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Growth and Modulus of Elasticity of Plus Tree Clones
of Japanese Larch (Larix kaempferi)
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Table 1. Test results
EBETSU (Number of sample trees=71)

MAX MIN Av S. D. C. V. (%
DBH (cm) 24.0 13.9 19.2 2.0 10.4
E, (tf/cm? 150.9 69.1 95.9 16.9 17.6

BIBAI (Number of sample trees=63)
MAX MIN Av S. D. C.D (%)

DBH (cm) 27.7 17.1 22.3 2.1 9.7
E; (tf/cm? 156.6 71.5 98.4 17.9 18.2
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Fig. 2. Average and standard deviation of DBH of clones. (EBETSU)
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Fig. 4. Average and standard deviation of DBH of clones. (BIBAD
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Fig. 5. Variation of trunk MOE of clones. (EBETSU)
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Fig. 6. Average and standard deviation of trunk MOE of clones. (EBETSU)
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Fig. 7. Variation of trunk MOE of clones. (BIBAD)
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Summary

The authors have investigated trunk MOEs (modulus of elasticity) at several plantation
forests of conifers in Hokkaido. This report is the result of experiments with plus tree clones of
larch (Larix kaempferi) at two sites.

The results can be summarized as follows:

1) The variation of trunk MOE and DBH (diameter at breast height) within each group of
clones is small at each site (Figs.2, 4, 6, 8).

2) Between the each group of clones, the variation of trunk MOE and DBH is large at each
site.

3) There is a high correlation between the average values of trunk MOE obtained from the
two sites for the same type of clone (Fig.10).

4) The growth rate and trunk MOE seem to be independent characteristics in the larch tree
(Figs. 11, 12).
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5) Trunk MOE values tend to be above a certain lower limit (Fig. 13).

From these results and from further investigations, it may become possible to select the best
clones and produce timber that has the qualities of both fast growth and good structural properties.
In order to realize this strategy, the establishment of the progeny test forests and the systematic
determination of trunk MOE are indispensable.



