER
Table 7. Amount of stem and branches per 1ha and growth of stem per 1ha.

& B & [t [53
Not thinned Thinned
223 D & m® Volume of stems 248.25 156.68
53 D & t Amount of branches 48.66 24.75
% o4& £ & m® Growth in stem 8.73 3.53

8. EORLHRDERDMIRKR

BBMEITICE > T LDk &0 E>DAD 1953—54 £ 2EMOTHO BoOHE
ARFEE 1954 4 10 Biz FOKRKEOVWTWE EOE:OMKEE HI-1IKZLDT,
EoR%Y F~ox®y (FEIR) o+ GEI0R) H5\Wix FEOERE (B 11R)
O WTFRTHLPLTD BHAIERALT, EolEdicd 1EXROKREO>VWTWE EoR
2 BRINIEREWVIEE BOAEERED Ikbhok, ROMBEERIT FEOER BB<
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- B0ERS - BOLEE !/ e
INCREMENT INCREMENT P
0F N STEM (/000cc) OF= IN STEM (1000cc)  }
[}
[ —e—mm B
L Aot thinned o =
--O--f %
- Thinned ~ ® -
Sk 54
HORIInFEY) =0 B (BEE)
AMOUNT OF AMOUNT OF
LEAVES IN LEAVES IN
GREEN WT, (Kg) DRY WT. (Kg)
0 L1 1 1 1 0 ! P
0 5 0 / 2 3
O [HEOE (F=OtTH) LD
HEER L OB% BIOR EOR GEROAEY) &
Fig. 9. The relation between green BOLERE L OBtk
weight of leaves and growth of stem. Fig. 10. The relation between

oven-dry weight of leaves and
growth of stem.

6 (BIROFHEREL,  See the
’

explanation in Fig. 9)

- w0t RE
INCREMENT
OV W STEM (1000co>

8% »orhkomog (Lkg E72i3 m?)
EFDOARDBOMBEERER (Gdm?) LD
B%E% LoTR: logG=blog L—a D¥
*

Table 8. Constants in the formulae repre-
senting the relations between amount
of leaf (L kg or m?) and growth in stem
(Gdm?®): log G=blog L—a.

B ® m k| &
xnEH (m? Not thinned Thinned
LEAF AREA
0 \ I . FTROFEY 49
0 20 7 Fresh wt. a (l)iig (;.75';
11X b . .
BUR FOR FEOBR) EBOE g,
E& & ok Dry wt. a 0.286 0.239
Fig. 11. The relation between leaf b 1.502 1.744
area (single face) and growth of E‘ea it a 1.687 1.903
stem.
(E9EOIUMAE L, See the ex- b 1.724 1.839

planation in Fig. 9)
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5001 s im0

RONDLEE
WCREMENT v
STEM PER 1k
(GREEN WT)
OF LEAVES
w000}
soob
o/
[} # &
f/f/oﬂr"”’
0 L ] ]
0 70 )
BI2H HEORKE (F=0FEV) b
D OBROMOEER & #HE L OBER

Fig. 12. Increment in stem wood per
unit amount (green weight) of leaves
in relation to height of tree.

(B IXDIE%Z R X, See the explana-
tion in Fig. 9)

(4]
00 %1m2 hrhn

woxtotr g
INCREMENT IN
STEM PER 1m?
OF LEAVES
200 =
100
/
0 i 1 L J
[/ /0 20
FUR EOHRMNE (H‘@fbﬁﬁ) dich
DEOFOEER L BE & DBk

Fig. 14. Increment in stem wood per
unit area of leaves in relation to
height of tree.

(B IR DA% R X, See the explana-
tion in Fig. 9)

111

€
4000 EI1Ky BB HTH0
[Po k3 ]
INCREMENT 1N STEM [}
PER 1Ky (DRY WT))
OF LEAVES

/
//
o/ 5
H“ET/(;:#’”)
%'IBI EOMME (BEOXFEY) b
Y OBOMOAER L BE L OBR

Fig. 13. Increment in stem wood per
unit amount (oven-dry weight) of
leaves in relation to height of tree.
(B IR DI A B & , See the explana-
tion in Fig. 9)

«o

BUT 2004 2)brh0

BOMOLER

INCREMENT IN STEM b0 .
PER 1Ky (GREEN WT)

OF LEAVES

1000

500

© AE AR & 12
® o8H ™

0 1 L 1
[ 0 2

Fil5 EOMMNE (F~DFEY) b=
h OO OLER & WEEE & ORR
Fig. 15. Increment in stem wood per
unit amount (green weight) of leaves
in relation to DBH.
(F IR D% B X, See the explana-
tion in Fig. 9)
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[(«]
AT R 11030 o
#BOH0 oo _
WCREMENT I STEM . 00 X imebtrn
PER 7Ky (DRY WT) . Rotiozes
OF LEAVES STEM PER 1m? L4 .
or OF LEAVES

2004=

2000

100

4
p L] A B ¢
iy oo van o
0 1

: % %
BUR EORLR FEOEH) 7Y

A L 1 |
0& 0 20

BI6R FEoOHRMNE (EROLEY) bic

D OROMOEER & WEEE & ORI OROMOLER & FHEE & OB

Fig. 16. Increment in stem wood per Fig. 17. Increment in stem wood per
unit amount (oven-dry weight) of unit area of leaves in relation to DBH.
leaves in relation to DBH. (B IN DA% B X, See the explana-
(3% 9 MBI % B.X , See the explana- tion in Fig. 9)

tion in Fig. 9)
8% 7IVT7ABEIR BB, AREONEHY EoBOXMMIZ AL TV, oM
¢3es
log G=blog L—a

VS —BRT bbbINhB, XL GiI RHOMBEER, L1z r~ot v
OAEY, HBVIE HERTHLLINDZEDOR, aL bid ThThoiEdbvo HFi.,
RROERECEOTHEDDE FE8EDXS5ERDE, OVEDVEDDARIT DWVTWD B
DEE ZOARD %@ﬁ?ﬁé&ﬁi&@ﬁé%@ FBO-1IIK RLY F8ERLDHLAE HH
Bh brdE5T, BkEkskokReE MRERSILLEPORRD BV L
o FAAR HEDLREY, HLBROEEZDILAD BOMBELEEED BREL»

LEWHhiLLd KNE EOBRD 7599 HERE2T Whkbb, Led>T BRI
EoT EoR: BROMBEEELD BRC Bo20LApEL 53T03aElr vk
=\,

BAEd FTZEOT £EIh BROMOELT E®5ZL1E kBLOEBEICOWVLT
BZlhbhTkh, BEC KoLtV 7urahse R ERCIST TERBTER b
EDHPTINTVE, fERk0 BMABED FEitXoT £EXhA: ROMBEE WEHEE #
B HEVIE VEDVEDSDARIT DWVTWSE EDRBIKIDT HbbIh3 KDt +
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&/ KUEEB) HELD
[~ % 1K (A R)BRID / ®oHiEE ©
wobinsk® o/ INCREMENT N /
INCREMENT ¥ 9y o STEM PER 1ky
STEM PER 7Ky / (DRY WT.) OF / °
(GREEN WT) / o] LEAVES o/
OF LEAVES o / 300

(cc)
1000

200

500
/
100%= o
/
: /
#0@ (1) Y%e ROBEHD)
AMOUNT OF é AMOUNT OF
LEAVES IN LEAVES IN
GREEN WT. (ko) DRY WT.(K)
7] I WO TN SO W S S | 0 3 1 i !
0 5 0 2 4
ISR EOMNE (FeDAEY) iz . HION EOKMME (EEOAEY) dic
D OBROMOEER EZLDRITO>NT D DEOMOLEER E L DRILDWTN
- BEOR L OB v 2EOR L OBk
Fig. 18. Increment in stem wood per Fig. 19. Increment in stem wood per
unit amount (green weight) of leaves unit amount (oven-dry weight) of
in relation to the amount of leaves leaves in relation to the amount of
per tree. leaves per tree.
(IR DFA%Z R X, See the explana. (EIM D% B X, See the explana-
tion in Fig. 9) tion in Fig. 9)

¥ BHL5WE BBOBESL0 BRerbios: B 1220 MokS5Tkhb, EOED K
FrE LT F=OFEV HBEOFETY ILVEEEO WiFhzE-oTh, LOfHMIE &
g BRLIARD, BEER b3V BELKELY EORMNESLCIHO %o MRER

E=1 ada N > >
B wEI0, LoTIl BOK VLoVELOOALONTYBEDREED

VLDV EDDRD BOMR HEr R &7 ) OMRERE OH OMBIRE

Table 9. Correlation coefficients between the amount
N=N e =N .
EREE %@ 2O Bk 25 of leaves per tree and stem wood increment per

3 YREZLND, ZOHEN unit amount of leaves.
E EXCRELE B/ X0 Roamestion of the | ® M @
. amount of leaves Inne 1nne
R B 1958) wowv
(el HE ) ><OA4 %4 Fresh wt. 0.81%* 0.95%*
T Hbhiz, AT Dry wt. 0.64% 0. 99%x*
it} = Area 0.83** 0.81%*

VD ESVEDDRIT DNT
W5 EORL EOMMERIO MBEEBEOHLVWERIZ FIED HBEGREKRE LD
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<o
O % im0

200

100
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Fig. 20. Increment in stem wood
per unit area of leaves in
relation to the amount of
leaves per tree.
(EIRDFHME X, See the

explanation in Fig. 9)

BUE 0IO0LO0RKOWTVWBEOR (vkg
ik md) LEOHMEHL) OROMOLRR
(yce/kg E7cid cc/m?) L DREfRE LHTR:

y=ax+b OEE

Table 10. Constants in the regression equations between
the amount of leaves per tree (xkg or m?) and stem

Botor AR /
INCREMENT [ ] /
IN STEM /e
PER Im? OF ° /
LEAVES /

(m?)

TE S5 FESMBBEGRAREDONS, Z oK
O 10 RXLDT EHELoOL BEEO [EE
FRAT dbobIxhd, ERGEKE wThi F
BThok, HkZLAKE MBEREZLA»OHRD
ZiX ROAFvER OEL £D5%2 WAEUD
DEZDNTORMRYE EDRD 757 HKITLD
T Z¢E5DT Fo%h Ly, BETsic #p
BEELDOTFTWD Kz EoMMNEHAID #
OO EERIE BB 12-20 @), Licno
T E% BBL2FTWaRELE
BRoOMBEREN
11 X),
HEOLD2TWVE DEDVEDDRIC DWVTW
SEDORL ZOROBHRDO MREERLD BRI
Wl ZhETK #fﬁ%< LoxNBhTn5,
bz SELFLD BEo0 SEok N
Z HLbLTVEbITTIREL, WSo»n ME
TELON HMbLhTWS, LDVEDIE VED0
EDDREDWTWE EDOER kBIhiF B¥k
WiEE BOMBRERERR ZhicHfilc bk
BBEVS5BDTHSE, Lz
BOT EDOHMEHI-DD
$OMREERT, A Z O
BP0 fFHickoT ik
525, BB LD HFIIKICD

EDEDTIIT
BEWEWS S Lickhs (8 9—

wood increment per unit amount of leaves (¥ cc/kg or

cc/m?): y=ax+b.

) XS
F><®DFE Y Fresh wt.: a 142.96
b 437.23
®Eo+EYy Dry wt.: a 691.63
b 1225.87
i) & Area a 6.43
b 48.0

W 3E —ERE w5

FEE]Thinned DDT, BloE &z

234.78 e/ % (B BE 1958)

25.3 F—r D bPvk (BussE
1474.66 ..

129.67 1930, MGLLER ’1945, ScaMIDT

5.84 1953) 7 > (BURGER 1940) - #

3.5 5 <> (BURGER 1945) izo\»

T HWEINTVS, 350,250 BBERENL HIBEEEITIE EDEBEBWEEY
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BROMOEERD ThiclBILT BB h5, Ll XTORERZZXT EXSXTHD
13 MOMOAERIT HAMKIE BFRELEVEVSERTHS, Thbb V&
VEDDRIC DWTwd EoRIKIE »5&k#EL #HEXRSOT, thiixds Eo
BABH2D D BOMOEERIT Skt $<4<%5 LVv530T, Zofle LTk
g2—u D 7THhH=> (DENGLER 1937, BURGER 1948) t vt (BURGER 1952, 1953) =+ 3
(BUurRGER 1951) # <> (BURGER 1945) R twm—7 < (BURGER 1929) X /SR 77 —
(BUrRGER 1935) ZEMdH 5, F =7V I =+ 5y (EHEE» 1956) TIEZ 0ED20EDD
KicowTwsd EOER HEEEITIE BBWVWE52 HoMBEEED Fhick#iL
T BBLIRDH, FOBERI25E EHLSHXTH IRPBROMBEERIT I %
2BV, ZOHRT Favervi=r53Ui3 B2OBEMIELIVE, EOBMNESID B
OMOEFERIT EEZBBEL DT TVBERIEE F<LAV, ¥ ¥Y*+FOEdVIIE Zhdp »
FThed ZiiD, BRLOERZDFITWEIAREE FEOHMELLHVO RBROPOAERR
BEV, LERDT 0ED0ED0KIE DWTWEEDOERENR BRFhiEREVEY ®%o
MRAEERIZ FEOBO VY TANUELL BRpok, £2h07 (kEE» 1956) X5
T, HER BEO BBELAR EOEBSBERWEITERL, HED EHZLDTVWHOT
DESVEDDELHTSE LT720d FRAEY LVWEELDNB, COLEE HETO
N5 EOWHED AKOREEILED FHI LD S»3bhd, BELTose74) %
25 HEDP HEO BBELAD BNEOEONXERERIR LV IVWRRKLILRT I
e Bibhd, HOROERS RHOoFEE K B RO WREKIIHEELZLS -
Pbhbb0% HERLLD BEWEEEH»D SLOWVWR//2Vdh k& d50id &
B RKDOEs» BEwhod FEX34D, KOKXKNNLE FHFLEOVTE 0 EET F
8oL, IELOBBTLONERAED 274 FH11E FAEERNOFEDOF FA4pD
LESOHPAZEZSOTBHZLENTELLS Bhbhs, LHL FOLEREDS HOBROFR
B, X6k TENE ROALREEL BREZ BIXAL3XTRINE Zo@MR i
LusaEdhit bhbkl,

ZOMTIX BHBLKEEY FEOHRMEDILVO BOVOLEERNR IEhrok, ZoOf
i 3T 7hr<y (EEIF» 1955) ® =m—~wm .30 FxU =2 (BOYSEN JENSEN &
MULLER 1927, BovseN JENSEN 1930) & 7'+ (BURGER 1940) iz5WT Abhict T hE
—HLTWws, Ll —FTiR HEVESTAR EESEAXDID »2OT EOHME
HD BOMOEERE O VWEWSERMS =—8y,.50 7+ (BOYSEN JENSEN &
MOULLER 1927) & vk (BurGer 1937) ®# KvFr—#=<v (BARER 1950) Tx 5h T
W5, IHIT Favevi<rIiy (EEEH» 1956) TIX e HEKIEFE EOHR
BHihD HOMOEER? FELE HBEIhTV5, ‘
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RO FEOBEMEDVD BOMOEEER VWAVWLOBEICOWT ZhET
 3LDERTVE, ZORIESWT EHE Thi 3Ld5iil TERVOT, bk
DO N FEEZILWT HELR, £O0EDIE 0EDVEDORD MEERE
REOROEBR?D WENERTEERD FEOBZI LD, oIk 0E20:20KD
BEEE BROVRERBOBER>S WENERFEEAD #®o HEREEBRZDLLD,
INBED HkDOD TR

Bl X EHROEOHENED D) OBROMBEEEE (cc)
& HEFBFETHD. L0 o SRR

GIHELOFEHARDEOR L AERED» D)

FRIT B 11 EHi LTt Table 11. Stem wood increment (cc) per unit amount
N . of leaves (kg or m?) of the average trees calculated
BYT, FHMEAD FEOH from amount of leaves and growth (both calculated
BB D HOMOLEER fro_m the formulae shown above).
g R L7 , RPEOTIVZEY | w® m & | m &
W DIE S 8 xXpression o e 1 .
R ‘ LK 2% amount of leaves Not thinned Thinned
BIEDEE. 50200 FeOFETY 828 659
. s . Per 1kg fresh wt.
T, BEUES K W eEoTey 2179 1605
¥ er 1kg dry wt.
HRTFHAD FEoREZ D & - - Per 1t 152 136

», ILET VEDVEDDAR
CoOWTWs EDEE ZOKD EOKMEILIO BHoMoiEE:o BEBRKzE
0T, WENERFEEARO EORTHYTS HOHMNEDIAID HRoMOLEEER

HETBIOTHE, TOBR WI2E THAOEOUMR D) OROHOEER (co)

OB 12 % LoTikD Table 12. Stem wood increment (cc) per unit amount
of leaves of average trees, estimated from amount
Ty, SDDORDHWIZIIE of leaves of average trees calculated from formulae

on the relation between amount of leaves per
tree and stem wood production per unit amount of

HED EZ2EDL FHA

rwnwkssidbhsd, s leaves.
- p BEDREDT IV HE

PO BERRCEOT RS Eﬁ;ﬁf&lo& (l)ef:ae:ees %@;ot tl;;ﬂinneqldk FEﬁThinned&
hi-fERIE 3L0TIER » FeotEy 810 790
b X —%L, 31D Per 1kg fresh wt.

RO+ E Y 1960 1910
TiE »eh S WwHE-LYTW Per 1kg dry wt.

Per 1 m? 134 138

3, BOMNEDLID BD B i er 1 m

MOLERE, EOBOBMIT Fx% (Fv IO ) 2iokiEdvitiz FHb
DEFEFEICE2TD BRZLAPDOERDIES R Bk\, Blr Mficthild #HEs
BCX2oT BESLBV HREZLEPOREDIEFIH WL Shrkkwa Eiid 2Rk
WEWHZ iR, &RELTHSE BRELEPORRDEI N EOHMEDLVOD

BROMO LERIZ FRFVXIO5KE, &k HKehko EoE: HKéethko BOMBELEER
&b EQOHBNEDRLIO BOMOLEEEL dL®2L, BB X o0kd>Thkd, %
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DA 75 1 B30 5 45, WIBE  ROMERDA) OROHBEER (co)
MR LARE  Listokk (7 Lha OERRLEORD5)

‘ Table 13. Stem wood increment (cc) per unit amount
D BRiE I Uk of leaves (kg or m?), calculated from increment per
l1ha and amount of leaves per 1ha.

5D, CORERIE —hiE
SWinsd, ZOER Zh s TR = )
TREEEh T3 Bfovy Not thinned Thinned
F=DFE W 1155 854

Y BHEWE MAREBED Per 1kg fresh wt. cc

. , W OxE ¥ 3172 2316
BLBRS ROV TD FEEE Per 1kg dry wt. cc
R0 wR<Obo (FEEEH 0 B FPerlmd 221 160

1952, fEfRiEs> 1955, M (L 1956, ApaMs 1928) & —ELTW3, 2ZL hbof]
ORI VoA LTVBLEEZXLRBHK KOWTORET, ADAMS DIER DL S
HEEBOKICHS EORITIE SARBEICLS FHA DR &5 elpdobh T3,
LTHR TITLDHOMD MRELAKD BEERDR ) OEOEIT BkD Likso
EHRIZS BT WB»iTT<krote, LAL Thbbide BRZLEVRTH BX*x
4, HREZLAKTIE X% 2.2 Thore, 20T &1 BikE LAWK OEX SEHLTAK
BPIHOBOTVDH, MRELEKTIE £ha 2.2KIcTEhvwi s Wads, L
RBDT BEOVEDD FEXHd ROFHOY 24 BRELARDIES 5 1355
D&V, LepioT BABOED FAEED, EroflnsiUis, »k) Biu
& DPABXOND, LThiE ROBMEDRVD ROMOLEEEDL A0 Bkiho
T VLR, FER RNTHE. HOBED BRELEZVEDIES R »40 BB
Ph, WOERERZ EXITVhTh ZOHEEIZ BHETERV, 20 I4FFH1ICO0TIE
FEALHRBE S, BHRE LARS MEO LOES52LHTWAZED Orop Hh
TR Bvferd 5,

RBELDDIVEFICOVE 7Y +0% 1m* 7200 Eo WhicBo BhhEiix
L Aic 6gt\vbhs  (Saekr &t Nomoro 1958), Mk% Lzl EDBEDOWHLSLL %
B FYIROKE Im® bich 14ERYPHO BOMOLERE B+ 20cc ThHot,
TYEOMD BEMEEHE brOLVS BEE 0.6 & HETHE, FoFEHi 1328
L, XADBIOIES BEOEhicAiC AET5EMND 22 BHIC FEv, Lisl
ZOMTIL, Bix FHAKE »IRDBOTVS (LAI=4) 55, FIZ3|HLAET 214D
RWEEY BIRVWELET 240 14 ITFER, LErioT Hicks Lo I
BORMEREIE EESIHLE 7214503 b Fhne PABZ LS,

9. KOKXK/MEBEL(CKDEDORBEF HA

VELDOVLODED FEFIE, 2123 Mic LdTE5ic, WEESR (B 21 X) ##
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OB ANE (2K L ZoRgowTw
02 pry w1 0F A LEAFY) o
® 2EQER (F 28 X)) KX>T dbbIhd

0.1 KoK HBWE BBOBEFCIOTIE
. MEEE () gy, kkEl bHVIE EBEAEE 1

0 ! 7 ' b— o Bbl, 1k WEEE BIC
WM VEOVEOORDED LK BimE o BRIz EET, chbe 1o

B b OEME L FHERE : OBk

Fig. 21. The relation between oven-dry
weight of leaves per leaf and DBH.
(EIROBA% K X, See the explana-
tion in Fig. 9)

02r HORNBANE ‘
DRY WT. 0F A LEAF? S

o
- HEIGHT ™
ol 1 1 1 )
0 VR 2

HRE VEOVEDODRDED LK
B b OBEME & BiEE OBR

Fig. 22. The relation between oven-dry
weight of leaves per leaf and height
of tree. o
(B IXDIRE% B X, See the explana-
tion in Fig. 9)

FUE  1ROEORNE: WHEEER
Vi & ORI ORI

Table 14. Correlation coefficients between dry
weight of a leaf and DBH or height of tree.

® W k| B &

Not thinned Thinned

mEEZ DBH 0.85%%. 0.79%*
. & Height 0.51 0.93%*

w15k 1HOBEOENE (Vg) LWHEE
& (xcm) H5\ViERE (vm) & OBk
%L&bj‘iﬁ: y=ax+b OFEK

Table 15. Constants in the regression equa-
tion between dry weight of a leaf (¥ g) and
DBH (xcm) or height (xm) of tree:

y=ax+b.
® k| W
Not thinned Thinned
femERE DBH: a 0.0073 0.0066
b 0.0399 0.0465 -
pig & Height: a 0.0077 0.0074
b 0.013 0.021 -

#wp EWEDO VI, HRELTWER

NS HhE @
DRY WT. OF A LEAF

0 o
3 o
Y A LS ¥° KOW(EHE)
e AMOUNT. OF

P LEAVES IN

DRY WT. (Kp)
0 1 ] 1 |
. 0 . 2 4

H2BHE VEDVEDDKRDED
1#dic b DEME L X DRI
WTWHEDE & DRk '

Fig. 23. The relation between oven-dry

weight of leaves per leaf and the
amount of leaves per tree.
(BEIRDOSFMAZRL, See the ex-
planation in Fig. 9)

VRO L oBfE oXFE
14 £ FEBIRES LHTISX
BV MEEEfRRAED O, T
INSDOHVEIIIE ERERRSED
bhic, B 15 %Ki £hdbo ERE
Bho Ekxz LT, Ll X
LEkRE BELAEVWED DWW
¥ 2123 M XU 1L RILD
Lz EE»D bdrbXoK BEA
E FAAEEY, ELLOEDHDT
i WEEE BE 550 TOK
OELWIERV
iz 1HROED BWEIE 3EA
Y orH Aok, HRERO

O 1 dpobo WHEXE bLEk

ZOWTWAHEDED
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MF gnsmez
DRY WT.
™ OF LEAVES (9n2)

0 o
DRY WT.
OF LEAVES (92

s0k o S0 /,o’

04 ! /|0 : ?Iﬂ 00 : /;7 ’ : 210
H2UR VEDO0ESDKROED FBE VEDVEDDADED
BNERO 0 OENE L WEE BATERD 7= ) ORME L BE S
B L 0%k DR '

Fig. 24. The relation between oven-
dry weight of leaves per unit area
and DBH.
(FIMOBHEERX,
planation in Fig. 9)

See the ex-

Fig. 25. The relation between oven-
dry weight of leaves per unit area
and height of tree.
(BIROHEBEE AL,
planation in Fig. 9)

See the ex-

001 HI6E HNEROEOENE L WHER

F RIS L O OMBEREK
Table 16. Correlation coefficients between dry

weight per unit area of leaves and DBH or
height of tree.

® W & | W &

Not thinned Thinned
FEER DBH 0.87** 0.88%*
Bt # Height 0.86%* 0. 83%*

BITR BENEROEORNE (Vg/m?) &

- H0g GEELD) - BEER (com) B30 EEE (0 m) Lo
i f’gg%g/ﬁ’r BfREZLDTR: y=ar+b OB
) DRY WT. (Kg) Table 17. Constants in the regression equations
00 1 é L 44 between dry weight per unit area of leaves
HBBE 0Lolro0ADEDHN (¥ g/m?) and DBH (xcm) or height (xm) of
tree: y=ax+0b.
AR D720 OBME L £ DKIiT —
N m R s
PNTWRHREOR E OBk ] Not t}?inned 3 Thinned
- Fig. 26. ’I.‘he relation between. oven- M®EE DBH: a 2.69 2.59
dry weight of leaves per unit area b 35.1 7.6
and the amount of leaves per tree. . . ’ )
(BIMOHEME B, See the ex- it & Height: a 4.31 ’ 2.29 |
planation in Fig. 9) b 4.29 37.3
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T FTIE FavevywrIy (KEE 1956) oWT HLDLATVS, LA
L 7%*TIlE Favtevv<rsuThriodbhickdk 1Hdk) 0EOERITONT
D RS WEoXDLIE RE®LRESOLR,

EOMMFERS- VO EWED H 2426 Mz LoTXoi MEEE GF 24 KD #f
Z BB M HHVE TORCOVTVS EoR (B 26 X)) KkoT »bbIhd
KOOI BBHNE BBOBLTLOT BB, BRER HDWE BEEKEE XD
MAERB ) OBMES BEEV, 2 WEER XU BEEo BRI EET,
cnbE o MEERALIOEMNE rodWRE 16 Ko MRRES LD
FI5n me HEEESD5, F ChbHodbwRiKE ERERS Hiobhic, H
JREELD WEE B 17 Hioldt, Ll $24, 26 { XU F 17T RCLDLE
B BObLTVAXSIC, EORMERSL I OBRMEL WEERE XY TOARR
SNTWE EOBLO BRE BMRLARKE BRLTEVEED VR ZEAL
FHABEY, EHLOEDBDTD EHE HHWVIE DITVIEOENR V& LVWADKE
BViciE EOMMEMRPLIO BHERE bR, |

BE s OREIE B 2B I B 17T ROFERT LHIhBHXST BRERERLE
LTl BRUER, »So0R0bWER 22 b2kEIAH Abhi, LHALID
BEO REOKE BEOE ADSFYRTE EOEFILELEE VARV, $5B
mAD Ho MMAEESIIO EWES BHELAXVD bLIWIiiR $TR Fa
vevtv<sSs (EHE 1956) & =2—r 075> (BUGER 1940) 2oWT AH&®
BRTVWE, BOMNERS:Z) O BHES O 7y »5VIE REROBEERZ 5
bTLOREFHE S8 H5VIE bLIRKIFEE BERMOEN BB\,

1m* o »ry+0ED EWEIX 4HKD 42g5-5 LEVESXT 6HRLDIC B
rr 80—90gitid, Fhbd ENEELROT ENER~DZETOSVE DTHIIT
x5 rbhn, (SaEkt & Nomoro1958), ZZiwxbhic7 441k 10 BdiEod o
Kb WEHE BAMEIC BLEDDOE HABITEV, £07£A1F 1m? &7 50-90g
G, BEEARCOVTVS EDOTEAE EHELHE AOXL B oiELonT Xl
& bt

10. ¥ & )

HAHRREKRDO r¥F ATHioWT EoR: £REEL0 Btkz Lo~k C
oMIE 1912481 fEx Hh, 1932 4in —#ic BRItk chbhe, Bitko 7Y T A
1, AT 47 %, WEMERT 37 %<5V Thok, MkED FROHRBSE Hbh
7o, 1954 £ Fkic EEREKERCAORKE RMRELCWERVHRO —RicowT #H
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Ex B0k, LbRXk&&D lhad7hd IADHIE, Mtk LTk ks 2600 7,
Rz L7chhiz 983 A EFEARE 290 KO TREAR 05 ROTWVIZ, SE20RKPLE
hzth VwavaintirEyo ke 10 K95 &oT, #e e o HHEE 8
O AEREREE LN,

VEDVEDDORD #E e EOER LIV B AERRII ok WEEEE
B BR2PED (E 3-8 M), FhLoEONHIT WMEEEoxE EEme B8
Reldlic, ZOBREELLTRO HEEdbeEn (82, 4—6 %), thooR: g
BEED EEIME»D, £HHO lha 7)o BE HEHik (B3 78, zhbd
DRI INT ERZLTRVEKDOIES A MitkE LERL DD 15010 Bkhrolk,

¥z BRLDTTWIAREE BROMBERER Ikerok (B 911 X)., £EED
e EOBOMMLIT ERIR HHBIREZ LT, Zhboo BfRESOSbTRO B
Frdbidic (B8 RK), OED0ESDRD EOHNEDDVD BOMOLEXERIIMNSE
£ BE EORTHLDLEINhS FhXho RO KN £d BEO ELHE BEERD
5, BREL HHVIZ EBELKERE EOHMERIO BOMO 4EEH ko
o (BI12-20, B9 10XK), BOHMEDLHIO BROMOEEERT BKLTRVED
Z528 R KEEVIH5E-R (B 11-13 %),

VEDVEDD KILOWTWE ED 1Hdicho FHEWNEIT TORD WHER
Bl »50IE 2vTwd EORIKXOT dbbIhbd KOKN £i2id #BOES
& HEL BRXdS (B 21-23 @), kkEh HH0E BELAREE Eo 1K
e R ko, LI MEERE RXIU BEEOBRIE BET, 0Eo
VEDDORIEOVT WD ED 1fdiho EWER WEER BIO fEcLcE
e EMRNS EBIBIHRS HEobhic (B 14,15 ), £ 0L D0 EDDOKICONT N
5 FEO HNEEIIIO EPECO VT FEUX5A BEGRR REBERE BEkk
U ZORICDOVWTWD EDREDDVWIZIL AEDLN (B 24—26 X, 3 16, 17%),
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Résumeé

Studies were made on the amount of leaves and its relations to the growth of
tree in plantations of Zelkowa serrata in Tokyo University Forest in Titibu, to
obtain materials for the analysis of the growth in closed stand. The stands studied
were planted on 1912 and a part of which was applied with crown thinning.
By the thinning, trees of about 47 % in number and about 37 % in basal area were
removed, but the number of stem decreased further thereafter even in the thinned
plot. Measurements were made in 1954 on both parts of the stand, thinned and not
thinned. The plot without thinning consisted of 2600 trees per ha and the thinned
plot consisted of 983 overstory and 290 understory trees per ha. Sample trees of
various dimensions were taken from the two plots, and cubic volume of stems,
amount of branches and leaves, and current increment of stems were measured.

The volume of stem, green and oven-dry weight and surface area of leaves,
and current increment of the stem showed close connection with diameter breast
high (Fig. 3-8), and the logarithm of these values were linear proportional to the
logarithm of diameter breast high. These relations were represented in empirical
formulae (Table 2, 4-6). These values were higher in the plot without thinning.

The increment in stem volume per tree showed close connection with the amount
of leave per tree (Fig. 9-11), and the logarithm of the increment per tree was linear
proportional to the logarithm of the amount of leaves (Table 8). Stem wood in-
crement per unit amount of leaves was closely connected with the dimensions or
degrees of dominance which are represented by diameter breast high, height, and the
amount of leaves. And larger and more dominant trees produced more wood by unit
amount of leaves (Fig. 12-20, Table 9, 10). Current increment in stem volume
per unit amount of leaves seemed to be larger in the plot which was not thinned.

Oven-dry weight of leaves per leaf and per unit area of leaves, showed close
connection with the dimensions of trees or degree of dominance in stand which are
represented by diameter breast high, height and the amount of leaves (Fig. 21-
26), and these values were roughly proportional to diameter breast high and height
of trees (Table 14-17).

Standing amount of stems, branches, and leaves, and current increment of stem
per ha were estimated for the both plots. (Table 3, 7).



