
Supplementary Table S1 The material information of Figure 3 

Study Species a b 
Conduit 

diameter 

Conduit 

density 

Wood 

density 
CV 

Alla et al. 2022 Phoenix dactylifera 0.01345 1.603 
  

0.77  
 

Bush et al. 2010 Elaeagnus angustifolia 
 

1.65 125.67  
 

0.48  
 

Bush et al. 2010 Gleditsia triacanthos 
 

1.4 178.11  
 

0.69  
 

Bush et al. 2010 Quercus gambelii 
 

1.88 30.93  
 

0.63  
 

Bush et al. 2010 Sophora japonica 
 

1.24 
    

Bush et al. 2010 Tilia cordata 0.0119 1.231 22.10  
 

0.45  
 

Cabibel et al. 1991 Malus domestica, Quercus sp., 

Castanea sativa 

0.02272 0.7694 117.11  181.18  0.58  
 

Fuchs et al. 2017 Fagus sylvatica, Tilia cordata, 

Acer pseudoplatanus, 

Acer campestre, Populus nigra 

0.01597 1.329 37.51  400.63  0.55  
 

Fujime et al. 2021 Cryptomeria japonica 0.00273 0.371 14.92  
 

0.36  
 

Granier 1985 Pseudotzuga menziesii, 

Pinus nigra, Quercus pedunculata 

0.0119 1.231 20.01  
 

0.54  
 

Gutiérrez and Santiago. 2006 Hyeronima alchorneoides 0.012257 1.231 
  

0.58  
 

Hadiwijaya et al.  Forests Abies balsamea 0.015276944 1.204 22.05  
 

0.45  -34 

Herbst et al. 2007 Crataegus monogina 
 

1.387 17.65  990.59  0.51   

Herbst et al. 2007 Acer campestre 
  

26.82  669.64  0.57   

Hu et al. 2022 Pinus bungeana 0.0264 0.738 
  

0.43  -67 

Hu et al. 2022 Salix matsudana 0.0722 1.113 
   

-60 

Hubbard et al. 2010 Eucalyptus grandis x urophylla 0.084555556 1.606 181.69  
  

 

Hultine et al. 2010 Diorhabda carinulata, 0.024 1.16 134.52  
  

-50 



Tamarix spp. 

Iida et al. 2022 Cryptomeria japonica 0.044010278 1.449 14.92  
 

0.36  -61.4 

Liu et al. 2022 Populus tomentosa 0.0287 1.236 
  

0.45  -60.96 

Liu et al. 2022 Salix babylonica 0.0145 0.852 
  

0.46  -63.37 

Lu 2002 Mangifera indica 0.01244383 
  

5.00  0.56   

Lu 2002 Garcinia mangostana 0.0165172 
   

0.81   

Ma et al. 2017 Robinia pseudoacacia 0.051 1.118 149.36  9.33  0.72   

Niu et al., 2015 Elaeis guineensis 0.0134 1.6 
  

0.24  17.3 

Ouyang et al., 2018 Cunninghamia lanceolata 0.0253 1.2259 15.43  
 

0.32  -54 

Pasqualotto et al., 2019 Corylus avellana 0.0385 1.45 23.31  788.17  0.57   

Paudel et al. 2013 Malus domestica, Peltophorum 

dubium, Prunus persica 

0.0135 1.157 57.17  77.00  0.66   

Peters et al. 2018 Larix decidua, Picea abies 0.007287778 
 

11.80  
 

0.54  -37 

Renninger et al., 2010 Iriartea deltoidea 0.01923 1.3 
  

0.29   

Rubilar et al. 2017 Eucalyptus globulus 0.038194444 1.245 115.00  10.67  0.74   

Schmidt-walter et al. 2014 Populus sp 0.03521 1.552 52.92  45.00  0.39   

Sérvulo et al. 2017 Khaya ivorensis 0.026825 1.231 136.67  13.00  0.46   

Shinohara et al. 2022 Cryptomeria japonica, 

Chamaecyparis obtusa 

0.01197 0.737 
  

0.43   

Siddiq et al.  2019 Tectona grandis 0.104129 1.127 285.00  7.67  0.60   

Song et al. 2022 Pinus sylvestris 0.0151 1.128 14.00  3490.76  0.54   

Steppe et al. 2010 Fagus grandifolia 0.023 0.9519 47.99  
 

0.62  -60 

Sun et al. 2012 Liquidambar styraciflua 0.0124 1.151 34.20  338.38  0.55  -23 

Sun et al. 2012 Populus deltoides 0.0121 1.141 117.53  63.00  0.42  -34 

Sun et al. 2012 Quercus alba 0.0128 1.47 136.81  269.24  0.65  -15 



Sun et al. 2012 Ulmus americana 0.0272 2.572 75.90  160.00  0.49  -9 

Sun et al. 2012 Pinus echinata 0.0101 1.303 12.46  
 

0.51  -14 

Sun et al. 2012 Pinus taeda 0.0097 1.336 38.50  
 

0.49  55 

Vellame et al. 2009 Mangifera indica 0.017 1.231 111.17  5.00  0.56   

Xie et al. 2018 Robinia pseudoacacia 0.112 1.68 215.00  7.00  0.72   

Xie et al. 2018 Platanus orientalis 0.02 1.3 57.67  78.00  0.56   

Xie et al. 2018 Quercus variabilis 0.026 1.09 94.33  7.67  0.61   

Xie et al. 2018 Populus tomentosa 0.02 1.29 72.33  28.00  0.45   

Xie et al. 2018 Platycladus orientalis 0.014 1.2 14.67  99.67  0.54   

Xie et al. 2018 Pinus bungeana 0.013 1.2 16.67  294.33  0.43   

Zeng et al. 2021 Toona sinensis 0.05667 1.213 
  

0.45   

Zeng et al. 2021 Populus adenopoda 0.075715 1.865 
  

0.42   

Zeng et al. 2022 Pyrus pyrifolia 0.066745 1.66 
 

191.00  
 

-55.6 

Zhang et al. 2017 Bambusa chungii 0.01776 1.2 
   

-36 

This study Paliurus ramosissimus 0.0047 0.5882 30.85  34.47  0.75  86.80589 

This study Pyracantha fortuneana 0.0065 1.4802 14.20  193.26  0.71  113.5268 

This study Triadica sebifera 0.0076 1.6654 42.51  31.92  0.48  51.63288 

This study Xylosma congesta 0.0141 1.5697 12.93  244.20  0.62  20.1423 

This study Sageretia thea 0.0198 1.8844 24.09  41.49  0.67  -21.151 

This study Celtis sinensis 0.03 1.9821 39.70  38.61  0.72  -18.6893 

This study Phanera championii 0.0509 3.0391 56.27  13.03  0.47  -76.9122 
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