M i B 2 p FRELEREHRRRAETRE 4
SRR

School of Forestry and Resource Conservation College of Bioresources

and Agriculture
National Taiwan University

Doctoral Dissertation

Prii 2 b2 5 2 g vk 2 TR
Properties of Japanese cedar (Cryptomeria japonica)

plantation from different growing sites and thinning

treatments
e 3.
Jin-Hau Chen

TR = T RERTSN
Advisor: Song-Yung Wang, Ph.D.

PERAR I8 £ T
July, 2009



O

hehe GE X AR LI E SR EDF LT RS L EDF G £
ZAI A BRE e TR S FE AR LA
AL EHRERFIF I RARRDECRE BH LT D e

FRLE FREF - BELIT2HCER G HOF I X 52 K TREk

:%\;
I

2 3L o

[l

BRI TR RGP R RS L AR

5

EEF S E AT R VAR R ER ARG M ED o AH IR
Eo R WA

BRI A E AR, {ATEE R AP L SRR
Fendd LI B HRE S AT R B 0 12§ Y B i D
PRSI R L P 1]”55”“:?“5%% f% ’-?,E— ;;kvﬂfi,ggjﬁgl\g;
AR R T R *%”% ;@ﬂé*%%%\;%ﬁﬁﬁﬁw\

/‘J,- f;il % -%1,‘_’
=

=

—h

r%ﬁﬁ,ﬂipmmm k\@ﬁak@’ﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁ@ﬂ
~,a&ﬁe4;§¢ﬁﬁﬁogﬁ#£@@mﬁ#%¢’&B*i%iw
& 2F 5 s s \&@%—ﬁkﬁ%?’.ﬁ R A
ﬁ,\;,;}éggj-qﬂﬁﬂi\:igxiﬁﬁii@%’kﬂg’i‘g}@;‘?ﬁﬁf;&iﬁl—!‘%% izh
SERAADLE I P LS WS R

e R e A i CRA R T s A o

LR S s

Ao L R E TR ] o
ER DL L L
éﬁé‘B&E&]’L"L’\"‘j‘: A



£ &

ARG AR L R EHE 5 L% i (Cryptomeria japonica)ig 7 25 pL 3k
(A2 i frd o A R &) & AR R (8B fiCcfo i RYEM R ) F5 1B
fE2 a5 g2 (F B feT Bt ) B -tha? 2R A ERR (B2
TEA) HPB R s A e BRE ORI 26 2 2 AR R R %
FIlg % o

EATHR R L F A e AR B 5 R PPl Ao R BR  R BT L AR LTS
9’ﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁ&\ﬁ@ﬁ%%ﬁ&‘@ﬁﬁﬁﬁ\ﬁﬁ@$ﬁ§£ﬁﬁ%a

fIrERE d Sirihlgd G RHFROLE G4 adHesdine 25
% B (RD) #%# %A (ED) st % & (LD) ~ 3 %A (Dmin)
% & (Dmax) % 9if 5 (LWP) 7 ORE L afsé EAER RN S AN A

HBARIEESFRE ;._41’%?51 wﬁgﬁ*éw.q /)i BoAftdoe fIriFRrE ®HE
Bhlcfras R A T3 HE LK @ﬁﬂ%ﬁfwﬁ* I A e
CERE S Ty T @m@&ﬂﬁ%&ﬁﬁ%ﬁ W B AT 0 NG AT 4p
Q’W$E@(MM)ﬁ%qﬂﬂ B %ﬁ%mﬂ RS e R g AR
GESTER RPN R 8 =5 R £ R

FATEBE LR PR AT KRS R A D R TR T 1
IR (P EFEPIGAIL) TSk ] » PREAEE LI X X o B3R
BhAGPRAAAELHE > EE L w LG e AAE DR o2 oh s A
BEHLERS FHLERESEE A7 B LR A 2200 th (Type A) £2 3000 1k
(TypeB) 2 &> 3 B F A R 3 ¥ iR REMBMEB R L » TypeB ¥
*3 Type Ae 3 RHEARMNRAE I A FHE - RS A2 BB AREE LT
MF R T APM o A AP ERA - S e R R : Type BenT3ag e £ R Y S
SRR L Type AchTiad ek » SHMF e £ § LABE > 5 ASHYE
BERA - RS RASHRHE LS - S R R ERART & R e

FROYAFTRFLR P ETAL TypeBg ek R A 3£ 4% A 5 Type

il



=
MARE 0 91522 F2 BAR e 2 S HE NG L FRNRE T LG P A
Hioo A3 RHE ARMEEPFRER A FFHFLE
MR RPEALSRHBER QL1921+ 2/

HEL YT THF TS 3544 m’ oy @ kA L 36 E 2 HRA
B A TiaE EE O MR AR AR 9 245 ton e A AT WU S G
9% - FHz gy ETEA LB/ EE 5 893 kg EHAE 5 45777
kg o H£fF Lenfri T 30E & & F atiE A BALE K 2.38 ton v A $ B F R
FvR@ LGy o A FEEE T hARE R L -

BAOkKFMNRA R R BB RS ORI F R A4 - F
1296 R F R AR TR FE AR 190PF 0 T 0% R B AR R 3.60% 5 F
IR T ARy Z iﬂa/zé 1960 » Taogim R 5 K € 5] 2.529
FokF Bt ek {rBEpE . }J"’M%fgﬁ/\ Ix—f F O AT AR BE 1 o LR
A A P R R R B B P:;ﬁLmﬁE—?’ ‘:’" :sl v R A FUR L I B PR
RFC S B R A m# hﬁ@mam :

[Régie] #rds ~ e s ?tfatfi%ﬁl/? r@%fg FlE £

il



Abstract

The study used nondestructive testing (ultrasonic instrument and Pilodyn) and
destructive testing (longitudinal compressive strengths, LCS) to research the effect of
different thinning treatments and grown condition (dominant, intermediate and
suppressed trees) on the mechanical properties, wood anatomy and carbon storage of
Japanese cedar (Cryptomeria japonica) located at Chilanshan area and Dweigaoyuei
area. Additionally, the study also established the relation between nondestructive and
destructive testing.

The mechanical properties of Japanese cedar located at Chilanshan area with
different strip thinning intensities showed that the longitudinal ultrasonic velocities,
longitudinal dynamic moduli of elasticity (DMOE), radial ultrasonic velocities, radial
DMOE, longitudinal compressive strengths and penetration depths subjected to stripe
thinning of various intensities 16 yeafs"xjp_@_(;'_._r' to the study were analyzed using the
ANOVA method. No signifieant diffe;gﬁce among, the variables was detected.
Positive correlations existed befWeeﬁ the ‘wood ring «densities (RD) and earlywood
densities (ED), latewood densitieé (LD), n.linrnum densities (Dmin), maximum
densities (Dmax), and latewood proportions (LWP), however.

Samples from 2 plots at the same region but with different growth conditions
tended to significantly differ in densities, longitudinal ultrasonic velocities, surface
hardness penetration depths, DMOE and longitudinal compressive strengths. Also,
sapwood and heartwood from the different plots exhibited different results as well.
Wood density correlated positively with the DMOE and compressive strengths.
Whereas, DBH of the trees showed negative correlations with the ultrasonic velocities,
wood surface hardness penetration depths correlated negatively the compressive
strengths of the sapwood. So was that between the wood surface hardness penetration

depth and their DMOE.
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Japanese cedar trees from the untreated plots of the Dweigaoyuei experimental
forest had the least DBHs and the greatest standard deviations. The harvested logs
exhibited 4 types of ultrasonic velocity patterns each both along the steams and across
the stems. Among the logs from different planting densities, there were marked
difference between the Type A and Type B planting densities. All Type B logs had
greater compressive strengths and micro destructive test strengths than those of Type
A. There was no apparent distinction between mature wood and juvenile wood,
however. The compressive strengths of the wood had a significant linear correlation
with the wood densities. The influences of tending practices on the lengths of
tracheids could be separated into the planting densities and thinning effects. The
average tracheid lengths of planting density Type B were all greater than those of the
Type A density. The tracheids of mature ‘wood tended to maintain the trend. In
juvenile wood, the pattern was indistinct. Juvenile tracheids from the 6 plots and those
from the post-first thinning having "x_c'u]:.i:t;f_c:é_._r'ent planting densities all were not
significantly different. Yet, the trach¢idl-ff§ngths of trees from the planting density
Type B were greater than those 'of tl:le trees frbm_ planting density Type A. Tracheid
lengths increased from pith outwara to. the bafk, the lengths showed a highly linear
correlation with the tree ages, which started to moderate between 15 to 22 years of
age. Afterward, there were only minor fluctuations without notable increases. There
were distinct differences between the tracheid lengths of the mature and juvenile
woods. Boundary of mature and juvenile wood as determined by 3 different methods
indicated that the transition occurred at ca. 19" year. There was no significant
difference among the results of the methods.

The timber volume stocked at the Dweigaoyuei forest averaged 354.4 m3/ha. Based
on the stand age of 36 years, it translated to an annual incremental tree stem carbon
sequestration rate of 2.45 ton/ha. The sampled logs had an overall lumber output of

39%, and electricity consumption equal to 8.93 kg carbon emission. There was a net



carbon sequestration of 457.77 kg from the logs. On the other hand, Japanese cedar
forest of Chilanshan averaged 2.38 ton/ha per year from increments of stem volumes.
There were no differences between the forest carbon sequestration capacities of these
2 regional forests.

When the moisture content (MC) of the logs was below the fiber saturation point,
there was a negative linear correlation between the MC and the longitudinal
compressive strength. If MC of 12% was taken as the basis, every percentage increase
in MC caused an increase of 3.6% in the average longitudinal compressive strength. If
over-dry MC was taken as the basis, then every percentage change in MC entailed a
modification of average longitudinal compressive strength of 2.52%. At MC above the
fiber saturation point, however, there was no apparent correlation between the
variables. As for the patterns of test’failures the erushing failure occurred at the
highest frequency. When this occurred, a higher éomp_ressive strength was observed.
Whereas shear failures often accompanié;tl)y:';_l'ower compressive strengths.

[ Key words] Japanese cedar; Thinhi:ng:'_?l._\Tondcstructive test, Compressive strength,

Fixed carbon centent,
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Fig. 36 The grown curve of Type B2
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B¢ EME AT LR G A PR AE L o Gerhards (1982) 4 R AL b 21T &

I

204 i PR Sandoz (1989) 45 914 B e 55 fEPE ¢ ' 3 i A i H 2
4 i Mishiro (1996d) 47 &1 A T2 27 & #5144 & $H42 3 sk ad & PR 08 A4 4L
wAS e R e g AR R § EE T E 0 & 60 B PR G ¥ fre Gerhards (1982)
FRAMY T &8 AEE B4 L2 BEX TR

RAEFRN

énh)

AP IS L NN R &

50 AM&EE K2 R

AR RFEX A A ﬂ!:'E\‘ e R ’_*ﬁr‘%?’f'f RO FAEIEE
% B %A 7% (Wang and L1n 1996) ° mx;‘ SN AR AR &R A E
VS R S - A & ai&q,ﬁjL.ﬁ(rﬁ§k\’1996 B = 1997 ;
Rajesjwar et al., 1997 ; Kabiret al., 1997 Bubar 1995) - Beall (2002) & 3% %
gk hiAgg ik BE mz r/;é&"xt—z {; m/@*%ﬁmﬁaﬁc AT A RN
A FAME AR ~ AR SR 2 il%fl’ﬁ;ﬁ_m 2 P?F‘?‘%f?‘%ifiﬁﬂg EREFRRIRA
TS o

6. %#z“i‘%«
AR B Bt R P R BT P R R R AR AR
WA R e sk A > Urakami and Asai (1996) 45 di4g 3 ik & A 5L
o BIE R i‘g;ﬁﬁ B4t 3% > kA5 B0 o & Gerhards (1978) % a4 2z %
k3t BBkl Sensor NS M AP SERPC T AR ST A A
T2 3 0 pa B A G P AR 4o 3P > Watanabe et al. (2002) ¥ RIT
e S e S e AR A AR Y 5 R 7 R M 03 & Burgert et al

(2001) 4 1 Bk B> 2 A o S BHL & AL ) W RT3 o if 1 5% 2
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R2 4 - (1996) 37413 I % & 2 B4 G fcehd gLt ol & ek R > B
Hod WF i AiE e BRNEE T BN AHLED > FLF A S EER R R
d - dpd P e Al e B R SRR R e i B R

TR E SR USRI R BB RBIRE

7. W

AttE e (#B) ~ A3 o FHER - PUEREZRPERP LS
ZHERAZ Z w28 (1994) F34#H & 5 22 Sensor 2. & & % 8 s B E R
A A B RIRUR R B R PO SRR B4 R R - Beall (2002) 45
SRR AR R R BT A BRI A TR R F - A RS
F b~ 37502 JON ke o - BRI RS AR A MG LK P o FAr

EECRAHBEARE S A AR R R - R S

™ Il.-" by

8. Pk ®E N=38) |
%ﬁ/ﬂ]j&w . |:"'f-b*"
d7 e RES et (AGLE|) YSeisor 2 ARk ITHI R A

§ RS AR B e A T R S R R

WD hn P EER R ARE R g B

BU ek B S RCHCE S R Y 5 R endp M T e Ag
R KT AR DR RLT Qi dpih o d AT R EAM Y BT RS B
38 Fgd g 3Ri> @yE (Mishiro, 1995 5 1996a, b, ¢, d) > Flpt e 425 hiE B
ARP o AR MR 2 G B AR T (o AR 0 1998)

MPEBOE M2 AR AR A R R R 2 AR T B
FIRAEIERRC) B3 B SRl 22 A Az iR (50 SE A B IO

(BEEE IR 1997) B2bpURBRHRFEMET TR AP FTiTe27 72
Fre Do 5d RAE G e R AT EBR ORI VTR AR I

LG R Bl bR AR E S e A AR ERER VR
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A

F.

A (R 7 2% 0 1993) 0 b ALH R ALBURERBITE T T 20
At B2 TF B A AR R INALT AL A R &
AR AErRFATEFFERAE CAEFEAPMIE(E 2= %51997)-
FR ARG TR AR W b 12 ks e i 5 e L 8 %30 50 96
(Beall,2002) > & AJ2T {73 5 (4w ) TRl 2425 ik § P AE X 3052w X T
w0 B ORFI G S e F e #5] et Bl R SR R il
PALR AR - R Mo A AR L AUt BER o BAEY AR B (A
Fa) Bd o e L Ao s R 2R SRe g d R bl g2
HRL S S R & #«?¢ Yo d G EREE (B mt) 24
WE LR P BRI et PEF A SRS e A2 2 e g

HEEFat @ LIR:T=3:2: 10 Tt AH2 B3 7 4% =% 52 423

¥
i

el (B e IR 0 oA P R -‘ie_ £ TR 44 ?]{n‘fﬁ* (Bucur, 1995a) o
e ?ﬁli;(Pllodyn){— ﬁ ,,, b~ 5 bk (TR S 2
AERE LY FEG 2 w\—'mag@gﬁ it B OB RS 5
MG T2 B A AFR —%ﬂlﬁf (%_) a‘fr,ﬁ‘v aa B 5P3E  (Smith and Morrell,
1989) » 2 T 5 fhE L ¥ i |¥§;\E\‘ # ’Fr;lﬂ‘—lng s¥k |78 B ¢ (Rozenberg and de
Sype, 1996 ; Wang et al., 1999 ; H.';lnsen, 2000 s Jacques et al., 2004 )
¥ ek pepldk ik (Fractometer) &k BE 2 % S S (Smm 2 /%) 5 3#FH »

R e PURSE R PP AAPER G P~ F R R HER g RS A
PRFTOREAELZAIH I RBRPITNRR - BT B BRE S

SEMR NS E e KR TR R R AR 2 ERIEASF (Mattheck et al.,
1995 ; Dolwin, 1996 ; Matheny et al., 1999 ; Kasal, 2003 ; Mattheck and Breloer,
2003 ; thiRE E > 2004) o {1 ¥ BHEGE (7 AR (FURAr51R ) &2 ASTM 453 32
PURFER FRFHR LA FT G R RAPML SIRBERA F e AP
e A defURESRE R 0 ¥ b i (MOE) end Rt 7= & 5 3 A 49 M 12 (Bo
Kasal, 2003 ) -

@ 1% X-ray s~ 1T IR P ERPFAECTLZHRAMT T 2 HF
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B27% 4 3 Mg = % (Yasue et al., 1997 Koga and Zhang, 2002 ; Zhang,

1997 ; Olsson et al., 2001 ; Bergsten et al., 2001 ; Bucur et al., 1997 )

(=) B85 3 13 4 AT 45 F B 1 R 58

B EIEE - A AR ATHREY FE B A RS I - AHRR TS
oM ey FRITE > 7 B EFRAp L AR (L dRe ¥ 1997) > e &>
Pl R S TR A H TR PR X MRS o 7 E o

BAESEZ 15 kA ehd £ g - TR

1 W3 e

Wang et al. (2003) 45 1} 20 & e 5 #4555 8 AL ? € BGRB8 T4 09 B
BB AR BE  Ap B m@wg_frf! 4 & —fﬁ’ﬁ BEOL R G Bhdiy A
ESTF & e E&yv%”€2a$’x;ﬁ FAMF LR - (BT N sk
A L 4 £ 5 1 darck o || ;‘;

3 Rk § (1994 ) L_r,%ﬂik P%a’ éﬁ*ﬁ%éﬁ%ﬁ TR B AR R L

SRRV o e mﬁiﬂ&¢ BiFit s & @SR ML FE A

énhn

=
(1996) a8 82 A %= ¥ F S 4L E'?"’ﬁ??%“ L BURSE & PRape R LN Pil 2
1o B ehi Sem E ML REHRESH dem b > 28 E UGS AR AP o T A
40(2005) Bt ER ATiIACE BN A IR BUB T RE L 4 7
i is sl Az e R BT BB Rk 3 oh R AT A AT fﬁféﬁiﬁ 9 T AR o
Zobel and van Buijtenen ( 1989 ) U Iy %#J}ﬂ— FHRADETE S B P
Bo P NEAFFR AR EHRT S R RAA L ot £t
Fol o @ 2 £ F 2 o Wang and Lin (1996) 45 21 > #44u§edi| 5HDBH /| >

R A 0 k0 A i XA (S eI £ R UE LR st MR A

2. EE
BRMBLY B2 EmSAILAL RERPERBT R - BRTA 2 EHBL
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FAPRETRAHAZEZIF moHEF WY B2 Anm b AJIET T RE 94 &
TR ApEE I ES% e d Wangand Chen (1992) % Kogaeral (1997) 3£ #& ) »
A WA p AP A K AR IR RS A BERIF L
B e J2 ¥t Japanese larch e 58 > s P8 g A on B ® ? Ao NEn 1 € 3
HEBETAECSHERERMEAR -

B ERIESd B R X ERE 0 IR L kST S iRsE
HA2ZE REZRTREFZEEHBRT A EREPETA SR ML o R

EASRHOULER > PR S AT Atk 2 £ FE ¢ IRGE S e 4o o
BILR 5t f F A e s eng 4 (Yang, 1987) ¢

3
T

B B A SR RIES § A BRI R A ) R R OE B
B o Ap#f i ihliE % 4 Zobel and van Buijtenen (1989) & 21 » i ifodg J1 % 444 b &
Radiata pine # i © %ﬁr} i e K- €8 1

A f

5. it N
B B R a4 5 e A Koga e}*al (1997)3‘&f ¢ ¢ 4n ) Japanese larch g
RN R R i*ﬁmhﬁﬁﬂwf KGR BT R
(Cown , 1973 ; Taylor and Burton, 1982 ; Moschler etal., 1989 ; Cregg et al., 1988 ;
Markstrom et al., 1983 ) o iz 3 2/ £ {5 jEdEm 7 » Wang and Chen (1992) 45 1 ]
FEHLRA 2 Hhh o AP R F s B e - R A A LT oS it
B AR PR TR F e S 0 BIGRES P 2 > R FHR IR
fed 2 BF > m AARBRASI SR G 3 a5 A2 (Yang, 1987) ¢ @ i e

72 % & > Zahner and Oliver (1962 ) # % Pinus resinosa * Pinus banksiana i 4= %

R R R TR ST Y
4. B ERZ MR ETRER
R A end E WS e UEHAL K0 RERASLEERT

B2 PR ER F 7L )i%“g;&f&)@ﬂl_xé ¢ ' 1< > Cown (1974) &%
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a4 Pinus radiata > 55 R gr 516 F e £ R E X 8% 0 MR MG FHR AL L 246
xR GBH PR e K R B SRR~ B %] (Yang, 1987) > Taylor and

Burton (1982) %t Pinus taeda 3 £ 4p 1\ » St gre L R 2o 3 % 8 & "% M5 5 %
g o FI PR pLEE % 5 0 Wangand Chen  (1992) gr5R & P 2
34 (1986) 4 Mt A e P RS R 4 e an S RIT kAP E e R R TG
FrARG A

@ Zobel and van Baijtenen ( 1989 ) dn ARG B 1A HEE A & H i
kR W e 0 P WAEL P A BT - BAHEERT R L 5
T e REIBE A IR RR M F e R AR R LR
FEMFHYI LB A - Wang and Chiu (1988) 4+4tw fhar & % & A 2 ok
BRI R

hlimre AR E R Y RS G o Wang and Chiu (1990) 45 158 e s § it

Po BRI 0 e &&ﬁﬁ.@ﬁi&m, AF’“E &;H gmﬂi T SRR B R

.I'

FERhBEERHFE2EHLAE L 615~6433/%_}1552.9~55.6 9% > A XHHIRFA L

e

% 56.7~58.8 %% 45.0~50.0 /°

5. A= 3

LB RIE R RS L R B G S

°1

R iEs RAER WL A
= 34 (Juvenile wood ) =y ¥4 B » Todg Ign 5 AJL (S § A 2 4BF e fofa s i
TROS o BRMD AR L a4t S o (Zobel and van Baijtenen, 1989 ) » fi— i
FHEAFRIAPF L LN AFRH R EASRBYFL 23 £H B5
(Yang, 1987) » ¥ ¢t Wang and Chen (1992) 15 11742 {7 Ie $* BN A = 3
HEFRHBRR U Fe L RO SERRE HRAZ AR HEEF R
AL o RFRSEFTI A B ASHMPRZEY B3 REB 5 6.6~9.3
cm> ¢ RTEES L 64~102cm > g RE S 5 TA~1llem> ¥ R} BEE S G
6.7~97cm’ LS AR AR BEY NERLITE > BARAMSEHEL > T

20 # ¢ B (TE) mBE ] T3B17T5 £ ZBHF S AT AEEF A
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AARFE TR £ SRS R 5 RS 6.5~109cms ¥ BT A 55 72~11.6cm
RIS 79~129cm ¥ B E#ES TI~11.0cm> £B357 ¥ o a 1
SRR S v BEHECA HRA 2 FrY) 0 B2 K BRI K KA S RH PR
A (FREPE I A 1986) 0

6. SHIF2EHEAR

e SR B R e S 2 FI A LR TR
€F S s F v o E 2 ¥ra ff (Gominho % Pereira, 2000) ° - 3427
BIRARIEF e F X G EFR AR A (AP X > 2000) 0 @t FEF
IR 2B R AR o MR A B RE R RS S T 0 A
BUTH M2 o HF G 45 96~60 % 0 H EREME R4 BN B ol
% 13m e F 55 25 %735 96> @ F P pedr B 6 A A
MR %o ] de H F (35.85,9%0) g_ﬁ_:'{IFL ’,}_2m ><2:m 4 g k4 ¢ (Wang and
% Chen > 1992) - _ 5_ |

B AL 1S M- kA 4R ﬂi’g\ﬁﬁﬁméﬁ% e L
% 4p B (Yang, 1987) - Yang etl al. (1985) 4p i Jack pine &7 FeEE B~ 124
R g ik B H T B B e o g T B 8 R -
2Bk RFRGEHEARASL TS B 8RS o)~ BB MG E N
# 5 7l & 2 B4R (Wellwood and Jurazs, 1968 ; Smith et al., 1966 ; Hazenberg

B

and Yang, 1991 ; Sellin, 1996 ) -

BHEFPEEXINREPFTRE T EXIAFF 4ot T o F iFFF 2
BAF]F LR - B H AL & IEY U RRATR TR R T
AEEr  AHERR BHTLMA G DRBM GG ao T R LT
s Sﬁﬁfu#ﬂ?ﬁﬁé"ﬂéﬁﬁ'gﬁrﬁ‘@%EE‘_(DBH)EﬁU\?ﬁﬁ{* i E o
AR R F o F €5 DBH B4 m 0 0 Fl G HAE G s DBH—“zg a8

xHet E f4 Flpto F e DBH 2 BF7n 4 T AR (st o AR

(1987) 7 Iy & R HFrP R 2 dp o BB R LR AL 0 BT Kan 5
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X3 R R g AN B RS o

7. %R

BEB IR A NT IR R G E R L F RS TR RS8Ok A
A R AR M T o e R R (Kogaeral,1997) @ 4% R X En s
22 R o et B R R € s ictE 1 (Wang e al., 1993b ; Megraw and
Nearn, 1972 ) »

d O EL ST RGEE BRR AR S £ - B BREGERLSYF L K
PRFT P TE > Fm s ARk R AR AR R R L IR &
B RJEH-E G R T 30 E i R 48 > Wang 2 Chen (1992) 48 4 45 2t 1
wAGFFPAA (Prd2) 2 ERHRTZFF REDEHLT R > FIRA 2K T
B 4P Apgeng £ B @R R g o Yang (1987) 4p dian 8 AJR 18 0
R LA AR LR Sy I ,M\;}asx S e AL E R
2 ERRFL A mB ﬂ#zba—ﬁ-h‘nﬂ { ol Rt A g sk 4 £ o Zobel
and van Buijtenen (1989) 44! ‘fﬂ;ru P}/fqé“’ *\1‘2‘ TR FE M 8~10 9% 0 T dp
g AT G ogn B L (s KA 2 ﬁ&r‘”?”? ’ﬁ%L‘ BASEH > 2R i ALHM &
mERAIRMBEF A o ¥ E_Epié?—pa‘ﬂ D g S ¥ Pinus radiata %
Pesudotsuga menziesii #7841 % & & 2 "% < (Cown, 1974 ; Erickson and
Harrison, 1974 ; Barbour et al., 1994 ) # £ RHE B 5 R 284> 1 & § A 5 4430 >
B INER R RS R E R > LB A A HIN TN AR RA ¢
" 14 o Yang (1987) 4p 11on 8 R i Bl b M3 2 > R G R AH R R
MBEMBARIL e, TR AL RS> REMDOEHBR RN 5K
SRR T I RREOR AT A A TR AF AR AR H ARG o

G ASLI T 0 R g 1 FALS KASLE S L 2 g

o

|l

BELSINHALESR > aFRFHATRET 3 B - BHEAILE Font
o Pl & RPNt BHRAEHTE O ORBA XL T iR piv* R ffec

fF L MR %R E% 8% Zobel and van Baijtenen (1989) 4 414 “f}}*ﬁj—%‘*
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BAG 13 2 12 proftth A2 B2 B F sc B2 B8 7 6 s , ¢
Py )i RS g — B R E B R R e S TS S R AT AE 2R3 TR
ASHPHI LA ARCEBL B R E R E R VBB EHTA
FHIEE A SR G Mo R P B4 Bucalyptus grandis % B2} ¥

oo BTN WU I A D S R I R R B

FRemARAAM - BAY LR S OVRI L IR dE o k2T 0

dot
fon

-

g

A BRARE AP AR RAEF RS FRTHERy ¥ VLEF R
BARAFR4 B Fafp b e mIER (F 2% 1998) § A4 k3
FSP riph » Jis# A B R g7 KT a g 0§ A gk F & FSP 2
o4 B R Y €A R AR ol SV X KBRS A2 2t
MmN 5 2ok aefrgbu p o X RY R4 F 2 k% (Ross and
Hunt, 2000) » jii f & » in % (1998) % § B 7 (£ 3): L (7 AR
WRECILE R RS F IR AMGES ?*f ’ 'E'FHEIF&? AdcA B 5 07840 0.70 0 &
=0.05 -k 1+ a2k > ¥ iR F 0 m#m%‘ﬁim&&z BTN S A

A
I —

3 30 A B S i s
Table 3 Grades of wood strength property

pmispp 4 1 : : 3 e
Fiown  _
. <0350 0351~0.550 0.551~0.750 0.751~0.950  >0.950
(g/em’)
I 7 A IR FUR
<245  246~343 344~549 550~824 > 824
55 & (kgf/em?)
il > <500  510~800 810~1200  1210~1700  >1700
(kgf/cm?)
S
RERERE o0 91~120 12.1~15.0 15.1~19.0 >19.0
(GPa)
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8. Hasrirgt
W@ kFamg a0 o RFEAATAMBRZ LAJ* 2 E & F]F »
AR R oBE ] A M ICE PR Mt P2 B 84 € RN m AR B
B7r g RE2 M e o AR {rBEs b RER] AT 2 o e {r BRI o A H S RO
BRAEGMEF Z RFafsempt b o m - LA ZRFEHR 196 H &
SRMEE R R A K o B R FURG R 600 ~ FURE B 490 ~ # R
#2960~ AR 25% (24K > 1986)° @ Atz 5 i §HE 7 R Fehdfiem "E Lo
FokF b abfrgbu p P AR R EE I KT M B0 FokFTE R
efeBbr b pE o R A A R R T X o RER BRK A o

B

ERAM 2 24k (1990) 4 Dirts gk adefogk (FSP) > A fis s B (35 R
Fiis) 5 24.89% Bsts A (¢ R o TRImS) 5 2648% 0 C SR
(3 BgRS) 5 2574 9% > Dber 5k (LRSS + Ksrs) 5 2650 % -
ISR F 3RS AR 2P FSP ﬁu\ @ 'u ¢ Rgrs2 FSP #& 3 o

- A g S EA A ﬁ t msﬁﬁﬁ 2 M Rl R T URUECE L SRR
Heng okF s g e %fP+/m~|+a‘%"ezﬁt’1‘m Bt e o i
FPRREEEE oA ERAw ﬁmg. k& ﬁirﬁ.;;(Fupl etal., 1997) - Hillis (1987)
WA L2 AEEHT TGS A J5 b gk % 428 10096 02 U Es e
- e e R SR T A ek B L RS e TR SRR
#200% 0 b o LA E A (1998) firiid Mok A A G B Hd ok
AR s T g iR e HEEREF B R A ARET kAR R
FoE s RIGRE R BB 2ok S 5 107.95% 0 <~ 2ok F 5 109.3
9% (A ¥ REFHLE G o atrioH blfet § SHEA NI HHF
Gy THERMAE BN frAH ke % R M (Nakada et al., 2003) -
Nakada er al. (1998) # 142 19 482 7 k5 > #F R+ 7 -k 5 & 959~3334
96 0 w7k F A 45.2~253.59% 0 W s HEBF K F A 52~183% -

24



9. @it

F gt s B EIEL R A 84 F > & > Lowell and Dwyer (1988) #F 2 g
B2 ¢ RBINAMESTL AR 2 WHF - Ha 2> AHITFRAE L
Bt ded ik UEE  F SR R Z R M A F 2 B LR AP E (Steele
et al., 1988 ; Murarta et al., 1990 ; Gronlund, 1989 ; Williston, 1978 ; Pnevmaticos,
1970 5 +R4R# » 1992) > BRI B T 3 A F RS DB S8R & 0 B RIS ERT
BE &t ROl o fad R ERSLE ] Bl FE AT
RS Wkt SRR SR -t ST

EUEAEMEFAT AT P S BRI S % o g 5 AT REE Ktk
A R RIS AR A S 2 Y B S RE UM T A Bk
TR S 4K F s U eoEE > Lowell and Dwyer (1988) 47 4 45 413 & g2
%%&%ﬂﬁ$i%@ﬂé%%;ﬂ’@ﬁﬂagé?ﬁﬁi%MEﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ
LU RN I

M7 A EEERE A S Wang andI%(LM%) dp.die Tmx 1 m 3 2 pEdg chirr
%ﬁ%¢ﬁ$ﬁ%§ﬂﬁ$»a5@xﬁn%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ%ﬁi1§§@ﬁ$@

. , ,-.*-,| 1
Sy SR BT NCEITE Y Y e R

10. 425 A 1EF

Wang e al. (2001) 7 d4n DS R AR~ Bom " Mehfi 4 b R 2 F R
{2 F en#f e o Chuang and Wang (2001) 47 2 4p 81 » 1745 &7 I e REE N2
FREAEF FRAZEEZRIPETALHET A A2 THADEe LS
BB R AR iRF 4 £ ehdkA > Wang and Lin (1996) 2 Wang and Ko
(1998) 7 4 I ¥r) A S fE BEERC ] ik A § i e T o @ o e
SRR RIS T A g g o

Bucur (1995) 45 21 #1245 15 M A 2 425 sLid B € 3 4c (5 F1ie LA H &
2 A ST L RR NG R BRI A ] gt T i B4R ehd R ok
¥t A G S A B R A A R T KR e AP Blde R

25



% Jeégit F (Bucur, 1995 ; Zobel and van Buijtenen, 1989) » & i 4 eh3g & 2 #+k
VR R A Y g o

SRE R ER S T e S S S LR A e A e
Bl TR T 5 AT 18 el h A AT T B A RSB E T A RIE F
P ek b LT (R % % 0 2002) ¢

11. % BB F

Wang and Chiu (1993a;b) 4513 ke R > BRI B2 %R E €
W RE B E oad R P AETRESFRMARFELIE A R
WGBS F iR ARSI N A AR AR E T ERT AL IR AT S|
APRERE Thr o B BB F Ao R CEP GlE pre R RS D APM 0 A BT
Bt MR AL & S dn B R ss%’ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ&%@zmﬁo

A S EEERES T Wang andLln (1996) dndh o 1mx 1 m ${5 gEdenir
PRk i g Sl L i~ R ﬁﬂ@ﬂ& PR 5 B2 B PR RS
mx 5m 8 FESE Yl R A2 E ’Fr|r5

Wang and Chiu (1993a; 'b)_ l’:}ﬂ e Plé'lﬁi BPRF »ZRMBWHPERE
W BB )o@ E‘iml/%]:h 52 Tﬁ]m. SRR FELE A AR
BRLHARETA LS Fi v E AP A B R AR ERTE Frel g
PR EE RS R E AR R E L S LA h B L
BARM e B

FRBRAR X PRk 2 B ehgR A b 0 g B A A £ o B S et LA i
THF T ERFRRREE) o

HREE A (2004) g I 2 Fan B R s U HRAAHDRERET P o J
FEIEE > P RS > RS 2 ABE o

Wang et al. (2003) 4p &} 44 e SE4L e ~ pogt B o2 gt R 2LE
e R R A LR I N S L
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12. FE 2p g

A g e (2005) A L BEF G URE RN S 2R R

yer FRERREMBSEIP 2 A2 B AQUEAREERP LI T 5
s 4R
E2

MAZZM G 58T (1)) RERLEIERZE AT Iy EREF

a4
F_L

LR AR SRR R ESK > B E AR BE R N Y
Bz Hbea Hhe 0 (2) B2 2 5 TR ARG HALE i
2y PG R o (3) M B for b e 7 B 2 ik i s 190.35 kg/m’

RS Pk (2005) F 14N A FHABEERE T F o X K7 d
37.7~254 ton/ha ° e 12 A SppHfd fe & el FpH BTz B AR B AR (S8 A
FBPrEE % 2 170ton/ha b o A TR R 4 (A A B X MR R DB
A S AR RN Rk BN ARG TR VAR R o 2
ﬂ%ﬁ35&i%%ﬁ&%ﬁ§ﬁ$Vélmemo

Brown ez al. (1986) 45 2., = ﬂkw%ﬂﬂ%ﬁ# fdics 2R (F1I0) o

il B T35E 5 1.65 Ni=:q|
; |qr""m

Fukuda ef al. (2003) *+1

@A b 2 4k2 4B 20 Bl
204%, V"ﬁ_;fi!?fikk"fyl‘l’ ﬂ’i’rl!]l_ﬁ £ 21§ )_é-_%’}’%-‘;}’nﬂl-"fyl’ljbkiﬂ ﬂ\’]‘fr"%,

AR 2 E 0 AT 0t e TSR A A e o 0 G B 0 A
15196 » BHFEV GIvE 145 196 0 ot R 4RI 0 P ARBIRA LR F R 2>
B g B Gl AP e 20496 K R BB E DA 2 2 AL P

ﬂ SN -
BV EAYR
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I~ e

(=) @
1 Ldske —7 b3 23 ke 8@k

MG HEHEkE TN ENRFT s T LEEFR S 20 FRFT B F 9 1100 m
He id ke HREHREYL 15°~35°2 R REEE T A AELA
ORI E FART MY AR o AT REETES R Y 3070
mm:*?® $8¢373 310" >H? uEYERE 1252 mm H 2 E2Z B ETL
Mg R 5 19T R FE 5 87 #1168C  hiE s 17 6h51C > + 2} %
2 (WL EF b 2004)

GHHE RS EHY G AR ERR R G B 1966 # £ 4 et
( Cryptomeria japonica ) i 1% {7 gl 1.5 2 Om>iz>" 1990 & F 5 ¥ Jrpn 5 pF o
T A LR FR#L E 24 B4 ’m_l.j‘pf“%% 7 (2004 &£ ) FR#L L 38 E 4 o
&2 oA Ed L 1900 FEY £ AR 45 280 m’/ha -

¥rdsid b g 5 el ﬁ»" %?Ef 15 "5 W 9F 25ha A G
T A IR R A IR R ’Aﬁf;@“’ 3;}@‘&"7@ ’Ati‘wmﬁﬁ:p 0.1 =% :
() g5 R 6m %74 Bk 10m . Wfc 245 6 7 -
Q) mFETAREm FFFERIOmM> T3 FF 6 o
B mBFETRIOMm FFFERI0m> FmH4EF6F -
@ mBF TR R2m FFFERIOm FIHLS5FF 67 -
(5) AL -

HHREERADER KN E - BHRFYP T RPF A X F 15 Bl
T TR TS HRBEAFL AT 2 iR AEF KRR - AR
% 7 % & (Pilodyn) |2~ 4FP~htgidk S iopl 3k % (Fractometer) #&iR[% X-ray

Frde & o ficie o
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2. B LK F — AR SRk

T RS LR AR CRAR S PRI R

1m}

SR e B Y LR E B R DD L LR R RT e
B iTF 100 52 16 k400 m e %35 1750m 2 ¥ A # e R (5T 0
TET R FRFL) o AT T Friid e 5o B 1964 £ £ 45 > & 08 oA driic
% 3300 trees/ha » 2006 # 33 & FF - T 239 F B 4T 23.2 cm ~ & 2 F EFa A (4R
% B )522m%ha~ & 2 F koA tR#ic s 1153 trees/hac % = F #7453 1966 £ 4548
& 2 E koA fR#cE 3300 $k/ha > 2006 £ B APF > T B BT 19.0 cm s B 2E
%% fF 53.6 m*/ha ~ F 2 F thhtRBich 1530 trees/ha o (RS HEIE A chiEHE KB
WA - BEREY D30 R A R AR E PR A 2006 £ 0 F]pt H RS A Y|
L4240 £4 o AT BB ETEE ARG 3070 mmo T FEP T 0T 10
E’ﬂﬂ,l‘zgﬁg“>»§‘_l252mmﬁiﬁ B E TR R G 119C » 8 8
ésasﬁmxc’&@hsLaawlc’féﬁ*“”’H@ﬁ¢ o R

'\. .I'

2004 ) o ¥ FF < gm&ﬂf,’m,_‘sg@% ?ﬁ‘ﬁq;‘,

- \n

REBRFAFE RS & RFA
N2 A BFITUFEA T B A gllhte) *kb?f (Slate) r % + 4z 4 (Phyllite) % ;

IR Y SR @%%J,Em»%ﬁﬁm@@%i’4gﬁémm

3. BB A PR

AR ORI e TRT R S FRIREHFHFHRES 284
FI2_firid kA PHEEE 1969 £ 6 2 > P B AR 55 28 2200 t& (Type A)
& & 2ovg 3000 tk (Type B) ot 44 & GPS 2 iz (X 1233072 Y 2603041 »
AF1825m) > kb 13.05 2E 0 I ER L > £ 17.9C 0 £ & £ 5 1900
mn (e % £ sk o0 2005) 0 % 1991 - ZAp e a6 R 0T R gE 5 0 X
2001 #AF 10 " 7% - KT KEn o FE AN 2007 EF X0 G 36 F
4 oo RIREHRE RAAUBREBM DS ARBFESI N % 6 BEROFBHEE L)

A0mx40m> SF AR AEFTHNBE L HRBO RFAMNTHEEHRA TSN
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25 (DBH) 40 4 957 o B3RS RRAERL EHAE 109526/ » 7
BB 5 25902 6n B3 R » B RMBRE 40002 5r B R - 2. 18d 2 FH P FE 30
BB AL A BEFEBRMERERS L) A HRYERRERZEA S

B BERF AR CEEFUMEERE o EF LR -

24 LB RS ARIZRRE

Table 4 Situations of the sample sites’ thinning treatments

¥ - TRk E e
B SRR v FEERE L spugig
% AN AN
(1969~1991) (cm)
(1991~2001) (2001 ~2005)
Type Al 340 tx/ha 28.14%(1.95)
—————— 2200 #k/ha
Type A2 550 1k /ha. 413 4k/ha 27.65%(1.75)
—— (TypeA) _ e -
Type A3 j 512 tk/ha 26.97*(1.67)
Type Bl I 612 +k/ha 27.35%(1.44)
————— 3000 {k/ha - [ === ||
Type B2 750 #hfha || £ 628 ti/ha 25.34%(1.06)
- (Type B) , I3 | 5
Type B3 2| || ) 02738 tx/ha 24.65°(5.35)

() BHRREE 2
1. &% AR 2k (Ultrasonic meter ) #p]

ARF R EA RFARF A AP N B R LB PR oM L F
ﬂ@g»géﬁ%%%?uﬁ@%ﬁzﬁﬁ~@ﬁﬁﬁ&oiﬁ%ﬁ%%i
SANDES SA = & 4 & 2_ Sylvatest 42 § | Tk (16 KHz) » &5 2. % » L3t %
FAE T (130em) o > A 0 114548 G- B SEHERAR N 2omo B
2% 0.8 cm 2_ 4z § 4 % #= B (Pulse generator ) £2 3 X % ( Pulse receiver ) 1 jp|3t >
Howger- 8 B S RIS R B T ieen AN AT 60 cm P-4 B (K~ E o
M) A RREIATRBERIBREN AR > HRE4 BE

B 2 AR A LR oW T
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N — U iE
o TR I AL B 3 &
TN
/| N
130 e il cn
Ir i 130 cm
A ;
L) 4 b3l g l
A OE &{éf\”—.l'ﬁ'g':i
gﬁr?}% E VL [60cm iR R
(Veig) 130cm \ I (Vi)

B 102 Aded A Rl 2 8

Fig. 1 Standing timber test position and method of ultrasonic wave

e

ERET AT A DR R

¥ =
¢

Vidgd A BEE R (m/sec) ¢! BIEPEFR (sec)

[: 9% 5 R B e B2 B e (m)

V= IDMOE
p

Vidg ks e @ikiE B (m/s)

ot 5 4T e s Bk

DMOE : # # 4 ## (kgf/em?)
p:FE®BAE (kgm)
d & FrER2Z A CORUEVREEHIRAE (23m) EBEEEH

XTEI-BRAE B RER AP AR AR B DS L B - B
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b i SR AL L R B S e R RO R B BB A i
2oV A s b E - B2 RA s wBl R B e HBE R 2 o B E

PR AT AER B 2 5T 0 M EEE S e BB S B2 AT

S ki g

) B %% >

I -

B AR kR 2 B

| Fot X R RE AR BN
Pl I — SR TR T
> F— s Sk de

B2 fhdgd il 22 %

Fig. 2 Log’s test position and method of ultrasonic wave
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=AM ES
[

YOUAN

First

> oAbl e R

1. & * 43 4 &k (Sylvatest) i {7425 & &R
2. At # o FHEFR P TR (Pilodyn) # B

Second

W R

1. #crksk ik (Fractometer) # iR
.‘ 2. X-ray ¥ fa & 43 e

&>
A
v

60 cm

ylvatest

o

B 3 F5& o A2 R

Fig 3 Flow chart that outlines this study

2. A4 6 7B EAR TR (Pilodyn) iR
Pilodyn 4~ % & R p 55 X (Switzerland )> — 44 * H 2t £ 6 £ 2 (Joules)
F7# 4 (Striker pin) 3 L RITFTE AP TFER c ARFHRR Y AL e T H

R PR (Pilodyn6) » sp L #:d ) F4 22/ 3mm £ &R 4demo &P E
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B R R e 3 FRPIEOBA 0 RIR LD ARG o Bl FET S
G L od AMEAGTEREDNTSFER (mm) o bk it B & A chT

32 Pilodyn 7 #£iF & -

3. HAsE:+¥E (Carbon fixation )
R ERAEAERZ PHAL G EFHAMLAZ JI ERY AT
Bt TR A f g e Y o AR F 2 COy B F ok 0 BTN
et E R (v 2RI E 2004) 0
C=Cs+Cy=Cs+aCs
C: A2 FHaE (ton) > Cs: kA p #HEH ¢ FME (ton)
Cy:thade~ £~ 13384 2 FHpt# (ton) o #E ki

o TR 2 H%ﬁu#ﬁﬁ'ﬁﬁ’%u%ﬁ%Fﬁﬁﬂﬁa Pl i 1
R PE s s e Nﬁ‘ﬁﬁﬁ'ﬁ (ton) o ik p & R%F frid B 2 % &
fiffea et 145G 17 %”ﬁalP

Cs-'-VgXR' [3.

Vg i HHA (m) '

R:FH%ASA HE (kem’)  (R=Wo/Vg)

B: st E i (- SRR Z A 5] 50% > #r2 5 0.5)

mRE T (B E) 2 M et 4
~ 100
“100+28 1,
) 100+u
“ °100+0.84-1,-u

BT B TR kF S u (%) Bt E
u: zokF

FRIGFEEEME RO HME (2L 4~60cm) PF o
log V =1.8344 log d + 1.0988 log h — 4.344
Vi (m’) d:sg8 2 (em) h: #E (m)
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Bofs o d A M EHEH AR Y FAE Csde k= §F i3 £ Ceop (ton) pF 2 o
LA o

—F #3338 Ccor= (44/12) xCs

RIGLATA 2Pt AR 738 0

FRE (R) x549=8#12 CE (g)

# iz COE (g) x (12/44) /1000=%# 2. C £ (kg)

4. pcRk % (Fractometer testing )

B 4 IML et 8ei®k (Fractometer )

Fig. 4 IML Fractometer instrument

ﬁ%ii@ﬁﬁ%%ﬁ%@’u5wmmrﬁ1i£ﬁﬁ%i@ﬁwzﬁ
oo FBHRE Y DF BRIRER A > G093 I A 2 KA N 4R &
iT 5 Hopl 3k ik (Fractometer) ¥ B] 2 X-ray 47§ & fh 33 dcid aid 4 > 42?3?" o B
mHEG 5 RIARR 2 e o H PSR DIATA RGNE /S S mm 2 o SR
BB IR G 5 20T 2 AR 65% IR IR R ITY 90 B
o RARSHEHER T kF 129 B A FERT SRS v s 0 LY B &
( Fractometer, IML Instrumenta Mechanik Labor GmbH, Germany ° 8] 4 ) # P45

HHE 4Bl 5 #ror 0 poRDe TR RIE R ER 0 R S MU R S R
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(kgflem®) » & = 4 PIMTE A M EEAL S 6 mm o

6 mm 6 mm 6 mm 6 mm 6 mm
6 mm 6 mm 6 mm 6 mm 6 mm 6 mm
<J > <> <> <> <> <>
o i M

P:E

P MR R FUR B R

. :"'
f:

i

®lS5 ﬁ(ﬁij’& & A pé"H = P B8]

Fig. 5 Using fractoimeter instiument tested cores

5. #r X-ray

FI* 2 R4 AL HRAZ IR E SN HEPATEL L1 i Xeray (Soft X-ray )
BBt > EE X kR &0 & B+ (Microdensitometer ) # 4 0 A 47 H 5 ghf 2
BREY R RNHERBET > SBHBER > b F o

(1) hzm

$r Xeray e BBl 22 0 F UE A B R BB aR 2 F0 - 2 B RR
FRIER A DE P o ERRFETREE G 2 HGET TR DEE
fo & fe B Hrnpl 2 EE G EAE (HBSE - TR ) S4BT A
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r-BELd1 L .

#it Xray - S RI® > AP g Xray B Xeray 2 32 & £ %] > £ kg5 54 o
«’1»%&»@*X—rayﬁ??é}"ﬁiiirﬁ/ﬁX—rayﬁ’J?i%*‘ﬁi%ﬁ"éﬁﬁﬁ?%?% 7 mm
At o m EETE T mmauss o " X-ray,iﬁé‘é?é 7 mm 48T o U &
TP g Xeray sk B A 9 A3~I2AZ R A H XM A3A T o

$r X-ray fe BB T 0 EURETEGE Y BN Xray &2 f R 20§ Xeray

THMORYE FIHER P LNMABRE IR R T ESRE AR oA N
REARR G LR o LI LR RRE P AR R 0 R T R AR A 5 H
k& ER (AD) 47 4 -

BIEGE T M B B R DINA > Xeray B &R0 > & f Pl F g kRS o d AR
P FARTHE P2 RS FIFRRAIA 4o 0 B f P kR RK (5
SRR A KBRS W BATRR KR (%EG" PR ) o

¥~ 5 Xeray 9% B A IQ *&E:d(mm) Epa p (gem’) G
SopE s BSERY gv)uiJ:Xraymb ’ﬁlﬁ"é%‘Ié’Xraymfrg)i EFIT I

I
In = I_ » H P IH’T{L; ,15%3,%& @%gg&ﬁ*ﬁg SR e gk o iR

.'7_L |

0

Beer ;2 B » #4 % R & In € = 1 'Y oispam ?-124 R4 0 H Xeray B % & 1
\,L] PETILE PR BRI FIRN GRS o FINM AR T L BA p(g/em®)
BREER In B > v KRR 2 L RHTHEFRESDBARY
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B 6 Aefl* Xeraydp e ¥

Fig. 6 The plC taken by X-ray
i :u[ _-‘.-’u_{

XN

.,-'.\;
(2) s Xeray = B0 A4
Bt X-ray % A~ {’? £
( Quintek Measurement Sygem
B £ %¥ s (Density proﬁl;}%j}:\, ; ‘
Ho E A IR R njjﬁﬁ}%ﬁ 'ﬂ%ﬂ (Density profile) » % L7 &
PR Y R ST I RENTRERY ARFE S 0 F R St Tk
(Mass absorption coefficient) A3 2% 3.00 > #d QTRS-01X 4y & st¥f 4
MR RATARIE > 0 Xray R 2 BREF OB G770 AE L 40T 3 4250 o
V= e
SRR
[= j&w % & (Radiationbeam) % 7 i%5i i % )k & (Intensity )
L=/idkilF 7HFTTER
ph = # A %4 % & 28 (Linear attenuation coefficient) (cm™)
t= % AERE (cm)
e= p A¥#ci #ic (Natural logarithm base )
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12 L EARRI s - BEOE FH M (Profile) ¢ » b E43 8 &8
YR - B MM R R Gl (L) HAHMRRR M GT LA E T 3
AZ5e e

HA = i X p

TR FP

U= e & F £ % (28 (Mass attenuation coefficient ) (cm*/g)

p= # A ® & (Sample density) (g/cm’)

FRATE R G () & o d AT iR AR R B (pL) &2
B4 R (Profile) ¢ ¥ W3 EkA%AE (p)r &miz> AH %A 58 (Density
profile) » B Fr & 5 0.04 mm o

QMS Bl =k s T L BRET & 25 F iR4FE  (k volts) » R FARL B B
(Collimator ) # # QTRS-01X%] X-ray %4k iP| ® (Detector) i# % 0.0038 cm #’
2 0.159cm % B -2 MR vad 0.09_2__cm’Q1_y[S~ 1K e 427 AR A 37 F(Tree
Ring Analyzer) » #H 4 #5 B ¥ 12 %ﬁd;-‘;%ii A GEFRELRITZZENEE
74 4% & (Actual sample densilt)i') (EMSE’ 199907 4 s « B F iR A

HEE B 0 FAEE L @ﬁ#&’#HEmdﬁﬁ&ﬁﬁaﬁ

(3) Xeray #45 2 & 154004142 # 2

a. F1* /L Smm ih2d LA RED AP E 0 & RIS RS R B L E o

b. BHEEHM L5 B (CH;OH > R 5 9896) 4 J1 ka2 » 11 1 L b 17 3
?ﬁ’E?WFiﬁﬁﬁﬁ’iu%%ﬁr’W¢ﬁ%’«ﬁ7wc’%ﬁ$
WEREITERRY O RHNR{BHITBEPAERI S RS
RLIEE P RER IR AMR PR 2 AR
FhNEIE > PR BE PR LRI S o

c. B2 E A 20C ~65% HBRDEREREY C AFZKFI 12% -

d. BRFERF P I BF B AT WA WrEE L A PP G e 0 o
AR R RS DT AR SRR B MK P RAT
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w 1p (Chamaecyaris nootkatensis ) 1% 5 & @ FEIE et o

e. I [l RIATE > ¥ a” 2 5 2mm -~ B Smm 385 0 2 & f R4FES
Bk T AR TR AR o

f.o #3E 0 200C > ApHBAR 65% R T 7ok 12 ~ 1590 0 P BHETEGE T B
X-ray fr § 5 B> @ X-ray BE3LAFEGE T 62.5 cmo FR B & 5 B[R] 254 cm < 11.5
cm o

g WA T > DA BRI AITRY AT RR o Aot fﬁﬁ-’u? [EEUE N
2 HAEE R RNERHEE M F

6. #UR % (Compression testing)

%P CNS453  Hf FUR 35k 2 18 (7 480 FUR 385 o 3% (54 * SHIMADZU
1991 & &) 2o 4 £ A 5;;5:#‘56?#3 ;ﬁd GPIB /T & (IEEE-488) d #tc & "air
ﬂ’?éﬁ:ﬁﬁiﬁ%-lﬂa%JV&’Zqﬁﬁ%&2’3ﬂa%%\

&%&WL@*ﬁﬁﬁiﬁf’%#ﬂEWlmﬁﬁﬁ TEpga o

TiE s fERR G E A 100 kgf/chl”w AR R L RS A 2 PR
I 1y

S o A
o, =—
A
g = AP
Al- 4

o.: ¥R & (keflem®)

E : #URSEIHC# (kgf/em®)

AP v BIPUR N A P E 2 £ (kef)
Al: 22 AP ip i 2 £ R 55 & (em)
[ 3" ER (cm)
P+ g (kef)

AP S A (om?)
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7. P E%
A a3 SHIMADZU 1991 # 12 e £ A H i % B H%E 0 2B

CNS454 & % i85k 2 2 (T8 R -
1) 7= #RFEH

FARBEH T e 2238 mm x 89 mm > £ & (L) RS 2 8
Fare L2 oo BIE: m S L2 14 B o I F AR R RIS A
R Fr BRE (Z 24P L) mPRE > ROA VIR Loy > |
d P gded  WE R Y5 R (Modulus of rupture, MOR ) ~ #%* 38 14 fi-dic
( Modulus of elasticity in bending, MOE ) »
3Pp(1-1)  PxlI

MOR = = kef /cm?
2bn? pn? (et fem?)
P (1-1[21% #211'=1? 1 = 23P.x 1’
MOE = (1= DL - ]: > (kgf /em?)
85 /bh 1085 ,bh

P 5 &~ 4 £ (kef)
|
Vs PEmmiedg cm) 7 W ||

?J
m '
B\ \L/ 4

| 5 B HE (cm) |
b 2P E A% 2 F(cm)
h 53 % 8 E(cm)

Py 5 1t BIPLA 4 £ (kgh)

S A P EF A L2 T (BEEY &) 2 $2d (cm)

2) ®m*>BFH

R FEMRETR S22 ¥e F & (a) 5 20mm> & (L) 3 BHE +
2a0 BEE S ¥Te K 2 14 B o MaR g dierY LY LR R K
ME W GPUE P E LY 0 L PE g ¥ RE R NP8 A (MOR) - g

4 (MOE) -
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3Pl

MOR =
2bh
P 3
MOE = kef /cm?
5bm(g )

P 4 Bt £ (kg
1 5 B§E (cm)

b @5 %% 2 5 (cm)
h %325 % & (cm)

P, 51 bR £ (kgf)

S AP ERF . A L2 T (BBIEY &) 2 Hd (cm)

CBREREMRBRATA L B%
.%@§3$%$%$%%5—%ﬁ%’gﬁiﬁﬁ%iﬁm$il@%@®
Foarrwoar 8wl | =ik

L ERREOR P RS *7Bk.;pcn;!ﬁ" lcml.%.g RS A E > d B T
freEfdi S e o ¥ 1’“@??‘]%%@‘_ e ﬁ-ﬁ%f—%ﬁ” °

LR R B s o e T - E S MR A

5 SBHIE /S5 mr B A 500 pmo £ X 15 cm R G oA Sk o @
Franklin’s Method » 3% 1 >3 % i* & > 5 (Prkfspe - 4 & Z 4K fRdpe @ &
e R R 40T 2l TR 24 (2 60C? 448/ pF)
IASESHEP O F BT - %'Sfjv\.f‘éé%.f‘:’a.;ki%’?é%?faﬁ»?,? » % £ % (Safranin-o )
2 4 15 > f Nikon 3821 (Profile projector) T » & — 4% 5B~ 60 12 » ¥ 4 & &
RlEH2zRMER LR A THER  fAGRSELERER S FRT K
BR 5 95% 0 kFH AN NZ 2 (CVAKR) 2x (tth) *RIF - 445 - & s
Poifg R R A MR 2047 0 L R R E 4 2049 B4 20490 % 40
15 R E R RER L 99%RF 0 RF - E M E - BB e ARG
60 12+ S uLp £34 4 120 43 > 0 APER et 4 nd B2 T 0 F - A -
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E g ik A s 30490 S A3k 6043 0 FE PR 30 197 WiE
FI 959 i ok > & A A HRIUE R > FERR A S K AR
d.F A4
(a) MErR&ERBEeRMLENr DR PRSI 106 5 AS
BE SRR
(b) mp|@enaE i fod e £ B> AT E A ML 2 an 8 B R HE R AR (TR
(c) AHTe B R~ PHEHAH S RELDOPFES T I RM S

(d) #1457 Fen s B2 f4ER A F 2 £ B friebpe NI & Suedt £ 3 5

o

78R
R
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9. PARAH
(1) CNSI4631 f2 2 i1 % B flH ¢ Ml A S8
134 CNS14631 {=efr1 2 % 4{#’* WAt e faimlett » T HE (CNS14631
structural sawn lumber used in platform construction grading rules » 4% 5)» #-F
B 0 5 PARA B % A 2 B4t (Construction) ~ %8 44 (Standard) % ¥
W (Utility ) B3RS PALA B2 8% B2~ B p > plE » 204

(Out of grade ) ¥ -

# SCNS14631 {2 k21 2 B * Wi~ $4RF (2 fifzieit)

Table 5 CNS14631 structural sawn lumber used in platform construction grading rules

[ % Pl A 7 %
% o & ﬁ_ 5 1= & s I =
( Construction )+ ( Standard) ( Utility )
| B B R AL 38 EAE SRR S5 | E B SR 64
& = Q)
T | M1 .y s
mm ' . l.m IJJ mm '
B A
b | R BB AR B A EARAE 32 |34 B AL 38
it |mm T o mm.J4 T mm 14 7F
i . o
& | R
| " # 15cm E R Z2Z |A 15cm £ A2 | 15 cm £ B 2
PP T o e e aE . (e TR AL [ He oy e
RAOM g |2 s B (LY RE | ELET RS
it | 76 mm'*Ff 102 mm'ﬁ 128 mm—fg
W
& X
A . % 90 cm E A2 |® 60 cm £ B2z |& 30 cm £ B 2
3
# He e 1 BT (He i 1 BT |[He e 1 BT
= 4 =4 4
g |7 i f
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AR RT MM AT RF MM (ARG MM
Eolrmse gk pBE gL BB EFLA
B | EAELE 38| E @ Lh S1|xE AL 64
7 mmll’fﬁolﬂ mm_"l'fiﬂ"ofz mmll'fif’fofz
Bl wiBeri R (ol B8i R (L wifeia
Molgs cmam Lo e 20 @ |2 Ha 20w
TR RO IR ITN AR S O A L S

oK 2. 1/3 u'fiﬂf 2.1/2 .uTiﬁf

K # Ly OB F
I L R L
B d VAR T - oL A DI I o N & e Sl --

3 8 4

7 84

&

EEE 2 R

# 5 A
T ool A 3
59611 T % [t

E oz 1/4,.-/:1,)]';|'

B R 2 A

# 503 o
T g 2
5961 T ¥ b
2| 1400 B

L1}

ER HFZ2 AR
#E 12T
T E 2 5%
" & 2
1/4 =~ » B R

J‘}"’:—'ﬁa’&_

B @ RAWL B |F s e s s T
nw s g ALtEE la=Ue R we v a #v 3 3/4
L 1/3 T Y A L Wt Vi
¥ %Jéﬂ%}ittgzﬁl.%]ﬂ%&ttgz@ W E R AW
#r H2Z 5 R 1.5 B |(H2Z %R 1/6 31
, Bz mRNT
7| G Vi3 -
iy HHE R s [ ATREET
7 & v ClhwmEHE R 2
b & 60cm 2T
2] 1/3 12
A | g - .
- ER AT EAME |ERE A A M A
H T -
h Bz 1/2 0~ Bz 1/2 1
w | &
%IJ 3 A E 3 =1 Tl 2] E 3 A 21
5:'] izl %Jjﬁl“}ilr’v %JﬁlW)i\r'? B
W # 60 cm 4T # 90 cm ™M T
4p 1+ ]
e 7 B ¥ ST = SIS -1
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Eall 0.29 11~ 0.59% 11 T 0.5% 1™

Foe 4 3 ¥ ST
ga w
170 mm ™1 F 250 mm 4 F 250 mm ™4 F
Z_ g A
H s 3 2L ¥= ik 7R E fI* Fom s

(2) CNS444 W12 » S 4%

i2y5 CNS 444 Gl 2 » B ARE Y 2 G A S ERUH A 3R 8 DR 4 8 (e
2 6) BEPARLSE > RFAPRLASI-EH D EHZEHE T P
FAREERI T TG R SPE SRR 2 B )h e

o

FUOER S E RS S g RS TR B ook ® TR
&
i

% 6 CN% 444 ?iﬁ ol 3

Table 6 CNS444 éradmg rulés for sawn lumber

v 13 : Fts ~ fdt s
& : AR H 1
r%‘:% &P 3§ {EF -Nf\ztl é,i. EH e
” ezt 30904 )
- - ‘ 59411 59611 Eg e 4 T
(E/EAa3emT™)
(S Ll‘ 0 I'/, - l»‘- /iLL 0 J‘j -
oy a5 5098 200611~ 10911 a5 40% .
- E @ A iy ’ ’ E @ Vaas =
(£ /& f6cm) ) (£ HA6cm! )
» AgiE A AR -
R Az F AR 5 N Az F AR kg ¥
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10. 3 A B R F %
(1) # 3 #F:# (Tap tone instrument > Tt)

JER TR S22 e #E (a) 520mm- & (L) 5 BEE +2a>
BIE S %Tm 3 £ 2 14 B o MBSk g ® EN-338 47 3 M s Rl ik > & (7] 324
2 MR (4B 7)) rE 2 BcE (F) §d 258 Tt=2F x L> 38 di4r

# A e (Tt) o

# 4R [Eeean)
-

| &_
J I i Y

B.7 755 2 Rl R

sk
]
HEF

é

Fig,/7 Tap-tone instrument

| —

—
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() #FLEHF —7 FF T2 ¥ R s Ry
1. 3% 2 /&£ (DBH)
%7 2%t A8 2/ (DBH) Tukey 4 7
Table 7 The DBH of the sample trees in various sites by Tukey analysis

*® % A e DBH (cm) A
L T 15 24.4° 2.17
FBF A 6m 15 28.1° 3.00
FBF R 8m 15 28.7° 3.22
S A 10m 15 30.3° 5.18
A TR 12m 15 S, 30.6° 2.56

Tukey # & 47 87 % 7 a f= BPR % 7 (P=0.05)

d & 7 ¢ Bgom A REs l5ﬁﬁé|ﬂlaj% EARS » B¢ K JL R P[] &
244 cm> g R 12 m m#i?vl (/21 5 '—"r’ﬁ Sv) ik~ L 306 cm o A
/@@Eﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂ%w&y&%ﬁuﬂ’%”“%#mﬁiﬁw’wu ¢ P A
ﬁ*»&ﬁ%@ﬁ%%ﬁﬁﬁ’ﬁigﬁmé *osF o fook AR TR &¥E
Fhhdr A£G LG enfBo g RS BT E TR &S RL Y]
A RAR o 3 PR i B (1994) B S L S EIEREE § R
B R 2 B d 0 PR kSR X L Eg Rt
MBEFEA (199) PP RE S S F 5844 LB P {1 58T
ORISR T R S e D R SRR e L 0 28 E R T R L
Poo 2 A% 4 (2005) ttv IR TilARd FIRE A IR S BUBF LB S
I 2 R AR R BT o R R TR R AT 0 LR o ARR
HAqinAR ] o ERE P (1987) 7 I gr B BB B B0 4100 8 RE S R A

ST Y BT Kt @ R R Er S~ 35 RER S 4 o Yang (1987) 4 digk

v
g
|\

[
g.
|
A
}y
o3

Ao KPR IHEAS KA S HERAL £
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£ o Wang et al. (2003 ) 4 did AtgEr B g PR AT A en g R S ARG S g
P A ende s Rl s PSR R P R L SR ] 0 A iR
FOML AT RIS AN AEBE o RS EHA RS FF EF LR
T LB MRS T kAT L 4

(ww)ﬁm%kﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ% PELFRAEL T Y NI F TG

AAERT S RAE REA L A e B oA L R RE R 2 e

£ F & % 9% ° Zobel and van Buijtenen

yj&f;ﬁri%;ia ToOMNESFETRIOmM (e g ) R HiEEE L H @
SRR A LR IE R ] o R E 2 U R R IR R B 0 TRF] G
A B EA KDY B R T KB P ETRE N FHRA O TUZIRT B N R A D
R ARASHREL D7 HIEFHERE SRS B LSRR A
EEA PR S B GG S SR R L ¢ AL K)o
T R o s B BT R £ AR
xti N S SRR = xEii NS PP {f m&ﬁ BEIE A TE 2 F A4 R P

" M

1’5

o

N | 1
2. 2 AAEF piE B HCECR &a&a%ﬁ@

WEAKRET > A ARG A L TR T AE - S
B S Bl s e AT R~ T B O G MR FUR S B 2 A M A G
7% % (Pilodyn) f] »FR & > &7 % 8¢ o

T o AT S hiE 5 2628.1~28789 m/s > g5 F BAR 6 m R R > A AJE
F>MBFETRE LR maEE>EST TR I0mER>HSF A 8§ m ek
% 5 T agi BN S 33063~43582 keflem® > g B4 B R 6 m> A AT
S BF R R2m>Eg e d A 10m>Er 3 F & 8 m; Zobel and van Buijtenen
(1989) dp En Brdlis ¢ A2 @gefrR AR D3 o FRMB R L KoLt
FoF MM RATH A ERAPRFTAETE AP R ALRE AR
o g g koW ¥ AL AR L T A 2 e BB AR i (A
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R

Table 8 Dynamic modulus of elasticity and compressive strength of standing trees

obtained from different row thinning regimes

I R

Control 6 m 8 m 10 m 12m
2865.1 2878.9 2628.1 2652.5 2665.0
VI (m/s)
(381.8) (585.3) (313.1) (453.2) (503.5)
DMOEI 41674 43582 33063 34322 38571
(kgf/cm’) (10169)  (17178) (7779) (11231) (13718)
15122 «1642.8 15594 1477.0 1571.1
Vr (m/s) .
(107.7) (86.0)~  (H3.0)" (157.8) (166.4)
DMOEr 11510~ - 18633 | 2211654 10530 13270
'y W
(kgf/cm’) (1631) 2462)| == (2318) ' i (2387) (3094)
386 "”3'5_0_' : 3?'59_ 330 333
Fef (kgf/cm?) : O
(66) (73) (84) (71) (80)
20.1 17.3 16.3 16.1 16.3
P (mm)
(2.8) (1.7) (2.1) (1.8) (2.3)

VI S A2 5 i i (m/s)

DMOEI : %% #° 3.3 #-#c(kgf/cm?)
Vr @ R e A2 § Rk iE (m/s)

DMOEr : # w # ﬁﬂiﬁiﬁi(kgf/cmz)
Fef @ om s B 3 & (kgf/em?)

P : Pilodyn ] » ;& & (mm)

Bt A A A AHY BT B LR E g s Bk
(Mishiro, 1995 : 1996a, b, ¢, d) » F]4* £ 4% 423 s id B ARE > BV Ja % H ot
KT RA G i A ATLHAL & #O] o Bucur (1995a) R4y did AT (3
G (G ) CTRIT2AES A AT 2 S K o B R B S G
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Iz 2t d el Stz s e x § X e ki p 0 A e
B A Ere o W EliEE (FH B & ANE TG ¢ B
P inmE o BEEAPNBE S ARz R kR I AT EF B LR
T=3:2:10 Fpt AH2Z B3 BT 0% 2 3 52 4¢3 i@ ot @4 3R > @
EPEEET AP o AREHKR Y Ko B e RgF A L 156~189 F > §
&I B o IR FEE A (2002) 5 R PRS2 BARAJIL N AL F
AEM O AU A AR E B R TR R BRI R A RA IR
A G R EAER o TR AIT R G R A P A R -

Ti0iE e AgF A R S 1477.0~16428 m/s» i 5 F TR 6 m> g 54 T A
12 m>pr 873 5% 8 m> A gl % 385 B BA 0 m 5 T I5 e b B4 ik
10530~13633 kgf/em® » Fuid F 3R 6 m>m. e %Ji 12m>g 5% %A 8 m>
ARILE > g 53 R 10 m 5 Bealll Czc)o.?) 4 df {Jﬁ Adm T o Fedeg ki
Gt I~2km/s » 5% ik iR ,}iL }«% S0 9=y g kT (2003)~ fh

23 = (2002) SR (2.005) erf«F'.sg-%jp i o

T I o Mo FUR B R A 530&386 kgf/crn2 P REIEL RS> BF TR 8m
SmBEF TR OM>ESF HAR 12m>e 33 5 & 10 m; Wang and Chiu ( 1993a,
b) dph 2 R B RRE » LRSI chi R BRI RSB @ ¢ Rib
P RS ETRBSEFRMERFELAL A BRBREMEETALE Fgt £
ShARM o A AR RS BT A FeE S L ApM o BN R FigtE 4
EWEE B R N ARR o B AR REA S fAPR e o B B R AR PR
A2 s £ERAL S g RGBT A 2 o A F L S A R WaLH S ¢
TR ERFURBAE %] - Wang and Lin (1996 ) ip o #iEEEd ] 59 DBH /] o
HoAM 2 FURG R 85 R~ BRI R B 1 30 6 RS R L i)
$ o Wangeral (2001) 7 M AR FRA BTG RS Ad B2 IRPET ¢

Y

R o fRIRFEF A (2004) g A PR B RSB R A AR A §
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(g/cm®)
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BO i3 B R RREfrR B EE MNP R TIDE2Z M %
Fig. 9 Relationship between the density boundary of early wood and late wood and

(Dmin+Dmax)/2 density.for Japanese cedar

zk%#ﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁﬁﬁéﬁ%*igﬁ%ﬁﬁ‘iﬁﬁﬁ‘%H%E\E
BmRA S MRA CRHERRN ﬁm'&?@ BB ?f}:l Bt S o Bt ek 9 ¢ o
&d %2+ ANOVA /Qﬂ}frm..,ﬂ;%_n.g:(;\ &giﬂ* mg_ﬁ Food S R A K
Fo R Rk e B i i L R -

TEBETR S 2.02~326mm’ 8 F 5 R Sm>mF T A 2m>pad
FERIOM>ESF TR O6M>AAILE 5 THEH TR L 1.42~233mm  #t
BFTRESM>HESF A OM=m S F T A 10m>am 33 T/ 12 m> 4 A2
T THRHERL061~1.05mm EmAEF TR R2m>aSsd EA Sm>E S
FEROM=FSF TR I0m>AEILR; TIEHTRE L 0478~0.587 g/em’ >
A ERRM>ESFTERAM>ESF TASM=mBF TR 10m> K AL
% THEHBAL 0320~0399 glem® > A F TR R2m>mSF T A §m>
FEAFER OmM>ESF EA 10 m>ARIEE ; THRH A L 0.838~0.962
gem’ > B F TR OM>ESFTETA Rm>asd A I0m>msF 5 A 8m
>AEILE TR BBAE L 0964~1.120g/cm’ 5 5 F TR 6m>in s F TR

Rm>EdF TR 1I0m> A i@ wm >33 TR 8m; THEMBR S 0214~
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0247 g/lem’ > GE B F TR R2m>atdF FRA mM>mEF T A Sm> A AT >

B F R R I0m; T3EgiF 5 31.2~355% @ F R 12 m>amdF TR

I0m> AL HR > F TR O6M>EESF A 8me

%9 2 A RS2 Az Eihd BEE

Table 9 Nine ring characteristics of standing trees obtained from different row

thinning regimes

I Rty

Non 6 m 8 m 10 m 12m
2.02 3.12 3.26 3.13 3.23
RW (mm)
(1.01) (0.83) (0.77) (1.44) (1.13)
1.42 2.20 2.33 2.20 2.18
EW (mm)
(0.86) (0.73) (0.69) (1.09) (0.89)
0.61 0.92 0.94 0.92 1.05
LW (mm) ¥ ;
(0.23) (0.36) (0.16) (0.45) (0.32)
3 0.478 0.5'44"‘:,_ .) 0.509 0.509 0.587
RD (g/cm”) =
(0.064) (0.064)“'f,§'_ ~11(0.060) (0.048) (0.073)
. 0.320 0853 |loBel" 0.352 0.399
ED (g/cm’) 2 .
(0.056) (0:048) (0:047) (0.032) (0.080)
3 0.838 0.962...- 0.839 0.864 0.937
LD (g/cm’)
(0.093) (0.135) (0.100) (0.120) (0.111)
3 0.978 1.120 0.964 0.998 1.090
Dmax (g/cm’)
(0.126) (0.144) (0.130) (0.134) (0.112)
; 0.214 0.234 0.222 0.213 0.247
Dmin (g/cm”)
(0.044) (0.042) (0.038) (0.026) (0.048)
31.8 31.6 31.2 32.1 35.5
LWP (%)
(7.8) (7.7) (5.3) (6.2) (6.3)

RW : T35 6 57 & (mm) ; EW : L 35% 5 % & (mm) s LW : L3294 % & (mm) ;
RD: # 5T 5% A (g/em’); ED: T 355 4 % & (g/em’); LD T 35864 % & (g/em’) ;

Dmax : ¥ - & # M £ % % & (g/em’) s Dmin : ¥ - & # ) £ <% & (g/em’) ;

LWP : 844 5 (%)
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4. EEFAcE 2 el

d 372 A REE SR R E A BERIFMEEDT R FE Fe o
Bt 4 BEGMPAEAT 2B DM o BT R FLITD RN APM ikl
(r) B %drd 10907 - E8H TR (RW) &5 5% (EW) 23 5 & (LW)
2B G LA P A RWE EW (r=0.98)F c4p B % RW 22 LW (r=10.45)
BT O EWHRW G B i €& o § b RW 284t 5 (LWP) (r=-0.41) ;
EW & LWP (r=-0.55) 2. FF § B FHenf Aph i3 & @ LW & LWP (r=10.42)
ZFR G EEFEOT ARG o

%10 oA B2 4 BIFACE T PR Al

Table 10 Coefficients of correlation among nine ring characteristics of sample trees

HE RW EW LW RD. ED LD Dmin Dmax LWP

RW
EW 0.98*

LW 0.45%  0.24* =
RD -0.24% -0.32% 0.24* 1 |
ED 0.18% 0.18* 0.08* (0.59%

LD 20.19% -0.14% -0.25% 0.44%00115*

Dmin 0.01 0.01 0.03 051* 0.72* 0.14*
Dmax -0.14* -0.13* -0.08* 0.44* 0.08* 0.90* 0.09*
LWP -0.41* -0.55* 0.42* 0.68* 0.01 -0.04* 0.14* 0.05*

*EEAAMEALS A (p 0.05);
RW @ T325E #% % B (mm) ; EW @ T355% 4 5 & (mm) ; LW @ T 3554 § & (mm) ;
RD: T 35% & (g/em’) : ED @ T 35% 4 % & (g/em’) s LD © T 38844 % & (g/em’)
Dmax : ¥ - ##%p &3 q@,)i(g/cm3) ;Dmin - ¥ - ##%p ﬁxfﬁq@,}i(g/cmﬁ ;
LWP : 8.4t 5 (%)

E#% R (RD) 2%+ %A (ED,r=059) %t %A (LD, r=044)- 5

A (Dmin,r=0.51) %% 2 & (Dmax,r=0.44) % 5.+ % (LWP,r=0.68)
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Z B3 BFOAPRME T AE(R 10) FIp > 243 ¢ ED’ LD > LWP > Dmin >
Dmax 2 LWP ¥ iz ##% R T B L8 4¥%-ED ¥ Dmin (r=0.72) 2 &
LD # Dmax (r=0.90) 2 @7 EFHar bl s
FIrEHepr o L ENE R RS S FAE P T ST
RD = 0.625 ED + 0.009 LWP + 0.239 LD - 0.072 LW + 0.007 EW > R* =0.973
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g H 4c T % K EERRS 85~135mm At o f E BT FIRFA B o

450
400
350
300

250 = = 95% confidence interval

—*— ME&an

200 r
150

Campressive stength (kghem’)

pith 12 24 36 48 B0 72 84 965 108 120 132 144 156 168
. . bark
Distance from pith (mm) oar

B 10 Host s FUR 5 B i o % 1t

Fig. 10 Transversal variation of compressive strength obtained from fractometer

FERp e R A E S ) T A E R LR ik (i)
2 Bl o 4ol 1T 0 BB RN R 0 A Q11T 24 &S pp

Voir AP RN R B ~ S B R 0 @ 24 E 4 2]

P RIEVFE e X

¢

JL‘L24 -a:' 4 Eﬁxﬁlf‘r%;}}‘ﬁ” I; % 1/3 - }éiltu I;‘ mﬁ ﬁg"ﬁ‘%iiﬂ ‘5",;” FYE m‘ff\&\ﬁ %K
g % o

56



y=0.0012x + 0.004x + 1.55
R? = 0.9968 F =5623**
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Fig. 11 Relationship between ring number and distance from pith
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Fig. 12 Transversal variation of ringyearlywood, and latewood width of sample trees
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Fig. 13 Transversal variation of ring, early, and latewood density of sample trees
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Fig. 14 Transversal variation of latewood percentage of sample trees
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Table 11 The DBH of the stands from unthinning forests.

T3=DBH %% . g R
T R GE BlE RAE B
(em)  (om) HE | P BB s 000
26.36 6.66 44.39 -0.77 0.03 15.8 40.7 30 2.49

AR P kA T3 3 B4 (4o 11 %77 ) % 2636 cm > B2 1 % 6.66
cm> B X R AN B E S5 40.7cm e B AR B 2 15.8cem 0 £ 30 Bk
AR RERISHEHEEFR J R-0T7T kgt AGRYESGTTE R

Ed BAERS 003 73 AEEBE AT E B S8ITF LA AR E5%
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Table 12 Compared with suppressed, middle, and dominant wood

I 2 DBH (cm)

LT 32.51°
v oALA 25.24°
¥ A 17.64°

Tukey #& = T2 %A F M L a~bfrc X&+ (P=0.05)

312 %7 PR AHTIONE T h* (3251em)> B = L9 14 (2524
cm) > B E T HE A (17.64cm). E.—'*F‘*p%;?fg? | w&%‘“*é*‘ﬂ‘kﬁ
L0 BEAEF Rtk o e T A Efed L 2 £ G - enipgo

i b & RS A L BHGE  s R  -
s 3 ﬂ LMok 2} {’g“if&;{_éfljfi mﬁj—;fé,m—rui.&@
Bt gl o ¥ A A g ””5ﬁﬁ’””$$'iw—ﬁﬁﬁWmaﬁ%’éﬁi

z

g

|

_
oty
o

R BN R T

(2) ¥-FEF-F2 A2 %IE'riFU“iﬂ
2 13%- %&e x5 Z REAPLE ﬁé r’*%ﬁkbﬁi
Table 13 Comparing the properties of Japanese-cedar between site 1 and site 2

DMOE

D (g/cm’ V (m/s P (mm Fef (kef/cm?®
(g/em’) (m/s) (mm) (kgflem?®) (kg )
$- % 0.47° 2762° 21.5° 36820° 296°
5 % 0.58° 3120° 18.4° 56630° 370°

Tukey t = F 25 %3 F )2 afob k&1 (P=0.05)
a~bE T ETHIRF2ZEFLREN

BB (g/em’) s Vi A2 stk i# (m/s) 5 P i Pilodyn ] » iE & (mm)
DMOE : # 38§ f#ic(kgflem?) ; Fof © Acpt i FuR 5 & (keflem?)
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R (dok 13) 2 ABRR Ko RQf AER A EZeE R~
B (P)~ & 581 i 8c (DMOE )~ %7 Morb bR 3 & &% - F 4 %] 5 047 g/cm3 .
2762 m/sec ~ 21.5 mm ~ 36820 kgf/em® ~ 296 kgf/em” > % = & Bl % 0.58 g/em’ ~ 3120
m/sec ~ 18.4 mm -~ 56630 kgf/em® ~ 370 kgflem® » @ % = ®éhz: A B R XN H - R
R A RA S FU ?ﬁ?*g“@ﬁ’*ﬂéﬁi*ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁ%“
@%’F%%&%ﬁ%ﬁﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬁmﬁi@ﬁggk,gg@g;awxm

P ? SRGY R R R TR i § B PE I T R R % e
@A HE R 4 0 BB AR AR AEH%Y ARG HE L
PSR IFHRDPRE RFAREE S FTEFERR BEPE R v &

ﬁﬁﬁﬂiﬁ.@o@%?ﬁ‘sﬁﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁﬂ,}'ﬂﬁ ) 4 ji}u‘{;;b B4R - B R RA

ﬁ&t

HEBFF A2 Ea B - AR AREES i

Bd A R
Rl R G RE LB "’TZ\EKW"&EE‘,& ER I I

Fo R ERAE LS 4\“§ 1153 1!% av_ BN R R LA 2 1563
o FCRHERAE < H o *\ﬁ?‘&“ﬁﬁ *f'ﬂ—‘ﬂEﬁ?* f‘#@&gf;fgwmm ;gL
&4 (1995) ~ Rk & (1994)

k- (2003) #7118 F|en

B Ap i e ”F' .g

B) F-FEF-_F24A7FEER24LE

214 vV lRE - FES - FHRATIREEEZROLE
Table 14 Comparing the ultrasonic and pilodyn values at different positions between

sitel and site2

V (m/s) P (mm)
4+ 2729% 21.25°

EE
e 2794* 21.75%
4 3132° 18.14*

-
e 3110° 18.73%

TH 2T THESEFELa kT (P=0.05)
aiZ T F AT R ZEEFLRM
V ! K A2 5 A i (m/s) ; P i Pilodyn § » 7 & (mm)
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FFRELAEr 2 ot omAd KpFiiad i ka PSRN
ot AFEHR RFEFELR S TG, ROHRAF B AR R R
CERRCAMMEARHRETEFRES A - OB F T2 0 k- RP)OEAD B

(4) $F- FBF-F2A2Z LB FTLAARE R
15 %- %% ?v%i%\%ﬂiﬁ'tiﬁﬁﬁﬁf‘&éi“

Table 15 Relations of the properties of standings from site 1 and site 2

p B 5 R \ E
D # Fof y=800x-83 » Rj=0:74% | y=688x-22 » R’=0.30*
2 IR £
DBH & V y=-0.018%+77.5 » R*=0\52% 7> | y=-0.013x+65.5 » R>=0.36*
P 22844 Fof y=-17x+641 " R3=0.59* y=-28x+903 » R?=0.43*
DMOE £ Fcf y=0.02x+206 » R>=0.31* y=0.02x+237 > R*=0.30*
P 2 DMOE y=-26716x+957350 » R>=0.43*  y=-24749x+1037720 » R?=0.31*

*RFARMIE A S (p 0.05)

D : % & (g/em’) ; Fef © ok sk R 56 & (kgf/em?)

DBH : % # % fZ(cm) 5 V @ 423 i ik i# (m/s)

P : Pilodyn §] » /& & (mm) ; DMOE : #3584 #~#c(kgf/cm’)

d 2 15 amELy- % (B 15) FL5 - % (B 16) &% R &2 %
PR AL | AT AN b S AR AR DRSO FURB R § g2
Aot B s (1998) frimig R dpin o Rl § e R AL AP FURBA G AL
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LR RS RN BEN 5 065 2 ANFEAEERIAREEF S LA
thenf Akl (B 17~ B 18) 3 j24%+ » 42§ dimili,j*ug el st TRFR N
xow A Rt o 2 R o o PLESRERG JT TR /ﬁ»l§¢ux§)§)j‘kbﬁ*
B oo gt % % 4p 123t Wang and Chen (1992 ) ¥ Chuang and Wang (2001 ) - Chuang
and Wang (2001 ) cdF 2. 3 i P bR ? 5 3 o398 2@ @ § 7 |RMahB R
R AR rE B PR PR ERRPPEL LI TR AZ LR
FECTAZ B AP A2 YA i Bk R A REE A AR RS
AEFI»FR (P)EFHFRBAETF LM (B 19 B 20) §] » iFRARFE »
B RARI > PR AR T TlaiE - AT T AR R TR ASY g R A
T2 AR FL TR H o T M FRfrE M PURE R € 5 RIS
R R A A G A R T IRE (P)E’ﬁéaﬁ'ﬂﬁ:ﬁtf?’“ foAnkE (B 21~ 8 22)>
B[ R B R AL }img ﬁ;ﬂ,\&;;\ o BmAs o BRE AP
AT ] e im)]*“ﬁug frv‘ﬁ-]@’fﬂ;*’#mﬁmﬁifﬂ FAPRE (R 238 24)-
7n S 5 SHL 4 AR 4 ’#m@frgﬁii\frg [ W|Z%PTf'75ﬁl“*1‘3—gI{'” MR AR R E &
Gtz - st kT (2003) Fﬁé?\(20'02) By 15 (2000) “riE e
BB OB R R G T AP M ’T‘uzi—«wﬁﬁﬁim TR R GREY S

:)/3:?\?"
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(5) B® 24 A= A2 43 stiE - Pilodyn 2 FURSE R 2 1 R
216 B~ F s TR AT LA~ FURR A 2 Tukey & A 7
Table 16 Difference of ultrasonic wave velocity and compressive strength amonge

dominant, intermedia and suppressed wood

V (m/s) P (mm) Gef (kgf/cmz)
¥ A A 2976° 19.44° 320°
I TR N 2834 22.20% 288
TN 2614° 23.79° 268"

Tukey t = T 25 %8 ¥ )2 afob k&1 (P=0.05)
a~bi T EFHIFZEELRN
VA g sk (m/s) 5 P Pilodynof 5 SF A (mm) 5 oo ¢ R % B (kgf/em®)

AT o N 2 E“J’Mﬁ«?‘l’ﬁfﬁ- (#fz\ 16) 04z 35 ik 18 10 7 B A B
(2976 m/s) > # % £¢ ik (2834m/'§§' &&mu&%w (2614 m/s) > * ¥ %
AR A FEFEOLR %‘“ﬁ\ﬁﬁ uﬂ:&ﬁ% theng B0 B (1999) 4p
M R > ¥ A (3270mis Ve d A A (3282 mis) 4 Lk
A (3084ms) B FE Y BhG FHBEFAGEFALE 0 ek
Fok kA oAz Ak A BiEad B A 2211 m/s-4048 m/s 0 F T fE
FALBERL RS 2 2k i foff » AL F A RA IR Y o 20 S HE RS S m
SmoehtkA b B ARG BF LB o A S HEIEEE S m X 5 m kA iz A
B A AP TIROTR B R AS Y B AS R A TR A RRA G
BMFERAE > HAB52AFIAr LR iy S 8P 1248
d 8+ 2R > % vE (Mishiro, 1995) > 841 % 3 —‘ﬁ R RURT I R N R I K
LA RN R S LT PRSP E ST PR L SR R
A éﬁ-i’%iﬁ»iﬁ’ﬁ T B A > AP B E 4 (2005) 4 D 2k g A2 R il
B F 4 Rz b & 2300~3000 m/s 0 4E £5 R A 2100~2900 m/s « + A7

g A2 L BB A A5 4p % - Pilodyn 2% 0 Bl EUY ¥ # A B (19.44
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mm) > H=xF ¢ Fi (2220 mm) > B+ A BF A (2379 mm) > 7 HF Aok
FAIHFRLA > PEAHAE S SR REFELLE > @ Pilodyn frip & F 3§
2 47 e54p B 1+ > Chudnoff et al. (1984 ) ip M FUR 3 R fe Pilodyn B > 2 3848 5
T ia¥ch: 0.61 0 BEMTL T REE 067 £ EHE e Bl 0.5 Fpt
Pilodyn 225 & % k2 » 4 8k chpUR 3 R Bi2d A o« FURZ R 1 - 4o Pilodyn #f
Jpl o ¥ B A FURS A B (320kegflem®) > H = £¢ k(288 kegf/em?) [
Fohdo] (268 kgflem®) » @ ¥ H AfCE R AT 3 HFHLE ¢ A ER A
fes B AP REFELY i*u%‘?’%‘ff“iﬁ TOERTIERRCEBRE AR ARE
Pilodyn fri/Bap - 0T F A7 A e P AL HFHLE > 5 7 A g
BERAYRANEFFLLL A HAGRL < RF R E R FIRA
~ % Pilodyn st §] » BV R FA A~ IF AR & ek ¥ > @ Wang and
Chiu (1993) § #31#01) % 2 58 480k o Rk L R 2 P 2 > 7 4 11 3 i
PR R 5 B f i £ AR ] awﬁﬁfé 15 (1998) 7 % £ 458
BLErii R g R gg ﬁ#*ifgxiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁ§@$$ﬁﬁ
YRR TIEETS T2  JITUCE T IR TR
R E L R R L ﬁh@m&& KSR R S kT
LGRS P en® it o foih X 7 e ;

2. )RR
(1) $- %825 - R EHEHPPRRBR LR

*;é%‘w’j‘*u% BiRAGIES YT B e abuUR S R (4o 17)0
$- BB AEMESFURE R S 276 keflem® » < H ehgis FUR S R L 304
kgflem® » < enss B 4 2r i > 3 'fz]z”ﬁ BMEMAIRE A% - ol isic
M55 R 5L 387 kgflem® 5 s M ingin FUR 5 A S 361 kgflom® o B2l g A 4
S A KRG MFBLE G ho A A RORBEY Lot R 2 RRF
S ISR AR A B S A3 E 2 AL E S gRe R T

R ahrg b Flt {30 s S A S R eah® s > d w220 &4 00w < 5 R
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ARRH BRI > R E BB EERRDFF S XS e R AR R EA
LRESTIGRER IR - R RSN E o HDRRER L LR #
feosHam AR FREY- RRF LRG0 4 {3 LB F O EHRE
S ek R s Fl G S 'f:fi""' Tt EiEE e B s kK Ma s BEHADE

3 TSR TS R G

217 - %E5 - R AHEHEcHNRERR LR
Table 17 Comparing site 1 with site 2 the compression properties of sapwood and

heartwood
B % L NN V) o. (kgf/em?)

#H 276"
S He S T304
W EA o~ N
: ’ﬁ*.’f';’.'--"* || 43613
& | :
Tukey # %7 4 % B % B ea o b K& (P=<0.05)
oot FRaE B (KBTICIPD

(2) BY 7H A LRHLEARFTLR

PREHR AL (& 18) 17 AEF (0412¢/em®) > ez FFizd A
FRAL A BAH AT § 01 Vi ML & (R 319927 Ishiguri F. er
al., 2006) > F)td @ A kig iz MOR » ;—ﬁ}@;zﬁ&g%"ﬁ_éﬂ . 4 MOR thi 7
b0 By k® (601 kgflem?) > H = ¢ Fh (581 kgflem? ) » £33 e AR

# 4 (571 kgflem®) » 2 = Yo R R-H EMFELIE G-
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18 i~ ¥~ FH A BFHFER L Tukey & T4 47

Table 18 Difference of sample wood’s properties among dominant, intermedia, and

suppressed wood

D % DMOE Tv Tt P MOR MOE
(g/em’)  (m/s)  (kgffem®)  (m/s) (m/s) (mm) (kgflem?) (kgf/em?)

¥ A 0.412° 4405° 82330"  4039° 4419° 13.88° 601° 52980°
L S 0.408* 4334° 80960 3968° 4338° 14.48 % 581° 52010°

EH A 0406°  3991° 70820  3670° 3938  1536°  571° 43060

Tukey t = F 25 %3 ¥ )2 afob k&1 (P=0.05)
a~bE T FTHIRF2ZEFLREM
BB (g/em’) s Vi A2 itk i (m/s) ;s DMOE : #3844 #-#ic(kgf/em?) ;
Tv @ 4&#(m/s) 5 Tt © =5 4 3# @/s) 5 P : Pilodyn.f| » /% & (mm) ;
MOR : #u4¢5 & (kgflem?) ; MOE- 475 s 9udiTlic(kgf/cm?)

0 LRI R A2 g kR ;ga'-m& (4405m/s)> # = 2 ¢ %A (4334
v x&%wﬁ;fﬂﬂrt’ A RFLELARL

m/s) > g eniE g A (3991 m/s)
IS ESCLE SN F 8 %ﬁi§¢§?a{nﬁ@$%i..ng,@ﬁﬁﬁ
B fode 3 i g B Bl ( Jol 22003 ; % EHFE 0 1998) 0 #riuHeE
Pl k0 fodg i - Koo X A2 i  F R MR B T NG Ak
AL 0 FL R B fodT A DS R o frdg kg D R - R T EA D>
FASERA A BRAHS B AT R AT HEEILLIE P RA ey R ARR
REEFPLP o F MBI Hcic MOE B % 4 243 chp B 12 e 5844 8- MOE
%L B - ko 7 A (52980 keflem?) B4F > H = £ Ah (52010
kgflem® ) B £ R g A (43060 kgfiem®) > P& b ik R$H & 4 5§ HFPEAL
Py R AT RMFILLY -

Pilodyn 0§ » & A 2 B A f1E0F (1536 mm ) > # A H =% (1448 mm) >
BuE gy dAh (1388 mm) 2° BHRATF AT HEFHLLIBE G AL 7 ¢

FAfEUA SRR EHEFLLE
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(3)

TR

%19 Agnis

LR ApM L

| B Rk T BT 4
Table 19 The r values of the sample wood properties

D A% DMOE Tv Tt MOR MOE

D 1
\Y -0.03 1
DMOE 0.31 0.93 1
Tv 0.02 0.98 0.93 1
Tt -0.04 0.96 0.89 0.97 1
MOR 0.56 0.43 0.60 0.48 0.44 1
MOE 0.33 0.79 0.87 0.82 0.78 0.61 1

-0.55 -0.49 0.29_\ -0.48 -0.49 -0.11 0.19 1

D: %A (gem’); V423 it i(i/s) ; DMOE : #° 38 {# #-#c(kgf/cm?®) ;
Tv @ & (m/s) 5 Tt : +3 #F % (m/s)-"_{_;\‘,/l_‘o_g;:‘ F8% & (kgflem®) ;
MOE : #3438 1 #o#ic(kgflem’) 5 P § Pilodyn {1 » % & (mm)
H M |} :

%196%ﬁuﬁﬂ+ﬁmﬁﬂwwﬁ§’ﬁﬂ?&#N@Rpﬂmjﬁw
BoHriEs 0.56 %Iiﬁ'frPllodynyﬂc)‘iF?{ﬁ e RAPM > r=-0.55> @ BB 4%
AP AR E B R R RS 0 RS R AR
§ vt FLAEF R R OB > MOR e o Polidyn i » & § vy L
& 321> Ishiguri F. et al. (2006) 4y 21 64 # 2 cofith & &2 MOR § E #chip b
o A rE s 0511 fhars (1992) 7 dp S anf do i R A& /% > B MOR 3¢
ERE2 M < > ApB ThdcE: 0.69 > 42 A ehdp B TR BB & 0.56 » *  Schneidet and
Sebastian (1991 ) ip 91 Caribbean pine 2. W £ ¢ & R ¢ FE PR R 2T Y =
REFLAPM - F R 76 4 5 )R HApH Gl PRI S 0.840
PIMF S 031 Fl A AR A 7 H LI ELDFF o RPPBRERAR
ﬁﬂiﬁjﬁi’%gk CATA L SRR BLELAE CRRL S ERBT R

IR & AP SR Rl B SR e s T LR » Yamashita et al. (2000 )
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Eﬁ{;ﬂﬁ&éﬁ%’ﬁ%iﬁ@*»mﬁﬁ NFRREIREF R 4D
Bod L fFSC Y A ihg = - S0 anE AN S [l (RN 2 dp b TRt
DEATRAOFERREFFR BRI AFK O FLN LN - ATER
Food B (1998) H A F i AR ERATT IR B R=0.58
At 3 R AR B &4k B (1991) F@p A& 60 % Ffatrds o
BRE SRR G P ERFALAAMME R ARG AR ERT Y D
Wt #t ¢ Mishiro (1996a) “tdp e R fodg 3 b 5 2 B 5> (1) F AR H
bem GBS 0 (2) AXEE ) ERAEMRAHFNR > A AEKY T8 (2)
RAR A e BRI R MRS s X ARM M o TR R 7
TRF A~ FFHHfoRd ha & 42 %3 > L 22 Chenand Yen (1996) <%= 3
ip @owiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁm@ﬁi$' %ﬁﬂﬁ&é SIS X
%Ex@%@ﬁ%ﬁ@@i\@%ﬁﬁaéé §£%£ w % 978 %8 Wang and
Ko (1998) &3 @%’wiﬁme$&MR%1,ﬁmﬁ&*’ B E AP
AR M A
B B ok RS AR 12 o ”,' “;
AR ki %aqﬂ%ﬁwﬁﬁﬁ BSR4 ]G BB BB R R
F ARG A DT S A kR A AR B T S AL & R
FrF o gk E g S (1998) thigkdp i - g A5 iRl AP > &

RS e Rl 1 g i R i $B i il R 1 il % - Sandoz( 1989)

%Lb‘é"frﬁvaﬁ}éﬁ_&% Rk et

AR AR T E iR 0 ¥ spruce AT A E > HF a2 MOE 2 M (% > 4p R (i

B 090 b o kBB Wl IR IR G Pl 1o A it
BEITF ARG 2 ORI B R MR M AT R 4 R )
kAR FAkgTE? TR IR LA TR AERA AT B AR
MELEa PRF{VURMBRIRTALRIAF FF 3 RAAM > “TUEF &
plpE o A KT ER - EfkED A TT 0 A A ik fr MOE § § A& s
AR T A AgE LiE KT MOE shdi 2 0 ptsr T (2003) chi % 4p & o
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A f A AR e 4 i RS JR A B RDE R AR B A
P PRERT A A 0.9 4T BT iR B R L4 it B Ag L 6 R
Belicen® 3 Ag 3 B P R o B BT § B RO AP ARH > M R
(2002) 45 4142 & 08 544 Hoke ~ JR$fo MOE AR 3 [ 9 (7 ¢13 SLie 58358 5
BE dp b o 423 A BB o fcfo MOR P 8.3 1L chE AP M - o s 0
A e R Bt B kY EHIRE(1992) i S A 4 o 5 A 1£(2000)
5
F 5= %4 (1990) 1% FFT pl& 42§38 #kc$t MOE f~ MOR 45 &

\'L

Ve G B S et MOR > R IR S ¢h3 A4 B > H -2 ki 0372

FORARM o T A1 4T R AR R A o 5 B2 (1986) 4p N de S
#fe MOE 7 ® 4B - f2 fr MOR [ erodp B 14 » € FIE Hehobd 0 > R84 5 49
Mo 354 RIE > kT (2003) 45 1631 foEcH MOE {v MOR #5F M ¥ 1t 2
HUPK o B % (1999) ~Ap iR SR SRR R iclcfo MOE B § B ¥ shi 7 4
AR R I L gﬁﬁﬁwﬁ'&;fé«gt* 0823 =% 4(1992)
Ta rr SR R b A H ﬂ“i » MOE _fed- 5814 fic#ic 5 2LB0% g
t S N S SR &ﬂr#pﬁé'ﬂ'ﬂ. Bl R S T iR S A
£ 4o MOE © 4z 3 i #3813 %s-ﬁ!tb'% Pllodyn ,f}ﬁ B ;‘;Z’ﬁ ARG o — A FSEE
eyt § vt MOE kens > g Gk s I 4 A > R SR X g
2plRE FRA B2 B WA JERRE € BRRA L TR e
Fh i 3 H T FRADERI AP > RS o MOE § # & ¢hZE SE 4p
Moo st g s g (2002) 4R o kT (2003) 35 1w 4R 6522 MOE R 5
it dp R > 2 JI* e dRds k3= MOE 2.7 e § 31 (2007) 45 21 = R
AP AS 2P R IRE T AR R BB R B 0 S R T 1 iR
FAEP R B e d A PR R R L RREN N ERT AR AV E
€ %F Eb/G @3 4c @ 40 > B °? 4w rd chensB i iic{o Eb £ 8896 H X B+
g1 5 AE (9 ) ELvs. Es>AE (9% ) Ebvs. Es>AE (%) Ebvs. EL. > T a8t
8 A g AR ¢ 40 .fumrmp«’ e P S AN
#(1992) 3 145 = ¥k é>fo MOE R 5 I E 44p B 973 {e ° Chen and Yen (1996 )
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ARAZ BB RBIRF R TR MH S F 0 <R 18~580%  ARAEHE
FOATRT oA et AT REART T R E 0 B ot S el
AT 2 AR o Pl L RATE R R -

FTHHEHACMOE 3 & ehE SU4p R - B R B = (1990) #7fasnid & 4n

oA - 2 8 4 (1992) i A foe Bhir £ 9 MOE $ RE F hl g M o
PR s 0.75~097 > @ fr= Bir €5 MOE » .7 T 4ph > HAph fhdc s
0.59 « &} ATy o #7343 A4t 5 MOE e i e = 5% o

MOR £ MOE R & 18 #tip b > 4p M 7% ¥_0.61 - Hoyle (1968) 45}
M4 A ekt A RS AR E A e P s R Tl o @ G 0
B 7 AOCGERRERR TSGR R ki H Py 8¢ Western hemlock
2013 FAEEMMT o HApM GlcAs S 5E s Sa o BRRE G o REE
(1992)~ M2 % (2002) fo ** (2003'—)'-51%—*—%4 fok 325 4p & © Tsushima et
al. (2006 ) 4p 1 3 i 1 - ﬂamﬁw\ &) 5 DFEARA PP HEH R o2 T iE 0
AR G g %;;mnrr.ﬁ\ﬁ % 1 I %7 MOR - MOE 3% & &
TR SURH 0 2 3G R R #qr&g 4 0.5350.83 FF 0 e BB 8 % B o)

kA > B F §2% A ~ MOE ﬁMoﬁzfgwﬁ b i kA keh] o iz 3 MOR
£ 4 Rdo] # MOR 9 OV Bibniehsfi® ¥ 4 1 fethfe & (2000) 12
% 3% AL P 4 4> MOR £ MOE [ 5 A8 % «0it B 4P B T E_0.706 -
MOE Fr Pilodyn ¥ c4p B {4 1% i< » H4g B fadic 5 0.19 » @ Chudnoff et al. (1984)
4q 41 4+ 4 0 MOE {r Pilodyn - % s 0.24 > > 38R - (8203
B2 s 050 29 Az B#kg i 070 @ 3 2 4o lodgepole
pine ¢ %% Byt K 0.2« 4 2 £ (2000) 45 21742 § §c+ MOR 4= MOE / 5
W fe- BehE M % HApA fRdics 0710 2 4K RT > MOR 4 MOE + & -
e AR BFSS wH PR Rl s 0310 B R (1999) dp Mk L AP < Rd
A | 3# 4 > MOE fr MOR #8848 ¥ chE S 4p B o

CRUREUEZE N a2 SRt

MOR =0.001 MOE + 1114.218 D +0.076 Tt - 219.241 » F=165.28
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5opE o B :}‘aﬁ@ﬁﬁf‘;‘firj&éﬁ* CHET 2 RRARS PIFURR RARS 0 @ AE
B fTH g % et FURSE R =0.9948 x B R - 7291 chE s fF S (R 25)°
Bk E il h 05860 B P AREaFUR B R A 190~390 keffem® 0 2 A £ 0.29
~0.45 glem® 2. B o & 21 (1998) A 5 S FEGEr % B g R 3¢ I
ERB BV LG RATRREBAT T AAIAME (R7=0724) 0 2 Ik
(1975) B 4> 39 foe H2ZFBREFEEFHF > FIH A R 2 Z e R
(o) 28Il (E) BB HFig v 2205 TAREMGT A 32

2 (1993) 2FHEAV AL GG ARBRFBEN > T N FRB R 2 E
Pl 2 Fir s £ 2 oG TAPM 2 AR o HApk Gl (1)) S RS

B % 0.440~0.905 - Wang and Chiu (1993 ) § #F34¥#ri,F 2 w 8 if v A 2 o
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REFHEE o A e PR R GBS F o £ B RN
%o HApB falicz L 0911 2 0.640 0 5 F B0} mE FHARM o d 1 i e
Frvar RRESFURRR LR gt T A1 BRI B FS kLGB
5 R e

400
300
5
2 200 |
g y =-9.124x - 490.99
100 r R*=0.360
0
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
pilodyn(mm)

# 26" 41 /rfid?#%@mfi7 P %

Fig. 26 Relatlonﬁhlp between pllodyn and o¢¢

fI* Pilodyn ePplze @ § F TIEOGRA Ak ] RI g+ MRt iR UR G AR S » 3
HFEMG OESPH (K 26) R*= 0360 » Fpt {] » iR R 7 00§ S35 8 H
FUR S B - 3 F] 3 o % A A RRT s Pilodyn F iR F] A HiEH R0
Pilodyn it 1] » shiR & ¥ » 4 7 330> A4t % {lehi 4 35 0 @ Pilodyn fr %

7L ARRE o - ,T*u{?wfi%éﬂ o il r SR RARE - B o RERARS > PIFR R
Rjh gt gisi o et Pilodyn §) ~ AR RIFUE SR S LS L R RRIVER
5 B & 180~350 kgf/em® » 1] » i A& & 13~30 mm > Futoshi Ishiguri et al. (2006 )

NamEloEr s BE64EL AR Pl os R AN M FERFELLR
fene sAphE o HY 16 F 4 enrE5-0578> @ 64 & 4 chr B 5-0.588 B AR
AX S P~ R ﬁ%x‘tﬁ > Chudnoff er al. (1984) 45 414Uk % & {r Pilodyn & » 2
AR T ks 0.61 B ER T E S 0.67 £ E M- ks 0.5
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PR K042 Ao AREF]0.75

3. 1 BEBIEFKE
(1) B? 7% A4 BEHIFLKEL LR
220 B~? s TR A, BEBFREZLRE
Table 20 Difference of the nine ring characteristics among dominant, intermedia

and suppressed wood

RW RD ED LD Dmax  Dmin  LWP
(mm) (g/em’) (glem’) (glem’) (glem’) (glem®) (%)

¥E A 355 0396  0291°  0.640°  0.774*  0.205*  30.25°
A 374 0364 0273 0.771°  0.879°  0.163°  18.38°

BEA 4430 0348 10262°°-0753% 0.869°  0.177°  17.47°

Tukey # % %5 & & F 1414 afob X%ﬁ"‘r (P<005)

a~b#i mF T3 B2 ¥ LR | #_,;

RW: & #-T 5% & (mm) ; RD : Eﬁiﬁlb;?ﬁ)i(g/cm) ED: % #3598 A& (g/em’) ;
LD : 8.4 % & (g/em’) 3 Dmax||ﬁ E%F\ﬁmﬁ ® B (g/em’) ;

Dmin : ¥ - ﬁ%p\ﬁxl‘&%ﬁ;(g/cm_) WP i 41 5 (96)

AEE B iRk B2 K RBAP P ARITT I kAR R B iR

25 B AP R Aoy B APE A LA ) Kb R A 0 - AHRA P
EARA R b ks DALY > @I RE BT R T RAR R DE BT R
il > AN R AL BRI OT RIS S A BRASETIRZ > o7
wie e Bl g v it o Flt R AR R AR o B P R Ao ip
E72% A AFEZgEN 25 (£ 20)F 4ot FRFAEHTERE 75 40396
glem®) fripdi A (0348 glom’) 4 AP EEFB LR G A Y R4 (0364
glom®) frd F i f HFROLY AR H AL > 3 H Limre b G hop g2 o
L E R R ARG N TR A Rt RO A B A DS PR R AL

. 61(0.262 glem® ) » H = P A (0273 glem’ ) > B+ % A (0.291 glem’)
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B HERFREFEDLE P RAL » THASE] (0.640 g/em®) >
T igfA (0753 g/em’) fer Fh (0.771 g/em’) FERHEEFESNLE > AP FA
TR AREEEIR L Ghc EHTHRALI S HBAFTRH R AR TE
Fomd EEHIORAESI) VIS oS HRE TS - K kEBTIO%AE
LEMBPRAPECRHTRZ o xR ARAfrE | TR LFBMY TRE S -
Bfodo] - 8o B AR B B A fobol BAR LT B AP o B R A

PHAG LB PR A R ANIE T S

EWET e FIRER A ERao mre e IR A MRS Epga B
GF AU AT RRE 2 ERA R ERERTR FRE SRR
AenTEREE (443 mm) >° F AT oERE (3.74mm) > 7 5 AT o
EWHE (355mm) EEPLBHGF EHTORR - RH I LG HTY e
L P PRI F E A A (30 25969.> ° FuA (18.38%) > g% A (17.47
/W’z#%m%ﬁﬂm%mﬁﬁﬁiﬁ%%i&p%¥ﬂiﬂ CPE RPN
ek &A BT AP %H}fﬁ_f% ¥

Yamashita K. et al.(2007 )4 ! r%!iiﬂ% _ﬁ._bka.'l—.sugi AFE A DREBRR S 0276
glem® > 4 0.326 g/en’ > % M:? _62251 g/cr}{é 'fr' 0.313 g/em®> 4 % & % 0.812
glem’ > 4+ 0.850 g/em’ > E #E 4 .3.96 mm ﬂ.fr 272 mm > #4455 10.4%4- 17.1
9% @ ¥ hiB4 A B Aya-sugi 2 T E A SRS R R S 0376 g/em’ 4 0.393
glem’ > % H % A& % 0.3 gem’ » 4 0.309 glem’ > 8.4 % A& % 0.908 g/em’ » f 0.899
glem’ » ##E 5 1.93mm e 1.78 mm > 8L+ 5 5 28.6% - 29.7%
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(2) B gH A2 el a2 Hhi 2 MG

18
16
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12
10

Ring width(mm)

S D A~ O ©

Ring number from pith

W27 B 9 g Eh s E R T M
Fig. 27 Relationships betweenTing r{umlzers a.nd ring width among dominant,
intermediate éﬁg‘éﬁ-p.pressed wood
| A

fiﬁﬁﬂz—a%}i (R27) as ﬁ;ﬁ{%%ﬁj\ WA YR AY AR D E
R R BE ALY S E CRGEMIET - BA ¢ B LR AR
FLELCEWHMAEBRCOLESfroaE s P Aoy AT IR B A
-tkmA 4B CREBTTEROEAEGAEES G I G0 & 10 &1
ERE it EAR U RIE T P R AER T A 2~dmm 2 B 0§ H Ao
EWHET A I~3mm 2 FEd o a BRACEBTEEAR LY 10 £ {85 Rl
oL FHERH ORI FAZ FRAGH DR o 2T BT D RERA
4 ELFBRBEFART VP RAZ IR ADEERE L T2 BEA
G EHNIRE GRC RIS TR 0 T E F R BRI A S R R A )
B gL gl mﬁﬁé_?uf@;;zu BEAZI AP RAD LBRHPALY

CE T JRSAHRA ER O TEEY AL R A o

1

s
>\_
e
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3) BP FH A2 BB BT RS2 M
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80 AT T ppeBEEEEEE
60 | _ REEaEE

0|

20 g

—a— R A
—>— ¢ LA
==y & A

# 45 %% 4r(mm)
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Ring number from pith
F128 i~ ¥ % A E R e L B0
Fig. 28 Relationships between ring numbers and-accumulated ring width among

dominant, infermediate and suppressed wood

-
e i
g
2 o

d B 287 v BAAEE 3 ERE AR @ggﬁ};ﬁw LRI T S
~BAAFIB - Bt RS B A B R A 0 1 F 10 E
Bdo o P ARSI L A XA N0 B EFR- B v 8 AL LR T

T - RS ERE MR A F T p g A P R
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(4) PP 742 & Bl & BIERD SFERAR B 12
221 B~ P s FHA 2 E Gl E G EEREC SRR M1

Table 21 Relationships between distance from pith and ring numbers among

dominant, intermediate and suppressed wood

A B3

A A y=53.691n (x) - 14.817 R*=0.967

v A y=36.141n (x) -6.760 R?=0.945
¥ H A y=22701In (x) +11.319 R?=0.981

X EfEc y | ERIER DR

ERLALTE - FE R R FIM T URY R AR LY
ASHHBER - & 21 hﬁ,mgxﬁmgmgmﬁg@ﬁ%@m 0.945~0.981)
EqeR kv E s E R SRR L e b0 5 2 96R
ferig e R gl B E R SR B ?‘;;. ﬁ#ﬁ F o RR A AR
53.69In(x)-14.817> % % 4cmﬁm|§:¢gzwu. H 2 % 18 EL 21
PR > y=36.141n (x) - 676071 $?4cm&ﬁaﬁ‘i§ﬁwiyn 1552 %FF o § 8
17&84 24544 y= 2270ln(x)+11319’] 14 & 4 ~ 4 - Zobel (1995)
Frdp i dins - SEEROASRM A 5~20 22 oA BES 2 6 T
v st 2o P Bendtsen and Senft (1986) 144k & frit £ 4% cottonwood 2 A
FHHHER S 172 - 852 (1984) NP ARGFELH RN nFe L ¥ &
FE 1% REARHMEASRHEBE R R A ®HTE A X0
B 18~20 & o
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(Z) H345:3%H
1. 7 £ ERRET RS RAR
(1) 2433 2 /& (DBH)

EEANLE > A RPLEEBAELERRAZYNE L (DBH) 40 4 #57 »
Type A 2 Type B % Ip cfgn 5 rd@ e 2 T39% B 2 455 T 7|48% 1 £ R #r & (Type
Al) >7 Bn®s (TypeA2) > B R (TypeA3) & ¥ Rirtd (TypeBl) >
3Rt (TypeB2) > AAJIZ % (TypeB3) au$t o T35993 8 & A A AJL ®
B RIS RRBIREFLLAR R AHE IR RARAITE B I F B E
EEBFELR - WNEDA )4 RRFLREDIF T TEER 0 A
FdL W chd £ Edo] o @ TypeAl chd £ £ o @ - § CaAHEE TN
RGN I EE L S T

;i‘&;f;‘,l.—iég'_ﬁv e %/@Ti‘—l?vf;i—k S S - Type Al ~ Type A2 ~ Type A3 -
Type Bl > #] #94_Type B2 4R JFE e+ o] | N A i T R L AR
+Mﬁ*ié%ﬁ%ﬂ+’“ﬁﬁwﬁﬁ?wﬁiaﬁﬁié%ﬁ+k%%ﬁ£

Xk N4 koA HRA 4 R Y *ﬂﬂxz ,lﬁ‘-fl F]iﬂﬁﬁ’fm'iﬂ/ia’ 403
ﬁ@%@gﬁﬁ%+¢gﬂrw;xﬂﬁ%&ﬁ’WHWﬁ»~w%m¢@<ﬁ°
FE L FHRE s o b RRILAET o 1 T h ] BB R4

AEER RIS A R T ION LT s L 0 e s R F R L Tl g g
IR T R AR A K B B E o ATEARS iR T RIS -
Macdonald and Hubert (2002) 45 4 fe BB 1 & ol § B2 554k A 5 B oh
4 £t oWangeral (2003a,b)4F 2 @ 3501099 F BT 6 F1 G En 5 T B 4o o
g TR g AR R etk hd £ 2 ARk e ind £ @ 8 TR

93 EEE  RFR F s R R A F 1S e Bl -
(2) $HHRF I FHBREAHBR LM %
AR dod 22 9FF 0 1~22 Er T HAHBAE L kR R A

" 3 Type B (0.486 glem’) >Type A (0.463 g/em’) crdf%t » 2R @ 134 48304
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17 > Type A 22 Type BR|m dg F 1 X B 5 & o
d & 2359757 0 23~32 Efr{iiEH Sy - XB RSB (R ERAE

# Type A 5 550 trees/ha 2 Type B % 750 trees/ha)» H T3aA % & s ¥ & &

p)

m&\'_

48 (TypeB % 0.487 g/em®>Type A 5 0.460 g/em’) -
222 AFARRERRATLF IR EA 2 BREFRER

Table 22 Density and compressive strength of wood from two initial spacing levels

of plantations
FHEBR
(1~22 & %) D (g/em’) o. (kgf/cm?) Fef (kgf/cm?)
0.463° 338.0° 324.1°
2200 trees/ha
(0.038) (37.1) (54.0)
0.486" 1366.9° 376.4°
3000 trees/ha * -
0.034) (35.3) (77.7)
Tukey # %7 #5938 F 122 a {r b % Af (Pgo.os}
arbAAE AT MLHFLB N -"

% A (glem’) ; o, @ FUR w577 \( kglf/cm ) | Fcf Pk 3% FUR 5 & (kgf/em?)
e | 1

223 A FAERAE TG E4 2 BREFUREA

Table 23 Density and compressive strength of the 2 plantation spacing levels and

low-thinning treatment

R I e I N
e B R (23L32 h i’) D (g/em’) o (kgf/em?)  Fef (kgf/em?)

2200 0.460" 362.6 343.0°
550 trees/ha

trees/ha (0.053) (58.8) (61.5)

3000 0.487* 397.3% 397.7°
750 trees/ha

trees/ha (0.053) (49.1) (55.6)

Tukey #& T T 2g W& F 412 a k&1 (P=0.05)
ai T EFAPIFZBFLREM
D: %A (glem’): o : FBk3% A (kgflem®) ; Fof @ #opk 3k FUk 55 & (kgf/em?)
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224 PRSP BARELRS R RILZ B A~ FURR R & HES K
Table 24 Density, compressive strength, and dynamic modulus of elasticity of the

various plantation spacing levels and thinning treatments

EUE & e
T 9% D G Fef \ DMOE
o 5 N | (gem)  (keflen)  (kgflen)  (m)  (kgflem)

0.432° 328.6° 320.1° 2186.7% 20660

Type A1 340 trees/ha
(0.048.4)  (45.1) (79.9) (187.1) (1777)

0.453* 363.5° 352.0°  2520.2° 28770

Type A2 413 trees/ha
(0.040) (45.5) (40.4) (288.7) (3296)

0.512° 403.2° 3512%  2391.9°  29300°

Type A3 512 trees/ha
(0.039) (31.1) (66.1) (325.2) (3985)

0.466* 356.5 . 347.9° 2506.4° 29250

Type Bl 612 trees/ha ; -
(0.045) (54:7) - (65.3) (337.5) (3949)

0482°( N\ 407.2" 4255 3024.0° 44060

(0.042) | =@26.9) (25.3)  (252.1)  (3670)
: H

0.490°) | ff'99.(;)'a 406.7°  2502.0° 30700
(0049) lBL7) <, A(60.4)  (386.4)  (4735)

Type B2 628 trees/ha

Type B3 738 trees/ha

Tukey # %7 47 W3 F 11 a fo b dg 7 (P=0.05)

a~bi T X THIF2ZHEFLEN

D: 2 A(gem’): ot #Bk% A (kgflem?) ; Fof @ Mopt 3k R 5 A (kgf/em?)
Vi 423 it iE (m/s) ; DMOE : # 31 #8ic(kgf/em?)

LR ts (533 E~36F) AR RAEREHIBAEEEY £
247 o d A9 T IF N TR B L Type A R ¢ 0 LB S AL
F T AEARg B RS (TypeA3) >¥ Rt (TypeA2) >£ B (Type
Al)o 2 Type B#H % ® » T35AH B AR GdbFde™ @ A @2 % (Type B3) >33
Birts (TypeB2) >7 Agits (Type Bl) e @ f TypeA e % ¥ » 33 B gi 5 4t
PREEREBNESFITHFLIBG L AL RFLFRERFHLLE -

Koga et al. (1997) 45 1 35 5 AU fhh ohT 2% & BT F + 20 £ R ok 5 15 0
ok o T E B 5 AIE M A H TS0 E R A o IR E R L (2002) 45 1 5
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AP B RS R A  RHTE R R THER S 2 T B R R Y A R R
FRESEEZE ﬁbfﬁ'ﬁﬁ%ﬁ’ﬁiiﬁgi“a’* CARFFeRE A E TR IR R o
Zobel % Buijtenen (1989) 7 ip di4k A g 5 a2t » A4 %R § "8 < 8~10% >
EF B AL REDE e RE DS H F R PASHMY > EREFARP
4 o Yang (1987) IR N B EITR-RES M2 E o A M AHPBE B
BEALEEF R EAARS o BEMOEHBRAM AN 7 K%k ¥
A BRSO T R A FIRB AL RS FR Y A BRE L EF F D
F 3 = % - & o Wang and Chen (1992) pdo il SRR ASRHER
e 17~22 # c LRhEHRY » 5 - Iz wagHg (2284 )26 7 2R o
Flb o AR Y T g R e THRFDASHMY > REAM PR XTI A
FRBPREL e R SR AAR Y 2 5 o RS 34 L - Wang and Chiu
(1993) erdp £ 45 41 > dp e ?ﬁ_{iﬁﬁ*ﬁ?%%‘ PR S R S R e R T

B4 -

: | ;‘:.,n i. i

' ® |

(3) * kot R #Hd e ®F L |
225 BB R AR 2 Tukey & 17

Table 25 The difference of samplessites’ transverse in ultrasonic wave velocity

B Vr(m/s) L g e
Type Al 1206 174.4 a
Type A2 1486 285.9 b
Type A3 1225 136.7 a
Type B1 1228 145.4 a
Type B2 1236 107.4 a
Type B3 1217 247.7 a

Tukey # %7 5 W B 214 a fo b kA&7 (P=0.05)
Vr @ K e A2 § AR iE (m/s)
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4 25977 L RREHRE A B w423 ik ANOVA 5 8 2475 % » 2 ¢
Type Al ~ Type B3 ~ Type A3 ~ Type Bl v Type B2 B @ P 3¢ £ B 475 & > 2 Type
A2frd I B HFLRAL 8 L AR EA T 0 Type A2 Sk H it
o R Type A2 ch 3 £k > 37 &7 Type A2 Hhh et T st o3 35§
T R R et R A A e o

7] Type Al ~ Type B3 ~ Type A3 ~ Type Bl v Type B2 FF & PP g4+ £ B 3% &
wd B LHERAZ o TypeBI AW H e % AP FTHHLL e BV R

235K A TypeAl 2w ARRF ik Eh L > P HRELSA L5240 A

d
=)
e
\)J
=3
&y

;:_. Wi 28 14 Cm(%\ 4)’ 3~E"L’ F:F{q S TypeAl =] p *#i +3§
FOw G FPAHRASFALTROREHRERIER RBAGE A A A
AEE > EXERTRBRL - a § oz ol /2% 1200~1500 m/s /¥ -

‘.?M
e
7\-

g Sk (2003) - 825 5= (2002)~ Mz % (2002) #7180 5% % 4p 02 >
P waiu,ﬁtxé 9t 1~2km/s > Fout R 5%
2% ’9’4&51 di'gq.wﬁ &5‘7}3—3’ z o -._'::'

e |

I ¥ Beall (2002) 45 &) » i}u

’%

RS0 L s %‘g Sl adaa( e amsan)
2 Tymded ki (V) 2 A2 Bk 6 -Jlﬁrsl%sf&"C]DMOE) bod 24 %7 o b Type A
® 5% s 3 A& e DMOE 84 it ABEL: 5308 g % (Type A3)> ¢ B x5 (Type
A2) >E R (TypeAl)e e TypeB ¥ » 2 a3 B (% - sz 18)
7 DMOE &3 33 B 5 (Type B2) > 2 @ % (Type B3 ) > ¥ R ix & (Type B1)
AR o B Type AR ®R® P BREY RS HBRMS T EFHLLE
tType Bth®&® > BRMBHY B2 AW i HFPLE G on i
NHRBREELLR AR T 0 35 R ER S R B i ARV U Bl
~ e sE M HCdc o

AAEHT 0 2 AATE I a0k % v Chuang and Wang (2001) 3R 2 ¢ dilicia
Koz At FA G okF o ¥ 5 oKIFH S i oded i % Ko Leieral
(2005) 4p &1 > 3% 5 AR L B H o5 0 F RO EE B BB R
22 kA EFEY 2 MOR 2 MOE 4p B 1 - MOR 22 MOE {r#* 42 %
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B MBELAE ETEACBFTFER LR DT RE S DRIEN 2 RS
"5"11?.‘,‘5'3? Mk 4255 % & o & Macdonald and Hubert (2002) #4F £ ¢ 45 1
FHAFAREIELRET o FROPIHRADHEFTE 2R DA ET -
Wang and Chen (1992) 45 17 it £ 51 5 gn 5 RAR S » HRAR AL B 47
B REFHARATIEET AR PE P Rk RRRS R0 dopt AT
Peid 2 BB < Hff > D@ S HADERETH - L %] - Yang (1987) 45 )
BRIL § WEES HeE A o
FRIEEE 4 (2002) 4580 58423 PaR 5 2 B AIE A A2 F AEH 0 )
FRFAEBEHFEPEGTE S F R LB B RIS TR AR AL AT
P AR T T ARILTH G R EAAMARFRPET B ARBREEE -
Wang e al. (2001) 77dg H# % R R A BT F R4 kit B 2 SR g
woo FUE P E (2000) HeiR] - B b A A SR AT TR R ] 4
AR ik fad (RP= 025) rfé’; lh& Urakaml and Asai (1996) Rldg 314 #
iﬁﬁy@;ﬁwzﬁﬂ%ﬁmﬁgﬁﬁrwamﬁﬁﬁkwwvu%@

ﬂ%ﬁ%ﬁ$§%,@?mﬁ&ﬁ% w’méﬁwﬁwm%ﬁ$%&¢°
% \| |/«

e

(4) PERREF FHSRRFUREAZ MALIURS R 2 M 4

BEROISHEEA S GUTLIFRB Y S FHRRESK (CNS453) » £+
A R AT DR 1% BTELR R A M bR g R (MR PUR B R ) 0 T
A pR ] > X TR R INA 47 0 A 3 R L RETHE ) T B
B npUREAR LT M EAR MG b L R e

PG R L 1~22 & L S T IOPUR B R 5 MRV 5 R (4
22)» Type A (£44£ % & 2200 th/ha) 2 FUBR % B 22 fept i FUR 5 B 4 %) 5 338.0
kgf/em® 2 324.1 kgflem® » Type B (£ 42 % & 3000 tk/ha) 2. FUR % & &7 ok 4
B 5 B A W] L 366.9 kgf/em® 2 376.4 kgf/em?> Type B % + 3t Type A> * & Type A
2 Type B 2 TEFELE AR (p 0.05) 0 + %%gjﬁ,vikﬁiﬁg%gﬁiﬂ~a
HAZE TR PR R HEEER L 2 RSB RA PR E 0 RS TR
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R o
d #2397 0 23~32 Eehir R e - B AR L (FERA
& Type A 5 550 trees/ha 2 Type B & 750 trees/ha) » B3R % B 22 Hoph 3 URk 58
B> 6 > Type B (750 th/ha) 2 #UR 55 B 2 popk Sk R 56 & A 6] 5 397.3 kgf/lem®
2 397.7 kgflem® > Type A (550 $k/ha) 2. FUR 3 B &2 Mcrb SR FUR 55 B A W) 5 362.0
kgf/lem® 2 343.0 kgf/em? » Type B &3 & 5 % %t Type A > @ Type B (750 $k/ha)
2 Type A (550 th/ha) @ ¥ iz § BEEM A B 5 b o b ARS%Y BRY - =033
Biedz it 3 E2REEIR kh25% (4 % 5 550 2 750 trees/ha ) » & ¥ 2
FEFRAR L HPURS R SRR R L o v Bl
LSt ($33E~36E) AR RREEHMzZmAEREEd £
24 #7m o T IaFUR 3 K e Type A % ¥ > 5 33 R gr 3 (Type A3)> ¢ A& sx 2 (Type
A2) >& R id (TypeAl) &mﬁir‘; Ao TypeB % ¢ > T3ofRE R G 53
Bgnts (Type B2) > & &Jd2. fv (Type B3) >" B s (Type Bl) g o 43
et E o B RS ERE G ﬁd&m‘l%\ﬁw?f Fu3t b o Type A # % en
h@m&(mwﬂ’ﬂ&mﬁﬁﬁiﬁgﬁwﬁ*ﬁ¥ﬁiﬂ’&WmBﬁ%
P B ek 3y 5 B (Fef & )" ;;E»‘:m. ﬁ"ﬁt’ BB O Al w HFELE
A R R AREFL LR G 0. Jfl‘%r\"g“?%ﬁﬁ AU 33 B g S AR o L
B gL N R PR R G
ARk TR B poBURFUR 58 B (320.1~425.5 kegf/em®) 4 Wang and Chiu
(1993b)erdp £ ¢ #1718 5| chiE (328 ~444 kgflem® ) § 4p 11 ehs % o FUR 35 B (Oem )
fe3 % 24 (DBH) sdp Mt 47 > 3 K2 B S anhd (s & § 9% B 03
L PURER T AP BN 4T
Gem =-15.7 x DBH+ 781.1 » R*=0.33 » F="78.1%*
oo R S R B (Oom) §MEFH A TR (D) 4 m 3 4e o
F' 2B hRRE AN e T
6em=2809 x D—12.6 » R* =0.55 » F =444.2%*

Ry FiE s Jﬁ" B3 %A R 5 toizfr Wang and Chen( 1992 )12 2 Chuang
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and Wang (2001) 4% & ¢ #r3# DB 99 F E /S F RMMPH R ~ RILPFE R R
MBS PUR 5B R FOAR g e

AEHRY > TP RBEERN T AL R MNB RSB DR E T A AL
Fle A d®F (33~36 4 ) o R AR B @ AT FHF kA4
EXFPUH o0 22422 250kt R BT 0 AAJE R (Type B3) ki 5 %
BidE 23000tk 0 22 EAPFSES - g o FlTEOF 750 R0 32
Ed PG AR BEHTE LT 738tk B ARIL R T IA R B A
BNY RIBRE 0 R ATHRREAEZ BN PP RS R
WAEILE o FIP A AIE AR AR AR R E A A H S BB

l*:t -au\-

Lo R H B B BT FIP A LR R AV B R B R B R A2
%H%?@io
Ao g * ol gk %m‘éﬁ FL S A R R 2 FUR SR ok

Bofiitf okchd g 4 b k%ﬁ?&%wémﬂ$_iﬁlﬂ®%ﬁ’$%ﬁ%

g R R YR R m%ﬁ?ﬁ;‘:o Bl Wang ef al. (2003a, b) 4, 41 » £ &

e m’f{ TP RERSE ;\@m ﬁ—'

— ] | I!- . s EE [ N
A APE R et T RN} Mx_iw NEEE A A ehE (iE) MR

_%-w h?m'! AR S ehd o qpdten =

BLE e T A RS2 BaE A (R L 4 £ Rk e oand ) g
FEEE A TARE g £ & oo Pape (1999) 45 11 o chB % A
$ 2 ik o thoh 2 K i i > IRt £ o

Kasal (2003) 45 &1 » 1% BHETE (7 HcBUR (FURfodid) 2% &2 ASTM
TFlE P v o FRIURRBHR S F G R RAPMIL S KBRS F L 4P
Bl e A et R ES%E R 0V AR AR L B RAPK I
RAFHEES O TIARRRTMARIREET LR A F LA
Boooirud BB ERTE R ERT Y N - PR ER T 2R W
B oo

Wang and Chiu (1993a,b) A REE S RE > £ RE S P R B

Bepndris il ad Rent RS2 TAMOSTFRAEFLLE BB AR Y
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%@ﬁ@ﬁia%%wﬁﬁﬂﬁ%’m%ﬁ&ﬁiéﬁﬁﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁéww’ﬁ
PG Fic AL BT gl S0l 3 R e e [ ko
Hhe AR5 RARA Bk A 2 B gL 5 o & LB A 2 £ o B4 & Hend
Ea RBHF T ERFUBRBER ] UL R E Y B S PUR S R )
WARIL R i3 REn 5 Lo Wang etal. (2005) g 013 e En 5 R 0 5
PVEHAAHDBRREEI R F ARET>? RS >ELRM G2 4% 2 3%

LR K0

(5) DMOE £ Pilodyn
720 2 PRERREMBRTARR  FURR R~ FEEEEON N IFR
Table 26 Density, compressive strength, dynamic modulus of elasticity, and

penetration depth of the various plantation spacings and thinning treatments

PR A

(1~36 yr old) NP\ Type B
D (g/cm’) i '-;7:?'0'.2163 0.485
Oc (kgf/cmz) | | = 3:?'7 gy 387
Fef(kgf/cm?) 2 | 338 395
V (m/s) 2366.3 2677.5
DMOE (kgf/cm?) 26240 34670
P (mm) 19.5 17.9

DR (glem’) s ot B A (kgflem?)  Fef @ Mot R 5 & (kgf/em?) ;
V A2 bk i (m/s) s DMOE : 33 #-#ic(kgf/cm?) ; P © Pilodyn ] » /% & (mm)

f1* Sylvatest 42 % /& 2 Pilodyn iB] _i% #7 ¥ 3| 7 DMOE ¥ Pilodyn 7|
 ERY B P ERBEEm S S AR A A A 1~36E2)
12 £ 5 % e % c DMOE £ Pilodyn s+t #.% % 404 26 #1757 > & Type
AfrType B 2 BF i F B FHenid B35 to? I e i 4 36 & 4 enfrds
B R IcR RO ok 26 BEor o B 2 % & Type A fr Type B 2
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RAMFRAAR R eEEiriisi P2 E2F7 2P TR
P2 A2 23 EMAHET A RPE o A A IR A
iRz 1~36 £ 4 i Atk AP G447 > Type A fr Type B 2 5 & ¥ 0
AL ol APERERDGHRPEIT URF > A F T RAMTRE S
BR5e B B AR e A G SRS EY 0 VRS A SRt by
wh (AR AMBREZ PR R FIEE M o

(6) P FErBRMAH DA LTS 2 Hi

ERFOAPMBRAI AT e ORERT LI ALE > F-AAEE N

ENS

A (B129) d B = o A 22 F 5T %R 2 Type B2 4o Type A3 & 3 1

P~ Type A2 § 2 4 A B W8T i1 % Sl 6 N 3] (W130) 0 o 4 =

CE

w ALETA L BCE 1S BB BRTS A R > Type A2 {eType B3 &5 1 # ~ Type B2
IR S SN AVIE P g (R @"%%%(@31» R R R T Y
T DA TﬁwA2frﬁmeB3E*11ﬁ STypeB2 § 2 A B AR

ﬁ_y}

s AEAE W A (0 320 i Pl S R A L S TR B 5
&

MEEE o Type Al v 5 ® & 2 g Al FIMAAER A

fen

fHA (BI33)  d ke ARtd 2w s ad R FEFHERSE I
Ao Type A3 &3 2 H: 4 A B A1 o

PRAAIFER 7 A2 REM T A XDk s ER R
HEEATRE 2 FIAHE TR 204 (1988) T H4 Ay 248§
M Chdp o~ df 4B s AP A SBY) B R
Eafe (ZE3 %) Bfhe hBR 450 TR RARE» DRI FRST A

B e AEER R R B2 F A2 o
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Fig. 29 Type N of wood density in radial direction
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Fig. 30 Type reversed N of wood density in radial direction
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Fig. 31 Type arch of wood density in radial direction
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Fig. 32 Type W of wood density in radial direction
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Fig. 33 Type upward stair. of Wood density in radial direction

2. grek y ~
(1) *R_HEASHH2 H ﬁiﬁl ﬁm
&$%Hﬁi$%ﬁiﬂi;_il |
mzE (1991) 45 51#"%2.57"4*?'%3%5“;5%%’“ Imx1m > 197 & ~2
mX2m'*Ff 0 19.3 # \3m><3m'?5 719.3'# *4mx4m o 190 # ~5mx5m
¥ 0 180# » L8 A F o Zobel and Buijtenen (1989) 2 #7355 — 4 E #if
LANRHE L S~20EF o FP I FMIEEN20ELZR B2 ELF LA
=R e
d Bl 34 ¥ g 3 kR TR E e B S (S e R 0 e € B 4 0 T
- A pre R R R AR > 2t Chiu et al. (2005) #7HF 5 H4LE e
&ﬁﬂ%i“%&%ﬁwﬁ’Sarenetal.(2001)i":f§] Dpreh € 55T 10 & B Rk H e o
107)30 # BRI B 4efe % 30 £2 13 ¢ L SR -n - ERUEHFHER
BALERE R OREY R 9 14~22 £ 2 BB E o> ifé%‘?’?é%)’g
FF ol RR G §5 2 A AH] S o BR HT 0 2 £ 9 B 0.90~1.46 mm 2

o s ARG & 2.87~3.08 mm 2 FF o
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S EE P E kR R (2000) F1* A B FRETS B S AL RP B R a0

Qg E R 1995~2000 £ BT 30E > ¥ A Ti5E b TR L

)
Iy
.

RS LATA 2 o P 10 # (TR Mfc T OB FF OB ARG FHRTE R SR
Mgk (Bl 35)° @522 A 1% HHAEF R (R 34) g £ 5
1% 2 2HETE S /P EASRP BT F A RE > A Forjira {4t &

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
IERDS E ¥k B

®] 34 Type B2 ¢ & & 477 [

Fig. 34 The tracheid length of Type B2

97



T LI T T T T T T T TA T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1T YTT1T1] 0 1 1 1 1 1
LI LT 1T IAT T T 1T1111111l¢geelY 1 11]

- 09
I * 000 199 =% £
F -
ES 1 B pEhpow L E Rk
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Fig. 35 The first method distinguished from rp_afure and juvenile wood

o\ r’“\.l
'."'F\'-'-E_':.-\ 1
: s | |
ARG fdh i 0 18~20 (rﬁlz% v 1%)%)1)
327 i g e A AH A R T

Table 27 To di'sti.n;gui'sh mattire and juvenile wood

FRMZT ASHHFZ

# % - E‘f‘ﬂ,ig @“?‘f% * BpEek TiEwk tiE
(&) (#) (mm) (mm)

Type Al 19 20 2.55° 1.97° 2.65
Type A2 18 20 2.53° 1.70° 4.14
Type A3 21 22 2.68° 2.00° 2.72
Type Bl 18 16 2.73° 2.12° 2.90
Type B2 16 17 2.84° 2.01° 3.74
Type B3 17 22 2.81° 1.92° 6.23

Tukey & % T 47 |3 Z 110 afob k&7 (P=<0.05)
a~bi T EAPIFZEFLREN
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d 227 @ fl* 2 EMLgEA @R o REFE16~2]1 & > T3H5 18
EoopemaE (1991) #rdafs enp 19 & EApiTen o &t &\ﬁlﬁﬁp’f'& NEVE
if e1> Csokaeral. (2005) ¥ — i = a4 T, S R 2 A S RHHR A
T NT0 A B R S 2l & o4 A i R S 15 & > 98 £ 4
B R G 16 o frs BRI EE NS B D ERT LY A
Tukey % & A $7F 2 FOASRHE I HPIBER L L HFNLE > A
BRE(2005) FpH AT RMESRHPBER I L IFIRAF BT D I F
T PR EFREASIRBE SRR E < FF 2 - .

FRE - RRASHRY R ASRNY R 2 A ETFHFNLE S
BoopaE (1991) adR4 P A XL Tiog e £ Y [ SRt Lo
%0 & o Yang (2002) 4719 %A AR X E A F 2 hT0E R A WL 1.8~20
mm fr 2.9~3.0 mm > @ # 278557 W04 s A R RA T30 E B A B
1.70~2.12 mm e 2.53~2,84, mpi f%u‘z#\;ugiﬁe%vsg %K E ol E R e

o = 44 ¢ ¢ £ : Type B2 > Type B3§I_§Lpb ‘B1>Type A3>Type Al >Type A2 ;
A*#E gL D Type B 1>Type B¢>"i‘*ype A3>TypeA1>Type B3> Type A2 >
T AR E R g —,ﬂ%?]%\ftﬁ_%&mgz%ﬁ’-ﬂ ® Type B2 ~ Type Bl ~ Type
B3 54 e % A& (3000 ’]‘%/hé) . TypeA3 v Type Al ~ Type A2 3 4p e chfd 42
% & (2200 th/ha) > Fla ¥ g HPHEFRR S s £ REDERL S A A S
B gl Pl s BAFF T2 ES R OPFNER Ly 2D %o

FRHE T ERVEZ L FEM PR G LR EROM AT Y T AT

T=a+bIn(x)

#¢ 5T 54% LA (mm)

X & FERDS & ik

aéﬁ§*¥~ﬁ%¢§%£

99



%28 tHwREREAR (y) SIS ERH (X)

2 H AR E

Table 28 The logarithmic line of the relationship between sites’ tracheid and distance

from pith
# % iR AR RS 'S
Type Al y=0.55In(x) + 1.24 =0.88
Type A2 y =0.66 In(x) + 0.67 R*=0.89
Type A3 y =0.65 In(x) + 1.04 =0.94
Type Bl y=10.49 In(x) + 1.45 R*=0.89
Type B2 y =0.60 In(x) + 1.25 =0.85
Type B3 y=0.62In(x) + 1.16 R?=0.92
d R34 7megdid & ﬁp—gﬂeﬁg SRR 4 EE g e o
Fre L RR L@ R g pei% ][ 'fé’fgaamﬁ&@m, gt 0.85
~094 2 F > Bgor g re &k r_'v’_ﬂ%:‘-;‘f:% | '. E WAy RAPM -

b. # ¥ F %

29 Egp Tt EgR v FN e RE

Table 29 The regression and R2 of the ring width in radial direction

# % e 1% 6 W %7 &I A R R
Type Al  y=0.18x+0.043 R’=0.83  y=-0.44In(x)+1.630 R*=0.72
Type A2  y=0.25x-0.033 R’=0.54  y=-026In(x)+1.117 R*=0.72
Type A3 y=0.27x-0.283 R*=0.95 y=-0.73In(x)+2.406  R*=0.77
Type Bl y=0.63x-0.450 =099  y=-0.52In(x)+1.810 R*=0.83
Type B2 y=0.19x-0.029 R*=0.72 y=-0.48In(x)+1.708  R*=0.76
Type B3 y=0.28x-0.250 R*=0.55  y=-0.52In(x)+1.710  R*=0.82

100



%ﬁkﬁ%%puaf%ﬁ’d%36‘ﬁﬂ’ﬁﬁﬁﬁ6ﬁﬂ’éﬁp@
BEA CHipl € = B SK B e F 'Mﬁzwwﬁpr\’TR & 0.54~0.99 z_ & >
Ay AR IR EL O Re A RIE P R PT E T RN E e
ﬁﬁ%’ﬂRﬂzgan~o&1@’?¢aaﬁmww<$2%

A4 T2 £ 2 B or Efhand £ g2 F P a1 % 6E8
ARFAL T RLDES &E DT RIS 0 8 5l AR - kR
Koubaa et al. (2005) *Tiz. 2 1 EWE §EFE& » - BT ¥ 6 # T A
LA A SEE ST S o T R (2002) Fp Al B g Ao HE
WH G AR AR TR s AR AR H AR R 10~15 E B g ek
15 {53 40— ni > BEBTNEF AL J RHEPERTE L
ik B S A SRR R A S A SRR BT SR PR E R p
Z (1991) “TRiaiEsh & S 4R & o

%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%mzjﬂﬁiﬁfﬁ_ﬁ%ﬁKEQ4wv%ﬁvawwﬁ%7

w«iaﬁﬁ’w@%ﬁﬁqvﬁﬁ m@»“m~wﬁm¢ ) JERES 2 §E
|

CACORTEE T B ) M&H\gw&ﬂm
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]
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- R®=0.97
0 L
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
T e e #a
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Fig. 36 The grown curve of Type B2
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ER R GV RS R G TRAR A2 7 L DI A s e R R bR
oo d Bots AR - TR o
EmATEFRERLRAF AR LITRe A g e L RV RE A O
WA OAVMRESEFEL DR PR AR CFERT ¥F 0o dI]-
A2 (8 PR R B G AR - TDE o S AR ALK D) 5 R s R
Bt T2 R kiR mie A S R A D ki3 e e § AT
Ao m R b R R R mte R R B A T A R e R R TR L
B AR B ERKRT AR AP £ o Koga er al (1996) 7ndg 4 £ chig &
#reE RE TG 4B o Chiu er al. (2005) “Tiad #{ hg ek ERHE D
LA IR EEE D R ik e PG A 5"7‘}“

g—rug o

c. fI* EdR T &

\ [ |
4 F ke p (] % 1L bk
AL 30 SRR e 1 B

Table 30 Varied Htio OF the added:ring width

w4 E R 495%, & 39 2% § i £ 19

P FenE R 12° 14° 19° 20°

Tukey # % T 47 |3 E 1L a~birc %8+ (P=0.05)

EWmEALTI-BER D LR FHRY EHLT LS RMTE A SRR
AR e & TR Flt o R e E TR B ER Kok &
YU R RENE AR FIE R A EERIR BI S 2 WPF o frr
EHTAFREASIRHBRR AR 23 FFRFHEFDLE > L] 4
WA A B 3% 4 o PHERXEFHEDLE 0 IREPRS SR

PO B A N E B RH At B 2%PF 0 RS A RHME AL RF DT LB LR AT

T b dod 30 5 o
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# 3] Z R ZHTARMERASHHBER

Table 31 Three kinds methods distinguished mature and juvenile wood

. SEMR g2 Fe LR F DES S &

(+) 196 T & (#) (+)
Type Al 18? 21° 19°
Type A2 18? 21° 19°
Type A3 19° 20° 17
Type Bl 18° 19* 18°
Type B2 16° 18? 16°
Type B3 19° 2 22°

Tukey # 27 47 S|4 ¥ 1204 a kB
aZFEPI T2 HELR

d % 31 /igﬁff"_:_'fqzﬁ% 41 e é'.g’nﬁbh’%\s\giﬁ 19 & 2+ > & Tukey
/’7\‘%’?\19"7]%1/2‘]3& &F“?mﬁﬂihﬁ'u?wﬁ%ﬁ‘* ﬂ'\’ ‘%"ku’#\g\‘

BEBER I SN2 - ’l\?ﬂf’ﬁ%%mﬁf\""ﬁwﬁﬁim'i’f {7 &4 f2
SR o d EF kg ug”ef\ R & 1/0¢\ﬁm41— Y-S N SHE A Y
*# e Type B2 R L 16 # - &M ens Type B3 BF R 5 22 # ; 45 Bendtsen
and Senft (1986) ™ g £ % v+ & ;-2 Cottonwood ( Populus deltoides) 2. = ¥
HEASHMER S 17 &2 fro BRI EZTEINOIRHEASIRHEBEN &
o FEREP e gk (1986) :fﬁ i s Y BB S A HRTBBRNNE 1T
~20 # & > @ Zobel and Sprague (1998) { #& di+kdt ¢ FIZ AT~ B @ 2 o7
F2 7 m gt F R SRR R g 0 MG HIERA S RBE R T 88 +

09 cm -
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d. *RHEASRIT2ZBAR

32 AXRHE SRR R 2t TR

Table 32 The compressive strength of mature and juvenile wood analyzed by t test

o. L 59#kc Ty , . w s
T 7 &~ d [ <= B .
(kgflcm?) HRLI A pdR P P(T<=t) Tkt @
F = 3o 358.8 37.28 50
16  0.0426 0.483  1.746
+ R 358.0 48.43 14

Yo 32 9151 o %r»\i‘tﬁbt’%\f(‘tﬁﬁ FEtRTEF R ARFHALARE A
R R R L A X R ket st S RO VR 3R AT 0 A
ARH AT E LT L ARREFE G S AR o @
T o % fE4E A o €’%$%ﬁ%$%ﬁﬁ“%ﬁé&1,%$%H%ﬁ%@

5 et o Bl A Gt I B AN T B SR AR A R R G ¢

=55 |
X F]E s ?*E:m%ﬂau»ﬁ fish —; J&%ﬁ“%ﬁﬁ?%ﬁ&ifr’%‘%ﬁﬁ?i
B o ; |
2) #FERREFRBTEFe LR LM G
KA BB FNAHELE R E R A e £ il d > £ g

KREHEAPE DR TE T 050G kB2 Thapge i L3 FEFME
AR5 72 d R P nTHCV E@ s HenB R Gl g R il
i&{gﬁ;%ﬁﬂ BEagre s P A - BEGR OB S HRF 2 0 IR

AHEFRALE S N EA R e Riwme s T &~ 4 (Periclinal
division) 2 Rl R g 3742 2 me A2 2> LA X B48(7 % - X
Howmpislz g, a2iTadx  FERK-F L AR ER

353 A R e AP L w2 e Rk o
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%33 SH L (A

Table 33 The tracheid length of earlywood and latewood analyzed by Tukey test

(4/ha)  (mm) (mm) (mm) e Ve
Type Al 2.472 2.775 2623  2.733 14.287 11.841
Type A2 2200 2.463 2.738 2.600° 2211 13.622 10.89
Type A3 2.475 2.796 2.636°  2.176 13.556 10.769
Type Bl 2.525 2.804 2.653%  2.685 13.047 10.147
Type B2 3000 2.595 2.851 2.723*  2.624 13.083 10.848
Type B3 2.568 2.814 2.691%  2.049 12.947 10.333
Tukey t& T T 2g W Bg F 42 a k&7 (P=0.05)
,T*-"wh‘ ERE R ESE =l - (z\ 33) TypeB2>TypeB3>TypeB1>Type
A3>Type A1>Type A2 ; T‘ A% 7 e ;ﬁﬁ 2 Ty e £ & Type B2>Type B3>
Type B1 > Type A3 > Type Al >Type erz i 14 5 B B e £ & AR B AR L A

v B % i Type B2 (2.595 mm) (2 851 mm) B eE_Type A2 (2.463 mm )

(2.738mm) - 5E &%+ (1997) 454

%Fr’% JB e &

PHAN2~dmm 2 FF

PREE A £ oA B E A P BN LR R oA P B % A

B ¥ ke
EHAEF

/ha -

73 B & el "g e kR

(1989) 45 215 11§ % £ B BB 5

BlE 2mXx2m s

m2mx2miEl SR AR E 2500 t

H ¢ Type B2~Type Bl ~Type B3 % #p ¢ 3% 42 % & (3000 $&/ha ) Type A3 ~

Type Al ~Type A2 5 4p Fe et 48

Type B3 g #& £ B + 04548 % & o &

% & (2200 tk/ha)> #

ﬁt'ﬁ%ﬁh—»w’;?\w > A P\?'mi—\fgvi}f}:T _ﬂi&«.ﬁ%t’},}_ﬂ y je |’3;L'1| ——F%

3 hiS P e

4o PP

Fe >z Y

i LA
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£ R amre o @ ien BRTWE € B R e ¥ 109%~15% > & R ROk

ERE  EAPEBAEHRAFTRERE o AR% Y £ R A L 3000 th/ha GhE
Py AP ERA S 2200 th/ha chE e K o TE G AR £ o

5 #1335 CV & Type Al > Type A2 > Type A3 > Type B2 > Type B1 > Type

B3> 841 T 32 CV B : Type Al > Type A2 > Type B2 > Type A3 > Type B3 > Type

Bl>a 2 & #hTCVEY x et THCViE NE- F kg5 g eipi

WHRH R R AR BTG L ERAART L NG SRR R g h ¥

B grromr gre it ek Do R s b it blde Type Al ~ Type

A2 ~Type A3 % & &g e )L fRAE > @ g2 F R R |2 ﬁ}wﬁq« I B
o PHEBARF T ERBIFrehi By §REDFreag i
234 A2 FPEZTRAT IV AL EITER T

Table 34 The difference of the tra\cheidlength of earlywood and latewood analyzed

by t test in Various thinning treatments

7
I

452 B T ok ;,___
g 3 s ARt R TR E
G o) %ﬂﬁjfgtmﬁﬁ:.ﬂ Bty TR
2200 030 sxioitl ga V. s 238 278
3000 0.26 3x10™ 3

AR ® A S 3000 t/ha B 0 BB E e E 4 £ 026 mm (£ 34) B R
B & 2200 th/ha pF o A re AR A 030 mm o SiER R #A Ap E tim
WE AT ARFELLE > Bw 7 HARF TS RERARERS P A
RLES LR GR s w RIlg PR R TR E 0 F RGP
B WG E Ay R o B e R (1992) 4p S e e BEE R SE
Fwwed fd oA 2w g8 AXHER L 2274 umo BH 5 3.992
TR SRR NS S S R I S i PR ek
HenRFlo s RSS2 B VEPREM G b T RAER KERS §
A T R e g AT b RIS ARR Sk f A RS § AR
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Q) PHEBR - FAFHEBREFZERLZM %
# 35 &% 1991 & = ¢ *¢ £ Tukey » 4%
Table 35 The tracheid length before 1991 of the sample sites analyzed by Tukey test

' ¥ A T3 2 R F e £ (mm)
Type Al 11 1.97°
Type A2 13 1.70°
Type A3 13 2.00°
Type Bl 12 2.12°
Type B2 11 2.01°
Type B3 12 2.13°

Tukey # 27 #f W B F M 1 a kB (P=0.05)

B B ﬁﬁi}"j‘*“i fy@;&ﬁ‘l‘?’ 1S BT ROHMFE G R
REERTEEER ST ST TR b CE PR PP R
%éﬁﬁmém9®@“»L@ﬂﬁMyﬁﬁ’mﬁﬁmﬁﬁfﬁ ek &
Bprehod 23582 Svl‘#ﬁﬁ-?'lié_ﬂ PEEIL A R AR T IR 2w o
7 T AR e

BRI R MEFSLE > R AV UF M E K2 F g% 5 o Type B3
(2.13mm ) > Type B1(2.12mm) > Type B2(2.01 mm) > Type A3 (2.00 mm )
> Type Al (1.97mm) > Type A2 (1.70 mm) » 4rf 2_ 5 #riiE e s 45 % A
ARFrELRARE A PERAILT &> Tukey 173 #T % A R Fl > 7 it A5
AAYRA Y AEPFEATULIRTAREEF, L TUFMEL A RFOASRMR
BREZATREFLELAR > FEMPFEREEN F o 5 Wolcott et al. (1987) :};1
B LR B A S RH R LA ®FS
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# 36 £42% & 3000 th/ha % — =t gn i 12 g e & R 2 Tukey » #5.% %

Table 36 The tracheid length after the first thinning analyzed by Tukey significantly
different test at 3300 tress/ha site

$£142 % & 3000 tx/ha 1991 & g 5 58 &
Type Bl 2.89 mm* EER; Smle
Type B2 2.93 mm* 33 R pr s
Type B3 3.06 mm* 33 R g

Tukey # %7 45537 F 1202 a k47 (P=<0.05)

# 37 4% & 2200 th/ha % - S gEn B {8 g 2 £ R 2 Tukey 4 47 .5 %

Table 37 The tracheid length afterthe first thinning analyzed by Tukey significantly
different testat 2200,tress/ha site

548 % A 2200 H/ha A | T 1991 # g 55 R
Type Al 2.7 mm|*%| “’?: | 55 8 s 5
Type A2 2.74 mni;ff 13 5, :1 : 53R RS
Type A3 2 3ehmt * F g 55 R g

Tukey & % F 4 WA Z 110 a k&~ (P<0.05)

1991 E A R EFEB ARG 5*3#3%5’@{:}]%;%!?]{2&1991 # 3 2000 &
e R R Bkd A 3684 37 v FIR R - R RESATIUIEE 95% 1
ok Tukey #4728 PR EJTRAT FRDERFERAT R EFEALAR
(#PAFPEZTREAT  ASRMERE ﬂﬁ%‘u;‘lj& AR S 5RO

5o HRE TR ﬁfaﬁ.%ﬁ%ﬁiﬂ? B L1m s Fpt A i 2001 E 7 koo B s

—\

Sz LA RREFFIPNDEFLLG RS LY Fod ek 2
Hengre £ RABF G 3 2 F > AP HE R AR S 3000 th/ha ihg e £ & % 5 Type B3

(3.06 mm) > Type B2 (2.93 mm) > Type B1 (2.89 mm) > Type B2 4= Type Bl
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el 35E £ 5 0.04mme A 4E % A 5 2200 k/ha m? %2 E B % 5 Type A3(2.86
mm) > Type A2(2.74mm) > Type A1(2.72mm )’ & * enT35E L 5 0.14 mme
338 ARHERR DT - ZpH BB ARE T ER T

Table 38 The tracheid length after the first thinning of two kinds plantation sites

analyzed by t test
= o ,
£4E B R $P# BBREBRK pd R t szt ek
(mm)
2200 tk/ha  2.77 0.03 30 47 -3.38 2.01
3000 x/ha 291 0.01 20

438 L7 P RERA 0T 19912 2000 £ T E R 0 52 A
P g% et ﬁi"ﬁjﬁmta3%§ww 5201wt +
sgeh s BnAR WERAE | R BmwA s 3000 pha o
FEREHEF AR ER }iaZZOOFﬁfl’gmgﬂe Ro- A E R RARA N
¥R AR o o SR R e K P g A o g2 0
Alexander et al. (1994) % éé’q‘ﬁ,ié#’k ( Pinus tdeda) £ 2R 2 g5 A H 5%
PR RPEFFT R A RERARY FT AL RS S A Tl
RIRE A R 3000 th/ha A S € < R HER A 2200 fk/ha A 4
T KT (2003) 45 BB A A Sk H 0 B oAb i~ BRI
(Edu)~ f+ 45 ds fo s fiolic (Bdt)~ i B (MOR) &0 si i % 6 1 W%

PR o TR R R SRR A4 B R i o
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# 39 £42 % & 3000 th/ha % = = gr 5 18 g e & R 2 Tukey » 475 %

Table 39 The tracheid length after the second thinning analyzed by Tukey
significantly different test at 3300 tress/ha site

48 % & 3000 $k/ha 2001 # gx 5 55 B
Type Bl 2.92 mm* ¢OR BB
Type B2 3.11 mm” 33 R g 5
Type B3 3.44 mm* F JedL

Tukey } =T 4 /B F 1L a~birc k&7 (P=0.05)

# 40 £42 % & 2200 th/ha 5 = =cgn i 12 g e & R 2 Tukey » 45.% %

Table 40 The tracheid lengthafter the second thinning analyzed by Tukey
significantly different testat 2200 tress/ha site

R A 22004Mha N )\ 2001 Egmsa
Type Al 2.33 mm|a| mn | : AR
Type A2 262 mml 4 L A PR
Type A3 2.84 mm® 55 R 5

Tukey # %7 25537 F 1202 a k47 (P=<0.05)

BB ITHOEF - g td o 4 ,j*n,\2001 EFG N i R oS o d &
39 ¥ F P8 Tukey 2192 2 % d MEFRLE > s RS B F % £
(2001 & 3 2004 & ) A% > R A2 % (3.44mm) >335 B3 % (3.11 mm)
>P BRES R (292mm) 0dfF s A d £ 40 ¢ 740 5iF Tukey A 47218 7
LSRR REHT e R AT A FL AR L REF B ARG E (284 mm) >
P RS R (262mm) >E RS R (233 mm) a8 E s srugn S B AR
Ajj' € i3 kA s iR ‘T}ﬂ"? 2 £ oA%S® o @ 4p >t Chiu er al. (2005) %

SRR g R O E A Tukey P R 417 T AR F L AIE
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TS RMSE>EREMS BB oA BB AR A L 2200 th/ha G % 4R
oo A @dept > A Chiu ef al. (2005) eidZe il 33 0 AEILE ~ ¢ Ban s
BT RS HT FAER RS A4 4 5 44 mPha ~ 33 mYha ~ 28 m¥/ha > £ #
ARHPHERE O HESTEHEEY B AR CBAERSE Y R
BE~FRMBFOL DA A B L 383 mha ~ 31.7 m¥ha ~ 31.9 m¥ha ~ 25.5
mha > @A KB F RS RAR B £ AR Sigd
FrA3ELIFAoprHEI R AFLAFIPEREI R FRER
BRBEE gt @2 L RA %@aﬁﬁgwaaﬁ%§¢$&%’
F2 o g EBRERTOFG MOEWNA LT TG REFOg
SRRRE- W 3 fj}uﬁ%ﬁ:’gﬁéﬂ °
% 39404 40 ¢ > B4 ehTE L 5 0.52mm & 0.5] mm o iE K 32w F -
Zgmd eI BmE L o w}@;ﬁ.&}g»&(-‘ mpa‘;,,f , ,}_g_). g»sc—‘ 0
Vohe viEd g AR wﬂm&kﬁ’—- A% F PR RARE S R
’yﬂjhhﬁ#“Wm@«db’#%ﬁﬂﬁ%?ﬂﬂ o EBTS %A T
PLARHP S RN B s B 5 R )ixr)f IJ/* LAt ’H&g);*iifu Bord ket B S
F L F 3R A R F G A4 @fﬁﬁu* ’ m_‘}_“( RNkt PN SR I B A o -

LR 4 FRAY BT LR Ren i e

3. ARE AWM F
(1) z2+HFEARE
% 41 2T B ER&E LA E T2 A &E S D Type B2>
Type B1>TypeAl >Type B3>Type A3>Type A2 - -L'35& 25 = A4 5 3544
m’ o A RA L 36 E A itk FIRL TS L TR EE O G IR A
ME X245 = ViE A - F talagriy, TioE g5 0F 55 898¢ton ¢
ARETDNBRFLERSE ST AR A RAE SRS TR R2m kR
SEHBEFTRAESMERF>RSFTETROMEEF>EHEST A 10m ik ® >

FETL T o P HRA G 38 E A chikA o 3 L Tk EE OF M A BRE
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92382 @ Filpamy TR EENFTHL 858 A HFEY
Rl Laniirt, > 4 F ok a5 STDAMELT 5o 5 HE R Y HF
PEEEDE 590072 o PHEES-FERESRERS 9042 o

# 41 HBHFZRF IHERFIAMFEAEARE

Table 41 Standing volume and carbon storage of every sample sites

Tias £

Eah A A A Tink g &
Bh o ESR mA o Ag o BE
RIS il o = B VB AETRE PR
Flet £ (ton) A#: FALE |
(tc/ha)  (m) FRE (tlon) A3 ARE 7% CO, £ (ton)
(ton)
TypeAl €A 2200 3815 95.4 2.6 9.5
TypeA2 * & 2200  230.0 57.5 1.6 5.9
Type A3 35& 2200  312.8 78.2 22 8.1
TypeBl * & 3000 431471 1079 2.9 10.6
TypeB2 5 A 3000 / .. 45500 R B 32 117
& ik N fr'\_: )
Type B3 — 3000  B15.5(=:578.9 22 8.1
: | 2= ||
T 3508 B R6W 0 245 8.98
i { r

BN | 1%

242 B L EREERTE S AR E

Table 42 The sample sites’ wood volumes and fixed carbon contents in Cilan area

N T Tiagk gk Tink E& O

X 4% & 4 & AR AR CEAERH

(m’) (m’) 74 (ton) % CO, £ (ton)
FBFER 6m 395.2 0.593 2.6 9.4
R F E R 8m 410.4 0.607 2.7 9.7
FEFEA 10m 319.2 0.563 2.1 7.6
FBA TR 12m 416.3 0.618 2.7 9.7
I JdL T 273.6 0.436 1.8 6.5
I 362.9 0.563 2.38 8.58
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d T e - LB A H AR AR PR B s § ARG s e
G- F RS BERAT ST A R AR R Pl B ek g
fEr oo § OB SR T e § R R B TR SR 0 R R
= A (2002) dp - e R R R A 5090 5w AR R EH
T I ek 85 49.0396 « 2t > Moffat (1997) 4p i &+ F &4 238
My BT 2R EFROFREN D EEH LSRR fka 3 0 F BT A
H7 a dwho ¥ SR RSB 2000 & 2wk AtkE A 5 386900
§ 27 (FAO, 2001) » 4555 &5 2 etk A B EH 02 2 » A%
BEEUD ALY Glca s L7 E > BlE EE 2 etk d B E
9632 o EEEA (2005) FLWATAHRTALAS LT ERR S R
PAIHMEFIAL P EA A2 TG E G E 4 ) 1 BEF @i 2 T 0
AFAFEE R EAS WS 2829Mg'—l 141.5 Mg -
iz 2% 4 (1999) 12 4#’ ,;E rpﬂﬂié%‘p T~81 # 2 2 #ri) A 1 k2 2

CO, g 7e % » B BA il 1 ﬁﬁg 4E 5 1161.24 Mgha » # 5 % CO,
£ % 591.21 Mg/ha« 2 & %AQmME;ﬁﬁw¢1yq3&iiiﬁﬁAl

£CO, 5 £ % 281.6 Mg/ha > @ 3%?'*#&#‘"4%#\ wAE ARG > EFEY

—4

£ o mE R BBk 2 A ’ﬂfr"a‘%rséi{m‘fw% A EEE o PR

;ﬁ’

BRE A SRR ARG E A 32.58~133.05 R TiE 2F L 768 o AR
CEA(2002) AFREHAR ARG LB EHEB ARG E R 5 Y
Tk AR RARATIERE G Z 95 71.68 Mg/ha o

PREE - P (2005) 47 010 & 4 T B AR R B 2 4t % (Mgha)
P EEE s 4R 2 T 20~40 & 2 itk P2 A E A 83.9~165.0

Mg/ha - Maclaren (1996) ~ 47 & fF * Ttk eax 38 » ¥ #3585 20~50

EPEF S TiE M ER ARG E A T2~18T Mg 2 B o

(2) Fris B HET R UM

EREASIEEA IR ZREF 25 mEF R ARSYUHEET 3 R
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- HEUA UM S AERL R AUREL LT E R AR UH SR
2B S o d & 439057 o
L4 ARFRAHAUMFETE  WH S U S

Table 43 Energy consumption of sawn-lumber, volume of lumber and sawn-lumber

yield for each sample sites

% %};Ti\fm RoAAE (m) ﬂﬁ&"‘)ﬁﬁ FREAHF (%)
Type Al 3.0 1.451 0.550 37.92
Type A2 26 1.439 0.536 3727
Type A3 3.0 1394 0.558 40.04
Type Bl 28 1.444 0.542 3754
Type B2 2.7 o T3040 % 0556 42.64
Type B3 18 FFH/ ol 10.274 38.55
AES%d oA EIES B4 e u“@i'Féﬁkx 4”*‘? o EEL x W44 5 (38 X 89 mm

gra ) - -' | 1

A A CEAD - R R »JI‘ Bl o .Type B2>Type A3>Type B3 > Type
A1>Type B1>Type A2 » FERT 28+ 5 5 39% - 2 % 4 (2005) 45 1
s A A D-log 2 W F 5 24.6% 0 e T A N FA 4
1z A W2 EHHF S 2533% - 7= (2001) dp HRWH R TE AL H
VE&EL WM F 5 39.26% 0 AR E 2 W E G 3491% o AWM AT 5
3596~399%ad i » 1 B d g 204V EEL B RS 20 § &
4 R A FHTAZ AR P20 I FEF T F o ARERT L
RWir 27x4rfmm kel F Wl S AEM S5 39% v hEm o

ARHLHABERIRAME L)L RAE S EAEMS (Type Al) >°¢ B
% (Type A2, Type B1) >33 & g= 5 (Type B2, Type A3) > A &2 % (Type B3) -

H ¢ $F Type B3 chh A HAFES) > 5 071 m’ o # Rk flid prore 2
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BARABTHE NG I8 Rom HRd BAHEY 24P ET R 5 159

B BB A HA S 3.02m

B pE4E 7 £ Type A3=Type Al >Type Bl >Type B2>Type A2>Type B3 °

4 &1 4% Type A3>Type B2 > Type Al>Type B1 > Type A2>Type B3 -
i PR HAE S 3.02m 0 B BR 2 E 5 466.7 kg BRI AT

Padi s mER5873kg ERAME L 45777 kg d 7 v T30k

I m’ H# 7 B % 151.58 kg 2« 2 gk % 4 (2005) 45 > F 1 % A& 0.35 g/lom’
2 ¥riidt A Bl f BFRE 175 kg/m A o Ttk H 2 BRI 0 F TR A

BAFRTT ko RARFET § 2 TR EFSF 7 F A T g T iR
Boagars #xvigth2f5g-§ CROCEHEZFMAE G
g e xRk b 3 B EE LT R R S TRk R T R TR
Beng  Hio _ |

(2001) # & 7+ S Q1 Ei\ixﬁi BijFs o X EHE COp % E
&m%%fﬁ’m%ﬂﬁlmigﬁéﬁﬁiﬁ%wﬁ;sswkwmfo&;
TAEHEE S EE% ﬁ&lﬁlmigﬁ Bz gn COy #4284 5 3145 kg/m’ >
m g RTRAE B Y 5 255 22kg/m ) zv,aeﬁé;?iﬁv’ STz COp 5 32.72 kg

FEHV U ADIAYWHITRRE LY (B EH R ER)-FE (7
L4 ) RIT F g At Rl e T b k48 5453% R F 0 A
o HEEASATR L 0 & KT 325 R HEEN 48T kg 2R 5 ] B
T271 & > #E406kg 2 A& F L hi HE2EH @R

P Foa 2 FAKEUHHe o EREEET & FUH R R
g e VAR ERRE A Y 4 st s s A
fiiRens o it PR gRER TR AR RE LI -
o SRR A G ORH oA RN * RS o A RSk er il 2 27x4” Type Al 52
12> Type A2 5 5142 > Type A3 5 5113 > Type Bl 3 5042 > Type B2 3 5242 >

Type B3 4 2342 » 4% 27942 » &4 £ 138 % o
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il 13
B 37 W2 427 v b

Fig. 37 The rate of consumptive electricity of sawn lumber

Ak TH A BB AR

* 2 ABE A 2 B TRAF 3
FASKE - BATEEE %M;

I W B R I ’r(i@ﬁ,%}]l%jif%éﬂ*j—ﬁjﬂgigﬁo*#%;}é}ﬁ
(1991) 45 81> 42 h s et > 2 417 F390 R+ £ RICEX 7 B TR
EERF A RS R RGP R A R S R
R AERAR P S R A WU B S LI RER A
BAH 3 270 S He &5 WS ted LI FREEBAHD 0
S5 SR
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Fig. 38 Relation of end diameter of log and sawn-lumber yield

AR E M S L R A R W T L B REERR G
FeR MM T bR AL T AT FFERN T E N F AL

SRS K L R IR

27x47 5 @ H IR %A E B TR s A A A < o R E R

S
P
—

<
A

2 M4 WM A b RR FE

2T A R39FTF A RARIMSHEITcm A D 13.75cm pF 0 HAp 2

“I.‘I!\ “\

HF 8 37.55% T "5 1 20.78% ; A RS 14.1 em H 4c I 18.25 cm o H 4p 4t
M2 B4 F K 41.91% T % % 26.949% ;5 i A K fS4_19.25 cm # 4c £ 22.5 cm PF
Hip¥ Rz HH 35 3692067 % 3 25.8% c @ A k=t 225 cm 17+ 2 W H

Hp 359600 ¢
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50
¢ 0.7~13.75 cm
A0 F A y=-4.1131x + 77.36
A R’=0.980
X 30
;; A 14,1~18.25cm
% = -3.2889x + 86.239
T 0 F yEmL
=z R2=0.94
101 * 19.25~22.5 cm
y =-3.3187x + 100.04
0 : : : ' R?=0.977
5 10 15 20 25

FUAF % (em)

Bl 39 £ 2k s il s 2 g

Fig. 39 Relation of certain end;d.i‘a_'r_n_e'__té\r of log and sawn-lumber yield

2 IEERIN L
4. =AM R LRI R A RERR || S
(1) = A2 RA&d it '
144 - RE AT AEE R A G R LT
Table 44 The longitudinal ultrasonic wave velocity of standing woods and logs

analyzed by t test

P(T<=t) Jok & :

¥ A Tiofems) BEL A PO R ts Y

= AAZF AR (m/s) 25116 392.33 159
87 0.5594  0.289 1.663
BoAAZF ki (m/s)  2460.1 523.77 70

AEBHRE SHF IS HEFEA S EFRIBFHA ﬂ\%?‘ﬁ—ﬁ;f’} » HapE BB A

(23 m) 227 H > FEEFRP RS AFHR RPEEH - FoHIR v
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Hetge2Z gH AR Td & - ERFAFREFTHE > % 2 8o DA e £
v R AT o

FAMREABESHRRAY - B2 8o R RS RE A ML L
2 8 o dod 44 23 0 2 APTRIE R AR R L 2511.6 mis 0 TSR AT
P8 NG AL L iE 5 24601 m/s 0 B FX Bt AT ARTLLE BT
Bz Al 2RO R D 2 PV =R R A2 H R o Sasakieral (1997) % 4%
HAH LGRS 2 RS 0 T FALY R GOL BERF 2L B4 > B 4% 0.5MH
E1E R A o SR AT EFFURME A B A o AR ki
Ao A PR BT R HITRE S Bt 0 2 (5 G NEE A R R 0 AR i Ao S
EHTE oM ABSET AR NEI R AN BHEH AT AL 2 g T AL

F_

It

B2 AL P AL eh2 £k fop £ SH L 2 SRS A% T Ly
E‘Jﬁ#ﬁjﬁﬁ«’rﬁféi&qzﬁ»@x&&éhﬂ ﬂtﬁw ’%ﬂl;‘%‘w@*‘mﬂiﬁ'%qzﬁ»
ETE ek Féﬁﬁw»%fﬁa“*j\_ﬂi"? _
SEHE R A B AR P G ;ﬁﬁiéﬁ%ﬁ’ﬁﬁﬁéié o

gz kR ART ’Zbﬁfr}'lﬁ; |

a’:_
e\l ' 4 .
B ARz F o %I‘]l"&’mf"i'rs-?— "i s L A® o AR EE WA

A S WAl (R 40)0 23
Type B2 f= Type A3 % ”‘r%’}%%i*\_r_ﬂ ﬁ”'l’f. o3RS NFA(EA)
S AR bR A SR B R R AL AR

i

gk Y MIRBAE PR B2 AR S 457 (B 42) A A {40 Type
BRSNS AR ST AR

Al 45 — 4% ~Type B3 & 5
(B 43) po AR d AR T > @ fs b TR A ghd TR MEE, G

(5 Gt BT 0 Type A2 § & B A DRI -
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Fig. 40 Type W of ultrasonic wave values in longitudinal direction
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Fig. 41 Type N of ultrasonic wave values in longitudinal direction
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Fig. 42 Type arch of ultrasonic wave values in longitudinal direction
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Fig. 43 Type downward stair of ultrasonic wave values in longitudinal direction
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Fig. 44 Type saturated curve of ultrasonic wave values in longitudinal direction
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Fig. 45 Type S of ultrasonic wave values in radial direction

122



3800
_ 3300
5
%Li 2800
ol
F
YN
2300
1800

B ] 380 pp st
W46 B = w2 G ded ki BT AR

Fig. 46 Type downward of ultrasonic wave values in radial direction

%%Tﬁ»mw;'%raw@i& ﬁ» éﬁé‘" A LA T AR LTS
o3l d *@»@ﬁfﬁ»—%aﬁfﬁpv Fﬁc‘vf S B e AP LR 2
A L AR g A ﬁ W46 EE LT - P A
é“ﬁ;rwﬁ%ﬁ’*.f%m@-%mfs KR e fed R A
ﬁ“Wﬁﬁﬁ"w%%w&&&@ :ﬂ, = B 45 > Type Bl ~ Type B3
Lk s S A R AE b B (s g ) 2 o %k W 44 2 45
A Bt R d R PIBTA GDE LS b A A R A BT

A2 g A o

(2) 24~ R4~ BUHE 2 UH S K3 AR BV R
B SR A 0 d 2 AR R EAH ST TR (£ 45) = AT
Bl A 5 2512 m/s 0 RAERRI R MBS B st R Rl
# o Hbi# 52933 m/fsy A WM AR AAXEUH > A8 BEFYULT
A & (2747 /W4 ) A A F ki 5 3921 m/s > BB h &g
Bkt L 3809 m/s 0 kg kit 2 oAehd o L AT AH P g ok F T
FEER 0 AR AR S RIS G R g g AR g e (1988) shig S
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s EABERA AP 2R EFALE S R AE

WAz f Al 3 FF L L » BA Mo 274 W H R

%\'

45 = AP &2 e A g i

A e 27%47

2o

F“

M4

Table 45 The longitudinal ultrasonic velocity of standing woods to products

A2 g Ak

(m/s)
< A 2512°
I 2933 °
A+ 3921 °¢
2747 g 44 3809 ¢

Tukey t& T 47 5| & F4dliaNbfe c kA7 (P=0.05)

%46 = A BA S SEYHRE N 4 1 5 4
Table 46 The relations betweel'f’ s?candlng woods and products

E. i [ & > |

A RA

2o A

i SV
R #RAIH
R 27

Y= 0.9249x #606.05
y =0.7839x + 1948.1
y=0.6738x +2113.6
y = 0.5343x + 23533

y=0.421x +2574.1

R’ =

R* =

0.43*

=0.30*

0.44%*

=0.28*

= 0.34*

drd 46 97 0 2 AB R AR AR S A
043 = ABEAPF g F bk~ E0 s RAph o
AG R GI G A F Ak s AL hE AP 0 B L
fek & ~ A& 2747 o0 B
P e Dl S g ki o F 2 AR T erer BRI D ehde g

P

AERF AR A BG 0 RASEAHES L1z suphl o 2k
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028 A8 27*4 G B+ H 1t ehE SMAph -

H;

¥ e h 0340 oA hEp

ARG FIEMET G AR A0 FI AR A GyRIRT TR T g AR

B AV B DIEM S F A o AREHRDS R B AL R adsk L

y M, Flp 2 AERIREFI AR GEET LR YAH TA 2 M

b -

(1) CNS14631 ~» & &%

£ 47 pALA % CNS 14631 A $ 45282 ¢ fifz o 419 B2 8 1 7 Tukey A 45

o1
5 B

Table 47 Analysis of Tukey significantly different test of bending properties for the
four different lumber grades (ENS 14631 )

pARA % R R it ¥
A (4 & || ==20| 64 95
| |'E
| & ||
% A& (g/em’) 0:499 11 _10.479* ' 10.495° 0.480°
B4 AiE(m/s)  4377.8% U4B641°  41783°  4172.8°
ORE & S RER 3
) 98460* 94820 89050 86320°
(kgt/cm”)
A2 A (m/s)  4661.1%  4864.0°  45004.3°  45352°
SRS L LR S
i E B et 117190 104250  101300°
(kgf/cm?)
MOR (kgf/cm?) 569.2° 542.4° 542.7° 459.4°
MOE(kgf/cm?) 100270 86220° 89530° 84610

Tukey # 2.7 WA Z L afob kA7 (P=<0.05)

a~bi T EAIRFZEFLIEN
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¥ < fRiRyy CNSI4631 iz ¢ fifze e 7 A % > H g%k dod 47 71 >
EHAT CBEHSTELHS>EZ A HS>FEHAES e FaBEFELIE -0 &
A A E R AR S B HEH S REH > FEH>E M R
FETAEFLARL RIAEDRIRSEFHS>BHEH>FTAHS>FAH
fEEHEREHF R REFLLE > AR HE M-I EEEL
£ MOR & MOE ! 87 1 » B4t > A B> hFH> 2w § 7
mRFELIE A2 z8mdp (1990) g M2 ASEP A B8R HEFRE
ST TAp NP ARA FEERT G RN R R R SRR XA 4G A T A
okl os B 87 A4k B el (R A AR D Fren @ E 1 #rid & o Wang and Lin (1996)
G ERREEAIFRIEF O GT A PRAFIEOFRHIES
DMOE » MOR & MOE iz 3 4phf > 7 £ 44 s fendpike » > &4
WEARAS EHREL - o E AN R A ﬁ%"fmvg&#‘rr}’ T AR

IESEZECE R

|§ == ||

(2) CNS444 2~ £ 8 ;| B\
¥~ prizyh CNS444 %ﬂiﬁ—xwﬂa#\ﬁ A EG BB R oL 48 40 E 0 fy
Bj 2 3H>=3#H>- §4f Vi & ﬂéﬂﬁ%‘“ﬂiﬁ &4 NVCR S o

PfHe s Az it~ A2d L8 SEpHOH - MOR 22 MOE e it A4 4m— 4% > %
Lo EH>-EH>ZEH A R i R AR ER T AT i b

PREFLFPLRL - EHE - SHARFELE A - EHfrZ E 0T HEFE
A2 G o 27 FEEFOMOR HLZR L - S H{fr- S HFEARFELLE
—EHHYHEE S sﬁwﬁ MENL R i omn kb Eaadgy dd B8k MOE
B A8 73 o fik&E (1994) 45 211742 & MOE & MOR = & » 708 3 4

L
AR L - SR EH o BRL LM 2 AR R - I CNS444
EERHRARASE > PHERLPARTRA DR B G LEIR{opIRG R X5 K
£ 4n ¥t CNS14631 » CNSI4631 char # A s A7 + - R o B3 A%
Ferfrdim 7 o 41 % CNS444 2 g kA2 T F B PARS BB RR R R
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% 48 P ARLA E CNS 444 » T E kA2 F < 22 J}m’;«]“}%"fTukeyA\%‘r &5

Table 48 Analysis of Tukey significantly different tests of bending properties for the
four different lumber grades (CNS 444)

P AR A % - i - &4 %4
L (L) 62 27 79
% A (g/em’) 0.484° 0.500* 0.483°
s 4 ki (m/s) 4358.0° 4213.6™ 4081.4°
e Tian
’ '; PR 91487 83441°
(kgt/em”)
423 i (m/s) 4686° 1 4609 ® 4447"
A5 S ; \
kN ; 109570a \ | (2 109¥608 98650
(kgf/em”) . Yo () :
| == ||
MOR (kgf/em?) 565.2" n '. | 5218° 444.1°
= | | 'I .l :
MOE(kgf/em?) 91470%= _ w- 89390° 83550°

Tukey & T_F &F W] &g F 411 a’frb ki (P=0.05)

_\_L—

a~bi mFp B2 HFLE

B RFR > BRELE

FI*ACF g eZEEUR M O R AR RS ¥ AR LS
FERA F L T 3 g "‘,ft“ SRAREN S b en T A4 - BREL A4
BEL2>LAUIAZE - BE-CEfXE H?P A¥S5 ¥ HiBE2CE>
XEB L w4981 23R F BESAES>CE>XE A XEHHEB =
FIHFDLB G Ao A B4 4 B - A2 LB B H0H - MOR
113 MOE $48%353 A$>BE>CE>X E0vER @ bd okt gtk

M2 FEsamL o R Er BEEF Y LR34 2 FF %5 MOR
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FOASHCEEXE T HFELAE 3 BEHXE3 48272k E5%aD
MOER AS#CE2XE7348h53 4 BEHXEF LR CEL HXE
FAR o d PRI ABRLToAEBEAE-R o HEBIRASE
(CNS444) s & MOR 4r MOE & % fF enf B > 53R 4 £ 4 P ALA & el {
SPE A DEELET URESGET CAEHPARS T el 2 E D AR
AEFRG S Qo s T RA Bl amd A% T L I%

49 pALA F o AZF A TR B2 G Tukey 4 175 %
Table 49 Analysis of Tukey significantly different test of bending properties for the

four different lumber grades (ultrasonic wave velocity )

L RO AT B & 1 C % 5 ok 44
(L) 29 N 62 - 56 7
(==
& (glom’) 0496° | | L0.500% i 0482° 0453

B4 i (m/s) 471819 _4347.6’c 4040.1° 3672.1°
ORED & S Rl

) 112660 ¢ 96490° 80760° 62790°
(kgf/cm?)
HE A EEME K
i E fi-t 134780¢  112660° 93960° 74420°
(kgf/cm?)
MOR (kgf/cm?) 579.1° 525.6" 447.4%° 410.8°

MOE(kgf/cm?) 102600° 94130 " 82350° 65090 °

Tukey #& T T s %8 F M L a~bfrc k& x (P=0.05)
a~brcirEFEAPIFLEFLENL
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% 50 Ko PR B R E ZKEF 2 AT B F Tukey 4 47
Table 50 Tukey analysis of compression strength and MC in different crack Type

A B C+F A+C F B+F A D+F A+D

#E 59 2. 1.54 2551 24 4.51 1. 1.54
PR R 75 % 67 5 5.5 7 645 75 5

(kgflem®) 1944 2413 3039 317.6 3232 383.1 4824
- abc abc abed abed abed abed de

5ok o X% 2.67 1.54 2551 247 6451 1.75 1.54
5ok

(%) . le42 1040 515 1176 297 383 4.5
T iaE
ef bede abcd bedef abc abc a

Tukey # = T s B &g F M la~brc d e fof k&1 (P=0.05)

a~brcrdre~firF7paFBEFLEN

A G BREAFUBRAE 0 B LSS RBAIFUREE 0 C 5 T U AR AR
D 5 AAZFURAI - B & AT iRy PRI RUR AUR

Fikz #3 %@&%’Mﬁﬁrﬁﬁwjawkﬂh@&@°

¥ 'E;
I —

iz ASTM Designation Df1.43-i52 #&»#x%;}"f{igré ORI w2 55 AN
3] 7 (A) B3] (Crushing) F Bl i@ 7 4k 2k % - (B) 304 B
Al (Wedge splite)) @ T (7 ATZRR A ¢ § L2 > iz pifg & -
24k o (C) ¥¥73 (Shearing): # 2 AL HRFF G F o (D) AH
4] (Splitting ): 3 S-5c % PF ¥ 3 4 0 F 4 A 2 AW L fER § A T § e
A2 IR E F 2 o (E) AT (7 ad B ¥ § %77 (Compression and shearing
parallel to the grain) © § A& A2 AHFF 2 ARG > T EAH LD F R
23422 fN o (F) 2z #3] (Brooming and endrolling) * % 7 -k &
P T2 B A R o

d % 50 v @4 ARAAFUREM (D) MR gk S > g4 A
ME g2 Fffint A2 4 e g P AAANARALY BB RAE R

)

0 FEAFRALE (C) MM ZORFREF LR 4 A gt Yoo
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HOT L P pbo] o R FURE R ROl S d SIVAR I PUREUR (B)
MWL T P ARER LB FURER 0 8 T 5 ARR T FHE F kS
AR AT ks EAFURES (F) BRI dS 0 RA (A) A A2 F
A2 FURELE > H AFUR% B A B 5 3232 kgflem? ~ 303.9 kgf/em® > 3 ok g A v
5297% ~515% > v ABEFALAR cAANEA+DH L ALRFRBER (FRBR% A
482.4 kgflem’ » 3 -k & 4.596) A w22 C+F4F £ 4] fi 2 FURBIR (FUR 5 B 194.4
kgflem® » 5 -k 3 164.29) 12 A+ C4f & 4] i 2 PR3k (241.3 kgflem® > 3
kF104.0% ) e BB REZRF 35 dFHEFALE o

SoREHBRLBE
(1) FRHRE 5k F

d W47 o § ok #2808 QRSP NIk sk frBk i )0 FUR B R
(c0) 25 k%F (MC) ,Lxmﬂr%rsem #Bﬁ%%—“ ! 6, =-12.82xMC+509.0 »
R2=0.624% > § 5 k% 1+ Ap %m@@ﬁ§¢ﬂ§m¢\%’gw IS S
W R e frBh L af\ﬁ:* e T r‘| rmj\/w\ 1 WF.4 1 ]\g »FH 2EE R AT

%ﬁféﬁ_g RE M e RS b r*']‘“ ) iél.g Ko 4 SEHRREE ﬁ > Green
and Kretschmann (1994 ) 4 ! P PR SR e GerfrBhph B H 5ok KR s
B A PRI ABRIBRA ) CEBOAERSEAE - A2 12%37
RF e ABNR R R > TR BB R PR 12907 K F 2R
B 5990 5 b 1896 7 K F B SR AU 3696 5 £ 7% 7 ok FPE o U e 28964
PR A G 496 7 0k P RIR S ATO0 TR 5 R A FURSEIL IR S
R E RSO oo 12 1206 F Kk FenpUR I S AP 2 PRk TR
FU 52902 RS R 18%0 7 Kk F P 0 PR Y 30902 RS HCH ;3 T
% 7 -k pE > RIFUREM BB 40 5960 5t 4967 K FPE > B4 8902 FURE
R R
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Fig. 47 Relationship between méiéture"';zon_te‘nt-a_nd compressive strength
.”_\'\" f b} Vo
AR E L1296 7 KA ;ﬁkﬂ@ '45&\5%&% R YRR R
, | .
KRR 196 5 T30k FUR 5‘}“‘?1 B.60% % & 11 Gz 7 kI 5 A e

BRASRP g 7 kT H R IAF‘%’.{-_iJ‘:_"féL@#_&'-Qi)i € R 252%-1  F(1995)
dp i 2 Bk R T :-Iiaug_; 27V o Sz ok (1986) 4781 LA H
FORFEAMG 1906 @ Lo R RM T A F o B P FURSEM D
B 490 ~ BRI 290 ~ A R 2.5% ~ #UR R 6962 B 5 o] o AREER A FUR
%R FILH B 696 5 0 TEIF S 4096 0 AT Ff (1995) 2 FUR B fidc
WA EAR I 5 40% 0 A BT AL A HE R # 0
FaokE A 2800 o FUR A 5 A 300kgffom® 12T 5 i A PTG A & E
B3t F ok FRER AR BRARE R pd kR e B
mopd kA EF A a4 o R H PR REERNEF Z KT PR b B IR
AT B B4R SN S D oo=-1.882xMC+2275.9 > R*=0.06 > 1 5 ¥ 2 ¥ i
P ARMAE T 2§ Pk FARBR A oB > 2 E RS R P PR W

B - 7 im o
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(2) FSP T FSP U2 FLURBAEE B RE
%51 7 kX B> FSPE M FSP 2 ¥r M 4 r FRB B E B R t i T

Table 51 The density and compressive strength of Japanese cedar analyzed by t test

during moisture content above and under FSP

Tiofe %B# KAk pdR tiE

B  FSPmT 3679 1282.9 690
5 & 968 32.88 1.65
kgf/cm® FSP 14 206.3 170.6 306

FSP ™ (.44 0.003 690
B A

3 328 -30.90 1.65
g/cm

FSp 12+ 0.80 0.041 306

FSP 7 4t 4 47 fr 8k

ﬂ%slwﬁﬁ’aﬁﬁ%ﬁyﬂié%@ﬁaiﬁ@éyﬂ9@mﬁ’§
ﬁ&ﬁ%u;iﬁ@ﬁ@iﬁ@éj%@@%d;wtﬁzéig%@ﬁaﬁ¢
WM¥2 4P (t:32.88>1.65)’15_.%;\;:@_»&@»1\7;;1@;31uﬁgag&%‘ﬂ #s 12829
BACE R o B L 2 PR A RRR1706 - 1 & BT 5 5ok Al
e oBhpr o FURS R I - SRR 07 g3 P EORE >  hlad
FoBb TR PR R EAEF FORF AUF A AN o AR rg T 2
%A TIE L 044 glom’ B frBb b2 %A L0 L 0.80 g/em’ 0 1t
B HERTS F G HFLLE (1=3090>1.65) & b foBhri T 2 B §
BHci 00030 f ) s fogh 2 AR E #0041 1 & R FIEd A AR
AR TR KA T A RBNRAR o a PR e fog i b A d
kK At mre FEEFFR e 2t kant £+ (d=1) & FRae o
b2 R R s o
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(3) 2 FHRLZLF -FARBRATIORA
52 AR ZRF ~FURRREYE TR R 2 Tukey 4 15

Table 52 The moisture content, compressive strength and density of the various

densities analyzed by Tukey significantly different test

k(%) R 5 & (kgflem?) E 5% & (glom’)
A B C A B C A B C
kAg 254 335 407 254 335 407 254 335 407

TiafE 5937 434° 309°  244.1% 307.8° 3762° 0.53% 0.54® 0.57°

Agroup : 2%z kFpEHd 2R 04 g/cm3%i 'Bgroup : 12% Z -k ZFpFH B R 2

0.4~0.45 g/em’ 3 > C group : 129 7 "k F prH 2 & >0.45 g/em’ %

%uuygﬁm%wﬁaﬁﬁﬁ,@anwﬁwguyg«%%m@&a
A& 0.4g/em’ (A group); O4~O45g£cm (B group) >0.45 g/lem’ (C group)
¥ A }\_,/»\‘?—JJ1593/ 434%/ 309/ ZH2ZREF T HFLR 2T
ﬁmg«;g%%%&mj+m¢¥ww¢@'g 1295 k¥ pEenm A 04
glem’ ; 0.4~0.45 g/em’ 5 >0.45 glem® = # P& ’F':}”m@ 5% B A W] 4 244.1 kgf/em® ;
307.8 kgflem’® ; 3762 kgflem® » =32 B+ $ BEF LB > § 1295 k¥ Fam A
AR HPUBRR R E A8 E S m ATHORES G 0§ R%FkFFER
B 04glem’# 04~045g/em’ pE> H Tiam g A w5 0.53 gem’ 2 0.54 g/em’ >

BHLEEREFLRL > § 12%7 kFPHHRL 04~045 g/em’ 2 >0.45 g/em’
P HITmE Lo w i 054g/cm b4 057g/cm ) 3 F,\F"’ﬂ&.p-g]% AR % 12
%% kFpEehp A 0.4 glom’ 2 >045 glom’ pF > H T3a% R A W 5 0.53 g/em’
2 057glem’s A K2 Wi MFLLE « FHEFRFEPRGER- oo §

FRFRBEF PR R VRN TERBRBER €M F ZORF P A a5 T AR

oo
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(4) FSP 11T £ FSP 111 2% b A H bR R & § -k &
#53 §okH B FSP Y KT FSP 27 I R H 4 PR R & § kM B2

Table 53 The relationship between moisture content and compressive strength of the

various densities during moisture content above and under FSP

FSP 1T FSP 11 ¢
e =-9.8228MC +405.40 6. =-1.035MC+182.13 »
A R?=0.753* R?=0.0723
6. =-12.873MC +499.23 e =-0.131MC+205.73 >
B R?=0.787* R?=0.0007
e =-13.974MC +563.80 > 6. =-0.089MC +248.03 >
¢ R?=0.706* R?=0.0002
Agroup : 1295 -k FpEH 28 04g/em’3 > Bgroup : 12% 5 kS H B R %
0.4~0.45 g/lem® 3 > C group : 129 5 -k F pFH 2 B >0.45 g/em’ %

o ¥k B (kgflem®) » MCi% k& (%)

d & 53 ¥ a4 Ak, a‘.éﬁﬂfr—éu'f,&#”m@@)ibt’ 2 okF 3 B EDSIER G
B 2% kIR R G 04g/cm ;";‘ﬂ(Agroup) HgokFE R 19 1
1296 5 # 0 el 58 B € RB4% & 1294 KHpr e B 5 0.4~045 glom’
#% (Bgroup)  # 2 kg R T 129608 A cnpUR 5 R £ R 3.79
% 12% 7z k¥ pFeng & >0.45 g/cm3%‘i-f§ (C group) > # Z-kFFH i 19 >
1296 % AR iR 5p & € R 3590 PRI RF LA ABNFRRE AR > F

FH R 1905 > T304 FUR B 0 = ¥4 W] § R 2.42962.589% 1 2 2.48

%o wE A frEEL L 2 FURBE B ZRF PR TN B AR BT A T
R - A8k BT > T EF 2% 5 kFREARAE L 04 glom’ #
HPUR % AR S 40540 kegflem® 5 § 12963 -k FpFen2 & 5 0.4~0.45 g/lem’ 3 (B
group ) HFUR 3 B 5 499.23 keflem? : ¥ 129 7 -k F pren® B 5 >0.45 glem’
# (C group) H #UR % A 5 563.80 kgflem’ » dc b @b fe B T S B A 4
CRIFUREARL R A TRENERALS H R
P fegk PR TR R BIURB R ES gAY 25
BT R AUEES R

PSR - Pl SRS

i
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(5) wape g k¥

iR AL PFFETRFE FRV LI RARER mE - Y RE
ko JUF i BEfesokF kst (B48) VRN T2 %% F 5ok sk
AR rBE T T OEE2 B 25N 1 0oy, =-367.99xMC + 12589 » R*=0.817* » ¥ 7 -k &
FAPE G R G E TR BT B A FROR 1907 kPR A ¢
FH A5% PG RS AR R § ZORIBR 190F > T 5
wiLR R R €M 292% o F kIR BRAE R B B odyu=
-12.858xMC+4166.7 » R*=0.799%* » # 5 -k & + 2 pr > b 35 B 7 & T % a4
R F LSRR TN R o B L L FUR R B b - TR 2
EREEFIL kA a4 B RETF F kT Aa T
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Fig. 48 Relationship between moisture content and specific strength

(6) FRBREFILBRA
d B 49 o AP RE R (o) BF %A (pu) 78RR AP
B HApRE 4o

6. =6355xp,+ 1432 » R*=0.399* o & 2% (1998) £ 7 £ {o iEdritiis 5%
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BRen® B il BB L FRRAESART 3 AN (R
—0.724)° HAARL PIFUR BARL 0 AT L AR RARL 0 Pliwr B LA
W E o SRS T A AR PR B R TR RN
oo hiE B (1991) fofh 2 IR & 60 F Bt n R &2 5 R0 R Al T
AE A RREEAHER ST LAPM SN G ARKRE R SR L
HER R G e @ FUR SRR S M2 K e e
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Fig. 49 Relationship between air density and compressive strength

AR (1975) 8 #3039 fie M2 PR EFHF > T3 H G R
2 ame RS R (o) % B HH (B o8 B Fagit €2 B TRMEM Bg o
TS EE (1993) % 8 3 A 2 i FUR G R R B 7 1 g FUR
WA ER RS F o £2 B0 DML MM o Bk i (1) Hi
wFUR B R 5 0.440~0.905 > @ sEIEHEE 0.521~0.950 0 5 F iRl 0 H 355
A F 4B o Wang and Chiu (1993b) ¥ F:4#4:F 2 w B3 is v Hhh 2 R &2
FERT o R G RS R A RN i £ B BAREM G 2

teh alc: 5 0911 2 0.640 > (5 F EiplskI5T 1A FILAPM - S 5{o A R5%
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8. FHEeHL §kFRER
(1) #hoshe gk
254 Frisg et kFL T

Table 54 The moisture content of the sapwood and heartwood of Japanese cedar

analyzed by t test
. T35 N , . R
5ok (%) SE gy A pd R t B PT<=y
(A) [IE
# # 122 0.087 17
32 283 0.008 2.04
N 152 0.102 17

ISR L T %4{@@%&% ORERELR 12 1 0 FE L E S e Tk
FREREtREA T (£54) «z{ﬁa RF 122 %0 s ok F 5 152
V’iﬁh‘”'\‘»‘ﬁﬁﬂ%’l@:wﬂ éﬁj*"»ﬁma’k#ﬁ** MEHLR  peyr
LEVES - e Jl S (2005) iﬂ».:af—ﬁ’%ﬁw A RFLr g 7 ok
F 51709 s HE kA 190% 0 TAEG HEFESLE o FELL B N H
I,L,;;—IH,J‘ °

AERFIT R BEHLA L SBC REA R RS G
ToORFIEEH I RFE RS 2 F R - RO € F AR
FAFmarks > ok o kxR Be R FERERES T
FH kg aREL et kSl LAFEM § F kS BRE BT F A4
Bs 47 5 0 TP dse boonfirds e H 3k SRR - 3 4 % 4 (1998) Bt
PAfkesGEt ERR P dnd ke wfie T G o foigH A o vt ig
HEGH FH s ARET KAHRRSE B o H e RIGRET R B H

K EF 5 107.95% <« 7 k5 1093% e/ 'fqui BEaL B s hoFujiietal

(NW)%ﬂ’~%ﬁ€’%ﬁﬁ&~H“ﬁ@ﬂﬁ’wﬁﬁﬁﬁgﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁ
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oo Tl d e R F R T el M E e B R Hoo i hiE AR
PP 2REREE o n ERAHDZ I RE o Hillis (1987) # &
12ﬁ@ﬁﬁﬂ?iﬁﬁwﬁ’ﬂwﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁlm%ui’Wﬁﬁiﬂ—’ﬂ
WPt gk St iz B ek S Roedrds o et kS RIE 200
9611+ ° Nakada et al. (2003) 45 f4r4ic 44 Gff e b 5 5 A 283803 >
B d THASLCAL 0 ENfrAH Tk EF B R4 M o Nakada et al. (1998)
BAP 19 BfE2 Zok S B R 7k F 595.9~333.4% <« 7 ok F 452
~253.596 0 i~ HESF FoRF A 52~1839 o ARk hiriiiE e o hg

K g kR A

(2) #HEHZER
055 S HEe R SR R T

Table 55 The compressive strengthiof the sapwoc;d and heartwood of Japanese cedar

anag_zed by t test

'T

. o4 | | ek
¢ ey d t skt —

(keflom?) in?—hgé # ﬁf. p }ii 2 P(T<=t) TEZ

A+ 3586 126275556
1184  1.6378 0.0478 1.6461

4 3698 137.1 1146

Bt TR FUREBER S 0 ok 55 917 0 B akie FUR
(R 3586kgf/cm v g e FUR B 5 369.8 kgf/cmz’ 51 T;*Fé&ﬂ By LR
Ao R AP S P TR RV M S o PR R KLIR
R ISR j\*‘u{w‘»‘ﬁ‘ﬁﬂﬁ%‘rméﬁ‘ K7 B e - dm g o Wl A R4 ehd
R 18~20# » AN 5 36 24 > e K SRR EHRE S S
F R FIE R R - B0 ARM Rk e SRS b R R R RS
S AEAApFERA FAT RS E (191) i B R EEmP 2 RE 0 B
ERE AL S0 0 BR O OHCT AR ArEs® i ”I;%Ilﬂll\iiﬁé ’
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() P RATHZERTVR
756 3 b2 W 3 2 ¥ril E fRdE A R R
Table 56 Comparied with the Janpanese cedar's properties of the different sites

EW LW RW LWP Fcf

A kg s 2.89% 1.172 4.07% 32.88° 3112
Fogn s 3.28% 0.76° 4.02° 19.06° 307°
TYPE B  3.05° 1.46° 4.60° 34372 374°
ED LD RD Dmax Dmin

Fkegms 03182 0.737° 0.433° 0.869* 0.216°
Hogh s 0.276° 0.773° 0.369° 0.884° 0.178°

TYPE B  0.372° 0:740%,  -0.489 0.889* 0.286¢
Tukey ¥ % #F %/ Bg F 42 a~ bisefe d R8a7 (P=0.05)
a~brcrdiFF T B2 %ﬁ—gi?lﬂ
EW: T 55 4 & (mm) s LW T iﬂf@i ‘J’{‘E‘.(mm) RW : T 12& % A (mm) ;
LWP : 8611 5 (%) ;5 Fef : ol b 5 }i(kgf/cm ). ED : T 355 42 A (g/em’) ;
LD : T 384 % & (g/em’) s RD &ml i’!? ﬁ;(g/cm)

Dmax : 5 - ##p &3 2 Ji‘.(g/cm) Dmln g B35 RN ﬁm“&?ﬁ;(g/cm)

g3t R R R Y HB A Rl 0 £ A 22 &4 priE
At He Lot ks £ 024 &4 > A LA g aes o 7
AT R TR R AAPRRET R A O s 2 R Y 122 4 et T &
W AFIBERTRDT RSP A FA B U RARRLAEZRFTONE 0 £
56 om0 MOBRFUR R L AgE 5 i % (307 keflem®) Boi > H S FHE R L
(311 kgflem®) » $ 8 12 3% 4 0 Type B (374 kgf/em® ) » @ Type B $H # =
FIHRFOLRE ABRFLIAMRSERF EFOLE -

EHBETA LD T )f A x4 Eeplya) o THERETY #3855 Type B
AT R AL R SR A R R F WG HFOLE

ZEWAAE AL A ETESTLY o = FRLT BEaOLE
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Table 57 Compared with properties of different sites
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Table 58 The grown width of the different sites
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