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Wood Anatomy Contrast of Chinese Fir( Cunm'nghamid lanceolata ) for Normal Tree and

Suppressed Tree in Southern Growing District
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Abstract: In order to find out the differences between normal tree and suppressed tree of Chinese fir ( Cunning-
hamia lanceolata, wood anatomy characteristics of normal tree and suppressed tree were studied from 2001 to 2003,
based on 12 ~ 13 years old trees in Gaofeng Forestry Center of Guangxi province. The results showed that: Radial
and longitudinal variation rules of growth ring in both normal tree and suppfessed tree were similar. It increased at
first, then decreased with the increase of ages or height. Radial and longitudinal variations of latewood percentage
were almost constant in both normal tree and suppressed tree. The suppressed trees growth ring width was less than
normal trees. The tracheid length, tracheid width and ratio of length to width all increased with increasing ages in
both normal tree and suppressed tree, While they increase firstly, and then decreased with height of the trees. This
suggested that variation rules of wood anatomy characteristics in normal tree and suppressed tree were similar, but
the normal tree$ growth ring width was more than suppressed trees. o l
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Fig.1 The radial contrast of growth ring width for
normal tree and suppressed tree
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Fig.3 The longitudinal contrast .of growth ring width
for normal tree and suppressed tree
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Fig.5 The radial contrast of tracheid length for
normal tree and suppressed tree
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Fig.7 The radial contrast of cell wall thickness of tracheid
for normal tree and suppressed tree
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Fig.6 The radial contrast of tracheid width for
» normal tree and supptessed tree
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Fig.8 The radial contrast of ratio of length to width of tracheid
for normal tree and suppressed tree
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Fig.9 The radial contrast of ratio of cell wall to cavity
of tracheid for normal tree and suppressed tree
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Fig. 11 The longitudinal contrast of tracheid width for
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Fig. 13 The longitudinal contrast of ratio of tracheid length
to width for normal tree and suppressed tree
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Fig. 10 The longitudinal contrast of tracheid length for
normal tree and suppressed tree
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Fig. 12 The longitudinal contrast of cell wall thickness of
tracheid for normal tree and suppressed tree
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