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Kimio TERADA : Developing Strains Resistance to the pine

Needle Gall Midge (Thecodiplosis japonensis UcHIpA et INoUYE)
in Pinus Thunbergii PARL.

B B:sorvowyns e~ AERMERERLED 2 BNT, HERS D O EHE
Kb B0 IFE NISEWRAKZIBEFEBESA S U T0RER L o Ch SEIMBHAD S 45K
BRI 2 BHAEE LR, 6RRERE Lo YN s HERMBED - o T, B
BEAOODERI v— v EFHEMICHEEL T/ o0 - YREZT> e REIHMLAB3Z70—vD S
5387 0 — VIIFERDPED - oo MBBWERI 0 -V ERUSEVWEERER L, TOhOHIER
HRERAOHRERBERERB LU 7 v — Y OREER L S IEHREACOREED 5> b2k 3 EI Y
TH5LYMans, BRAERERERHAOSERL FN o7 v — v OFERE ORIcE WEE
BARASED SN, FHERICL Z2BKOEIDSER T S i, BREBRHA, o - v BLUHEKR
70— RO AR R L H SRR L IRIREE1T - 7o FE8, T4 0 % OE kK & 81~100
Y OMFIHEL, ZTOhMEEEOHBERIERD TOUD -1, EREEKOHRERE, WES
M OKRTIZT3%, EHil X BT ORR TI348%, MHPFHENHORRTIROBTH »
teo TONEMHM, S, BHMEIEHOFEBETFICL D XE SN, RRICHWIEHEERRAs v —
YROWTFNOATFoBEAROLDOTH B EMEES N, ThOoDT e, BIBRkE TV 31K
hitts o— v CHERESEK L /BE, ZIhSEEISNIBHONBRBEINOLDTH B &
W cE 5,

I & C & I

<V /N 5 2/NL (Thecodiplosis japonensis UCHIDA et INOUYE) RTH=Y, 7 0< v &<
VEOMEASHE LRI VWEERL, MADRELREBESE3XEEFHTH 2, FHOBKBERBEEELT
B SR, 1905EHT# S 5 1960ERICH T TRIFEY, BREY, LEE? THESRESH
TW3, LT, 1960FEMRITIE V> TH S @REMIEMIILE LT, BEFRYD, GIIEY, $FEE?, 1
RY®, KHEEY THEELRLD, 1976FIBIBETOHEI NI, IDOXIRT YN FeNTH
FiRHELTICRY, £ OWHEHEEIZI9645ED S19TIEICH T THE L~ 5 Hha2ilk L%, %7,
BETHEH L HSWERENTID SN L VEESFEOTVE E WS

RN NI OERBIOVTE, FHOMEPOD RS ZEESLICINh TS, AHOY)
HEFHPORVE A THET %, ZOYRSHPTPLL TE6~T HITREBESHEAL, <Y 0MELE
SHEED 2 FERNCEINT 3, Jh 53 LU SIS CItHBENITRAL, Biko KT i THE kic
BETT2ETHELET 5, FEE DT AHEIRIVHERSO, BEESBEL TELS LY, HHIbH
Licdh LT 5. COLDHERIMBIEL, FLOLESIKERBEICVWEIL b5 3,

BeERA I LTI, BMTERBARIC L BHREAR V7V OO MTbN T, £, REEFEBO

1 HABEE Ly -RILEES
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BRI X BHBRORASNADD, L L, 1970FERDERICA-T, BHKICB T 2KHOEFERLE
BEDL, ThSIcBTEHENIEBEALRS OB BT —H, =Y N/ sz T B
DEFIEICOVWTIR, vV BOMEBRTHELZRSAD SN ZPE P VW WL TR, FEE
ZIPLTVEETHEZ 7 H vy 0o B ERTEESS 5 T ESBES QOO BERFRE L
TEAMERICRZ BN L E S,

BILMABRESRPIEE T MRPXBIET2) 3, FEHFaFEnEo s o< v BRROKE
W& LTARIC T B IEUEEEAED 5700, KEERFLKHEE, (WERoHI 28T, 19714
2 S19804EI I T Y 2N/ 9 2 /S THERS Ohh 560 OIEFIMREA L R L 72 39 Z 0%, C
NOBERAD D ERE E ATKRFRRE £ AHOKERICHER L T, BRERICL 2HEFREEFEL,
BBERHA Y 0— v OEHHES X CIBHEOBE SV TEHET>TE 2, 20T TREE LK
WV F i ENEHOBTFAELHEINTVETA=Y, 7o yBEROEREC>VLWTHH
BAET-1o FHRER, Cho—HBHOFBRBREEZEDET LD HDTH S,

AHAOHE LAERO LD F LD H DAL WAV HRHR AT LB EERR R R
ZhH#EEE, BXU, HERABSSCOVTHIERVW L A RERIAERRERERETRAE
HRICH LD SRBOBELRT ARETH . T2, RWEHMOERK, FEH HECSKIHEHZOV
fetE W RKEME € v 7 — RS S I BIRELTICH LEL Bilas L LS 3,

0 <YnN/ g INTERAEREROEREBEOEHAE

L. BEMEREADEK

1971 ~ 19804 Iz = v /Y / ¥ = N ERSG P SR B L CHEOBEERR L L EHEL T, 7=y
6O RIUMERAAR & L TR L 7o,

Fig.1 13, BRHABRMSIOAME, Table 1id, Zh oMWY ORER, KE, WRER, BkFE, &
EABER LI bDTH 5o AR 1#5, IEESHAT, WFhblFEPEcERENs o
VMR TS 5o AT ha 2700 1 FEREL > TV 5, SBEMAOTER, EikEOkES X UK
RidTable 217 T LB D T, HHHHIZ12~284, FEAAROARDFHEME L ORFLILIE1.59 (0.87~2.41), Mo
REARIR1.72 (1.23~2.47) T& -7z (Photo. 1,
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Fig. 1. EPEERHARENS OME
Locations of six stands from which

candidate trees were selected
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Table 1. EHIHBERARLWS OFTIEM, MEAE, XREME BEE, BEREE
Locations of stands from which candidate trees were selected to

Thecodiplosis japonensis and number of candidate trees

HNo. B & i O E HEEE BRE BILEH
Stand Years of Area Years of Number of
number Locations afforestation (ha) selection candidate trees
1 P EHREK T B BT 1955~1963 80 1972~1980 29
Sanukiyori, Araya, Akita, Akita prefecture
2 LWL R A AR A BT E B 1959~1968 30 1973~1980 6
Sugasato,Yuza,Akumi,Yamagata prefecture
3 LR A g B P HT ISR 1960 10 1971 6
Shigemori, Yuza, Akumi, Yamagata prefecture
4 LR EE T D 1953~1960 20 1971~1980 9
Takasago,Sakata,Yamagata prefecture
5 WL E T B I 1961~1962 22 1973 3
Miyanoura,Sakata,Yamagata prefecture
6 IS sk 527 1959~1967 9 1973~1980 7

Yunohama,Tsuruoka,Yamagata prefecture

Table 2. =¥ ¥/ & < So{BFIMREAR (7 o< v) OB &K

Location and tree form of candidate trees to Thecodiplosis japonensis

FBHAS04 D
% & B & Bk 88 e o okt
Name of B & Rate in compairison
candidate Years of Tree Height D.B.H with average of 50
trees selection Locations age neighboring trees

(m) (em)  Height D.B.H.

M HRRE 15 1971 BB EN T IR AR 12 7.0 10.5 1.63 1.84
Taichuu-toouiku Yuza, Yamagata prefecture
” 25 1971 ” ” 12 6.0 7.0 1.25 1.23
d 35 1971 ” ” 12 7.0 11.0 1.35 1.69
” 45 1971 ” ” 12 7.0 10.0 1.46 1.69
< 5% 1971 ” ” 12 7.0 10.5 1.46 1.75
” 65 1971 ” ” 12 8.0 13.5 1.40 1.71
” 5 1971 BEHETSY, SPEHEKISTS 14 8.0 12.5 1.45 1.62
Sakata, Yamagata prefecture
” 85 1971 ” ” 14 7.0 9.5 1.21 1.27
” 95 1971 ” ” 14 8.0 12.0 1.43 1.60
” 105 1971 ” ” 14 8.0 13.5 1.38 1.65
” 115 1972 FKHITHT B HTRDI 3T 12 5.0 8.5 1.72 1.60
Akita, Akita prefecture
” 12% 1972 ” ” 12 4.0 6.0 1.54 1.36
” 13% 1972 ” ” 12 5.0 7.5 1.72 1.56
” 145 1972 ” ” 12 5.0 6.5 1.79 1.41
“ 155 1972 ” ” 12 5.0 7.0 1.67 1.37
” 165 1972 ” ” 12 5.0 8.0 1.72 1.67
” 175 1972 ” ” 12 5.0 7.0 1.79 1.49
” 18% 1972 ” ” 12 5.0 8.0 1.67 1.67
” 195 1972 ” ” 12 5.0 7.5 1.72 1.53
” 205 1972 ” ” 12 5.0 8.0 1.67 1.60
” 218 1973 d ” 16 4.5 7.0 1.18 1.49
” 22% 1973 ” ” 15 5.0 7.0 1.25 1.56

” 23% 1973 ” ” 15 5.0 8.0 1.39 1.90
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Table 2. D2 &

FBARS50Z D
% W BRE ' H HiE e WS s
Name of B % . ..
candidate Years of Tree Height D.B.H Rate in compairison
trees selection Locations age with average of 50
neighboring trees
(m) (em)  Height D.B.H.
THhERE 245 1973 BKEMHEIDRE 14 4.5 6.0 1.22 1.33
Taichuu-toouiku Akita, Akita prefecture
” 25% 1973 ” ” 14 45 7.0 1.29 1.46
” 265 1973 famGERELCH], +EZEHMI42S 12 46 9.0 - -
Yuza, Yamagata prefecture
” 218 1973 ” ” 15 5.8 10.0 - -
” 285 1973 ” ” 12 5.6 9.0 - -
” 29% 1973 EHETEHH, HEEEK135% 13 4.4 8.0 - -
Sakata, Yamagata prefecture
” 305 1973 ” ” 13 3.3 6.0 - -
” 315 1973 ” ” 13 3.2 5.0 - -
” 325 1973 BRETSREE EREFEKIMA 15 7.0 12.0 1.37 1.71
Tsuruoka, Yamagata prefecture
” 335 1973 ” ” 15 6.0 12.0 1.18 1.71
” RYE= 1975 FKETHERTDRE 18 85  10.0 1.93 1.85
Akita, Akita prefecture
” 355 1975 ” ” 18 8.0 10.5 1.70 1.81
” 365 1975 ” ” 18 7.0 11.0 1.25 1.90
” 315 1975 ” ” 18 7.0 12.5 1.71 2.23
” 385 1980 ” ” 19 5.0 13.0 1.56 2.32
” 39% 1980 ” ” 19 5.5 12.0 1.72 2.00
” 405 1980 ” ” 19 8.0 13.0 1.45 1.60
” 1% 1980 ” ” 19 10.0 16.5 1.92 1.96
” 425 1980 ” ” 19 7.0 14.0 1.71 1.82
” 4135 1980 ” ” 19 9.0 14.5 1.96 1.711
” 4us 1980 ” ” 19 5.0 13.0 1.47 1.88
” 45% 1980 ” ” 19 9.0 15.0 1.80 1.70
” 465 1980 ” ” 19 6.0 12.0 1.40 1.62
” 115 1980 ” ” 19 6.0 10.5 1.30 1.38
” 485 1980  fadgEREcE, +EEEFMKI4L 14 7.0 11.0 1.89 1.90
Yuza, Yamagata prefecture
” 195 1980 ” ” 14 6.0 9.0 1.67 1.70
” 505 1980 ” ” 1413 13 3.0 5.0 1.88 2.17
” 515 1980 BEHETWEL, SREAMKIITA 28 13.0 20.0 2.41 2.47
Sakata, Yamagata prefecture
” 525 1980 ” ” 26 7.0 15.5 1.71 1.82
” 535 1980 ” ” 26 6.5 17.0 1.55 2.02
” 545 1980 ” ” 1371 26 6.0 12.5 2.22 1.87
” 555 1980 ” ” 26 5.0 11.0 2.08 1.86
” 565 1980 BBRETHEFE, EREFEKIMZ 14 8.0 12.0 1.90 2.07
Tsuruoka, Yamagata prefecture
” 578 1980 ” ” 14 6.0 9.0 1.68 1.64
” 585 1980 ” ” 14 7.5 10.0 1.56 1.67
” 595 1980 ” ” 14 6.0 14.0 0.87 1.46
” 605 1980 ” ” 14 6.0 10.0 1.94 2.04
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Photo. 1. EBUHEBERARLKS

State of one of the stands in which candidate tree were selected.
AR 2/l .71, EEZEk2.23

This candidate tree is 1.7 times in hight and 2.2 times in D.B.H.,
Compaired with neighboring trees

2. EHMERBAOBREEHBE

D A& FH &%

BRADBEIFICE< Y N/ 2 N T OPWBRRRBIBEE N TP > 20T, 1980~19814Eih if
THREFE LT - foo FBMERBERACOERD > bD4sE L, WBE LTHEEROEME, SBITh 8
ERIBETH 5, WERGKHTHERPEFICEST 2 hBEE (LT [MhR] £945) 13~1650
FE» 5134, BHTESWICHET 3R T ~1050EMD» O 5 ARIZNbDTH 3,

SHEOWERATHL, BRAB L UOHERS Lo b SR 8 A% L 72 (Photo.2)
MEEREOBRIZI08ITIT » 720 BIL 7o MFEEREBIR > TE B ICHEBICRE LHEE ML,

WEHEOREE R, WL YEEROSHIEE S ERD 2K I HOHELBE LT, £ ORHZAIR
BLUERGIERETEE L, Table SIRTHEI Lichi- TR, #HHHZE 2 WERSHEIK
L7 (Photo.d) o THSDRAICH EDETable 4R HET, RAAMAOENR, FARER
W1

Table 3. = /Y ¥ < NI HEXS
Type of damage by Thecodiplosis japonensis

X 45 B e JiE TN
Type of damage Condition of damage

BLet3E TEOIERMZD STV D
Sound needle Needle without both scar and gall
BHREE SHEREIMICYHORABRIEZD S50, GIRFELLTVL LD
Scarred needle Needle with scar but without gall
=PRI 757 1 -4 HEZVWPEES N, GHEFELTVEHD
Galled needle Needle with both scar and gall
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Table 4. EIFRB L OFEROBE W ik

Calculation methods of oviposition percentage and parasitism percentage.

EZA

Ttems

" Hi Vil &

Calculation method

EEDRSHEERL

Number of needles with eggs
E O %

Oviposition Percentage

f S S

Parasitism Percentage

RS+ B2 VR IER

No. of Scarred needles+ No. of galled needles
(REDRSHEES 2 FERD X100

(No. of needles with eggs,/ Total no. of needles) X100
(2 WERSTEER BN EERD X100

(No. of galled needles:,No. of needles with eggs) X100

(A B'

Photo. 2. 7 v= v OYMEER
Current shoots of Japanese black pine
AHA WIERRET S £ VWi,
B;@e$EOR
A;Damaged shoot with many
galled needles
B;Sound shoot

Photo. 3. HED = v /N & < /S nHFEX S
Type of damage by Thecodiplosis japonensis
A RAEEE, B AR CRAVERHE
A;Sound needle, B;Scarred needle,

C;Galled needle
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2 # B

DR O S E DB RN B AR R % Table 5iR L7z, 19804EI1C382 L 7o 22f@ (bt 1 ~379)
DEEISEIX11.19% (0.6~54.09%), 19814EIcFHE L7234 (it 38~608) OEIEIL 12.0% (3.2~
43.6%) TH -1, MBHEEL 1IZIFE UAHERL, 45M@EKD > BIMEEKIZEINRMI0%LIT T, F
H7.5%TH > 2o

5 RIZ 19806 H514.4% (0~95.2%), 19814E436.1% (0~69.8%)T, MHAELE L dbIX Lo &BIRA
VA, TR0 BH2ME MK, 1 ~10% D514 T, 5EEFED S LBMEBBEVFERTH - 1,

Table 5. EFIMHERBAOHIERELR

Result of needle inspection on candidate trees

% B K #t & & X E OB &% F £ %
Name of Number of needles Oviposition Parasitism
candidate Tree R’ £ & B i WERK percentage percentage
trees age  Sound Scarred Galled 96 (%)
NEHEE 15 21 974 86 9 89 9.5
Taichuu-toouiku
” = 23 677 3 1 0.6 25.0
” 85 23 860 96 1 10.1 1.0
” 95 23 1014 75 14 8.1 15.7
” 10%5 23 906 37 0 3.9 0
” 115 20 1071 62 0 5.5 0
” 138 20 890 82 0 8.4 0
” 145 20 627 39 0 5.9 0
” 155 20 610 81 0 11.7 0
” 165 20 730 7 0 0.9 0
” 225 22 767 14 0 1.8 0
” 235 22 1082 89 0 7.6 0
” 245 21 482 27 541 54.0 95.2
” 25% 21 1192 914 0 434 0
” 265 19 2210 7 46 2.3 86.8
” 285 19 1247 28 0 2.2 0
” 325 22 977 71 66 12.3 48.2
” 335 22 605 193 87 31.6 31.1
” 345 23 575 43 0 7.0 0
” 355 23 820 40 0 4.7 0
” 365 23 1197 41 2 3.5 4.7
” RiE= 23 848 85 0 9.1 0
” 38% 20 875 155 0 15.0 0
” 395 20 924 224 0 19.2 0
” 405 20 1222 104 4 8.1 3.7
” 115 20 477 365 3 43.6 0.8
” 4125 20 677 98 7 134 6.7
” 435 20 1075 60 0 5.3 0
” 45 20 917 75 173 21.3 69.8
” 45% 20 675 55 0 7.5 0
” 465 20 1304 91 4 6.8 4.2
” 1715 20 768 110 0 12,5 0
” 48% 15 837 42 1 4.9 2.3
” 49% 15 1197 81 10 7.1 11.0
” 505 14 983 104 0 9.6 0
” 51% 29 862 53 2 6.0 3.6
” 525 27 745 87 0 10.5 0
” 535 27 779 46 5 6.1 9.8
” 545 27 815 364 12 31.6 3.2
” 555 27 1905 297 0 13.5 0
” 565 15 1479 T4 6 5.1 7.5
” 5785 15 1211 99 15 8.6 13.2
” 585 15 990 89 1 8.3 1.1
” 595 15 1290 41 1 3.2 2.4
” 605 15 871 7 0 8.1 0
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‘Table 6. HWEROHERFERR

Result of needle inspection on damaged trees

% B MR # X F X E OB X F 4 =
Name of Number of needles Oviposition Parasitism
damaged Tree g % s B B2 WK percentage percentage
trees age Sound Scarred Galled 8 (%)
HEK 15 20 740 1 934 55.8 99.9
Damaged tree
725 20 251 0 606 70.7 100.0
7 35 20 335 13 655 66.6 98.1
7 45 20 89 0 119 57.2 100.0
7 105 20 91 14 595 87.0 97.7
7 118 20 258 22 270 53.1 92.5
7 125 20 365 42 536 61.3 92.7
» 1385 20 743 273 1 26.9 0.4
7 148 20 129 9 745 85.4 98.8
7 15% 20 327 1 709 68.5 99.9
7 168 20 105 1 1024 90.7 99.9
7 175 20 256 0 1077 80.8 100.0
7 18% 20 385 5 201 34.9 97.6
7 198 23 1003 28 180 17.2 86.5
7 208 23 858 57 172 21.1 75.1
7 218 23 1148 1 302 20.1 99.7
7 22% 23 854 14 383 317 96.5
7 235 23 773 2 115 13.1 98.3

Table 643, 19804E ICIEFMRRAR L OBEARIC D W TIT» LM EOHERAFEOKRET L d
DTH B, HEARL~185013EEEHHII~165DEMKRTH 3, MEOHLK T, HWEAROERE
7364.5% (26.9~90.7%), REEA 4 EADEINRA6.7% (0.9~11.7%), HEAROHFERIZ0.4%65 1 @
A THO12MEF1398.1% (92.5~100%), BHADOFAERIZ AMBES 0K TH > T, HEKRII~23
B0 5 @iEEMRT ~1050HEK TR, HEROERKH20.6% (13.1~31.7%), MK 4 HikDEN
E55.7% (0.6~10.1%), BERDOELERH?I1.2% (75.1~99.7%), BFA 4 FEikOSFERD10.4% (0
~25.09%)TH ot TDXIITHEREBERATIZ2 BATL SEIR, FERCAXBERSADON
7o

I EREESARS 0— 0 OERERTE

1. MH&EHE

BRADSERs v — v ARFAXBTERL, 20 3ELHLKETHFENEDRE O 7 0= v B
Mook L TRE & L,

COBFIR= YNy NI B LU HIFRY OERERELE LT, B20~60m, &
H200m D3I FHSBEHTH 3, FEBEIIMHE 7 ~26F4ED 7 o< Y - T 5 (Photo. 4) o
19824E 4 B, Z OKIRBHICBEMAZL Y o~ v EHER2 7 o — v 2ERK L (1 BREM), 1| BRE
Hiz, 127o0—-r4kh 1l 7oy 74 EKFOFRICHERL, 6 7oy 2 2% T, EEMBIR ImX
Imé L, 0%, | SREMOBERTEHIC/T >7o oD IhEBEIEL, 19855 3 Hic, 1 SREH
0o DBMAL, BICERLIDERI - v EkbbEBRBAS o— >, HEAI 70—V £
UCBFROEK T EMA kL7 (2 5REHD. 25REME, 127o0—-vYkbl Toy 2 icl0KY
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OFPRICHEER L, 5 7oy s BT, HEMRIE 1 mx0.8mé L, HEEAR, 12REMD» OB
Lo ER6FELBPLIFTRR L > EKRSHEETH S, 1 EBLU 2 EREM MO T o s BEHE
i3, Fig 2R &BYTHB, 170~ Y7 h OFAKIE 1 SREMS 1 ~24%K, 2 SHREMA 1 ~
BORERRIVTH -7 tedd, BHARSRELLZ o—vREVT oy 2 ECERE L THo 7oy 2 13K
BR& L7z,

Photo.4. HEHDOLEH
State of test site
Lol . EAERREH, Bl 70— VREM
Left side:progeny test site,

Right side:clone test site

N—rp—— No. 2

Iﬁs l G4 I 63
| ez ] a1

S3 S2 si

L

se ss sS4

[9]
2]
[9]
X
[o]
N
|

Fig.2. MO 7oy 7 BE
Arrangement of blocks in test site
G:7a—YRBRE (D&A) Clone test (graft),
S:RRIRE (A Progeny test (seedling)
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T YNy N ERNOFEEE, | SHREM TR 3 FRO 1984 £ 9 Hic, 25REHTIIHE
BAEHRD 1988 10 HE b FERD 19894 9 HItiTo 7o BFBEL S 1 HELVEHEIZ L EH
BEINBYEERE | KFOBIMLTIT -7 KL, £BEARGHEKEIHEEA» DBA L1, £HFAA
#0070 — VHFHERAE I Table TIWRTEBD TH B, B, HEAZo-—vOHELRL, 283
Table 6IR LEERLE DD TH D, HEKR6 SERIBRICEEz TV #Horo<y
fETH 3,

AR T By N § N OENIERIREBICE 2T,

WEHEOHEEHEE, T2 1) OFAEFEICHEL/,

Table 7. 7 v — YREICH L - HEEHK

Number of ramets used for clone-test in each year

i3 E
77— Years su—v Years
Name of clone Name of clone
1984 1988 1989 1984 1988 1989
MRREEFLS - 17 11 i R R E30E - 31 20
Taichuu-toouiku Taichuu-toouiku
” 25 - 9 7 ” 315 8 4
” 35 - 11 8 ” 325 21 23
” 45 - 19 17 ” 335 - 33 29
» 5E . 19 3 ” 355 3 - -
” 65]- ~ 6 - ” 36-,,‘:7l _ 1 -
” = 3 20 17 ” 375 3 2 2
” 85 3 6 5 ” 385 16 7 4
” 95 8 26 19 ” 395 16 4 4
” 105 5 13 9 ” 405 4 -
” 115 9 26 21 ” 415 5 -
” 125 - 26 24 ” 425 8 2
” 13% 4 27 22 ” 445 5 - -
” 145 - 16 17 ” 45% 8 2 1
” 155 - 14 14 ” 165 3 - -
” 168 - 1 - ” 485 6
” 175 - 32 32 ” 495 10 - -
” 185 - 32 27 ” 505 4 -
” 195 - 27 26 ” 525 2 -
” 205 - 20 18 ” 545 8 - -
” 215 - 30 30 4 565 10 2 -
” 205 2 13 8 ” 575 8 - -
” 235 6 31 28 ” 58% 4 -
” 245 4 20 16 ” 605 6 - -
7 255 2 27 24 HER 15 1 - -
” 265 - 12 10 Damaged tree
” 215 - 20 13 ” 25 4 - 1
” 285 - 7 6 ” 65 - 13 12
” 295 21 12
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2. # =2

1 SREMBAR OEERI S EOWETE 21T - 1M 3 FROEFRH52.2%, EHEROFIGH
=53.8cm, MK OEGHERD2.0cmTH » 1, 2 SREHPEAROEFTRI RS EOHERAE
AT o 1 AH#R 5 R DETFERH63.4%, EFEAROEEREHT5.2cm, HERE OEFLGHERI5.4em T
&l

HEECLO/7o- VREMOENRB LI UFERI T oy 7tk > TEOYS - 70h8, EIFREI
19844E4334.1% (25.8~40.0%), 19884EH321.9% (12.4~28.6%), 19894E4510.9% (7.0~15.4%)TH -
Foo BERITIB4MEA11.8% (7.4~15.7%), 1988%EA338.1% (28.2~48.9%), 1989£E4525.996 (12.9~
33.9%)TH » 72

B7oy s OREEs v— YR, 70— YRR OEREESEEEETH -2 T & LERKOME
BEDPLREIWT, £7 0y 2% LTVE 70— ri@diivn, 20ohThHENARREERLSHR > T
VAR T EREs a—v DT oy NEYERRBLU oy NEERERERER L THHSINE
fToto Z0kER%ETable 88 & UTable UT/R L7z, BEIIR, FARE 19884 & 1989F DERM B &
U7 o—YIRENFWEBRENZED SN, 2L, EREZ - VORBERICIBRRIED S
NiEh -7,

Table 8. IBEHIHBERHALIY v — vkt 2ENR (AEHR) DT
Analysis of variance of oviposition percentage (arcsinv%)

in 13 clones of candidate trees

= A B B E| ¥ #F M\ YR Al =4
Factor D.F. S.S. M.S. F
Eia 1 4417.56 4417 .5615 167.4448"
Year
J o - v 12 2385.80 198.8167 4.1255*
Clone
£ X s2o-v 12 578.31 48.1922 1.8267
Year X Clone
* = 78 2057.81 26.3822
Error
= g
Total 103 9439.48

* x ;1 %/KETHRE Significant at 1% level
* : 5 %/K#ETHE Significant at 5 % level
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Table 9. ERHEHAKIZZ v—rvicBIF2F4E (AXH) OHHSHT
Analysis of variance of parasitism percentage (arcsinv%)

in 13 clones of candidate trees

L3 K B & E| £ A M SN Cil:/ G -
Factor D.F. S.S. M.S. F
F 1 6920.17 6920.1704 53.2083**
Year
7 o = M 12 97376.61 8114.7175 62.3930"*
Clone
£ X Zao-—-v 12 1163.82 96.9849 0.7457
Year X Clone
® %= 78 10144 .54 130.0582
Error
El : 103 115605.14
Total

* x 1 1 %/K¥ETHE Significant at 1% level

(%)
100
£ 80 max.
H
5
o Av.
g 60
3 Min
40
# B .
&
H 20 N l
| e ,
0

25 10 41 7 42 49 9 38 80 40 54 52 37 44 46 50
8 23 35 13 45 24 D2 S8 39 48 56 22 57 (I DI

2 v — ¥ Clone

Fig.3. 19844ED 7 v — VIR & S 1hEnH
Average and range of oviposition percentage
in each clone test in 1984
D:#EAR Damaged tree
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(%)

100
Max
g)ﬂBOL-
s
[~}
8
3
2
. 60
2
‘é AV.
£
& 40
Lo
=
W 20
0 Min. .‘o..
33 39 25 32 19 13 ¢ 38 17 12 15 22 20 2 3 7 6 27 16 45 36
8 30 II 18 23 21 10 4 9 4 D6 26 5 37 24 29 28 31 42 56

2 v — v Clone

Fig. 4. 198820 7 v — v BIFHEEIIR & Sy fhEnpH
Average and range of oviposition percentage
in each clone test in 1988
D: #%#AK Damaged tree

Fig. 3131984FHFE 7 v — v, Fig 4id1988ERE I/ o—vicoW0WT, ghEhTovrs2 ALk
7 o— VEPEEERREES, BEEARLIZODOTH S, 1984FICHEL &7 o— v OFEEIR10.0

~62.5%, 1988%132.9~50.3% TH » o T, MUTII/RE 1T 7208, 1989 D E TI122.56~22.5%
Th 1o BEBEE SREBEESERICDE VY 0 — v IPEERRMEL, REE, SEEOIE
bhEV, ZhoAD 7 o— v TEHES « REBIESKEL, F—7o-vPHEEINATVE 15T
0~50%Ll Lok ETHE2EAMH D, ENRIRERSCLIEEIREVWEALNG, £/, &
BERAROTELERERS 518 SN AEINEK (Table 5) EOMHBIZATH, 19844 IFFEBIFRE r =0.237, 1988
i3 r =0.318, 198913 r =0.115& WFh bEFEREZAD ST, SBEHMAIRLAERREZI S H
WA o— v OBERREFHELLE L7 THODIEMSERC>VTREBIERTFELTESR
K WEETH 3 EBbh B,

Fig. 5i3, 19844E, 1988%F, 19894ED JLEFIFEAEL/2hT2~3EBFES N9 7 v - viZDVT,
Tay 7R TH LEABRENSERERLALODOTH S, WEK2, 651, 24EME b2FHAMEK
ChZ WERSHIENS D, £ OFERNIBL LTS 72 (Photo.5) o ThiZX LT, BHADD D
H110211+142728+31+3738+39+42:455 D117 v — v id, FHAEL FLERM Y THRVIEREE R
L7z (Photo.6)o MfH17-849+12+13+15+17+18+19+20+21+22¢23+25-565 D152 o — v i3 Fic & » THZ L
kA o dh, WIFNLFERBBEVW I o— Y ThHot, LHL, MiftHle203442524-2629-30-32¢
33T 7 v — v i3FEFE0.7~100% %KL, HERI o— Vv OFERIGEVWSDTH o7, TDLD
KR L > THERETORVEA SN B, FARPFGVW I o—vEBEnro—- Yy 3IEFIKET
E
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(%)
100

80

60 |

20 |

o LOLLL

19 22

00 (

80 -

% 4 ® Parasitism percentage

40

20 |

23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 3 33 37 38 39 42 45 56 D2 D6
7o - v

CJ%1984, [EXX3:19688, UEERR: 1989

Fig.b. 2~3EFAE L7y a— v DEJISER
Parasitism percentage of clones inspected
two or three times in clone test
D:##FEA Damaged tree

COTERS, 1RLAFABINEDP s/ o VIOV THFERORF %17 - 72, Fig. 61370
FERTHD, Mid1635°36+414648+50+52+54+5758+605 D127 o — v OFERIZT VTN S 0 % E 713
1 %RIRTH 70T, LHofns, Eiikre—veiaon3, Chicl Clitd6-40-44-4952 0
40— vDEERII5.8~94.3%TH0, FHEEHMI o— v Th -1,
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Photo. 5. FEESiM 7 o — v 0> ERMEEK Photo. 6. &7 o — v 0> XAMEE
Graft of non-resistant clone Gralft of resistant clone
WEARKICRI VERHENEHS 3

Current shoots have many galled needles

(%)
100 -

80 -

60

% 4 ¥ Parasitism percentage

[ & - _— - - = = —_ - L - - - O - L]

6 16 35 J6 40 41 44 46 48 49 S0 52 54 57 58 60 DI
7 @ — ¥ Clone

C:i984, [ZZ3:1988

Fig. 6. 1EFEL o— v OFER
Parasitism percentage of clones inspected
one time in clone test

D:#¥EA Damaged tree
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M-2:2) KBVTRBEREAMNE L ZFERLEENL 70— VRECBFBFERE 2L TRLE
DOHMTable 10TH %, BHADFERD 0% TH - iifdl0-11573 ED21HEEIE 7 0 - VIREICBWT
bEERN %D, HAVERES -> THHFERMEL, TXTEMLABENE DD TH -, B
FAROEERD; 1 ~30%Th- 2R 17 EXEDIMEKIFETMHEE AL SN S b0 9 k& FEETH
SR, BEADOIERNIIUULE TS - 7242655 £ D 5 Fikiz T R THIHEFHO SO TH -
7o COEDIBEBAROFEREZNS 70— Vv OFAREIFVEEENED LN B,

INSDRERD S, BRAOEEDS B o— VIREILBVWTHERP 0 BHEVREVSDTEH -
F38fHR L, 2 o— YREICRER SN D - HORHAROFERS 0 %6 TH - kit h3443+47-555 D
4 fEE, FHaofEosEiu L HiM s h B,

Table 10. EHERBAREZ0s o— v ORER
Parasitism percentage of candidate trees
and their clones (%)

H £ £ 0 F £ X%

% PR Parasitism percentage % L Parasitism percentage
Name of ro—y Name of ra—y
candidate C§§$~ Clone candidate C{frji?ii» Clone

trees te trees | 1984 | 1988 | 1989 frees te trees | 1984 | 1988 | 1989

HREHREFS 9.5 - 100 93.9 it R A 335 311, - 97.7 89.6
Taichuu-toouiku Taichuu-toouiku

” 25 - - 80.3 88.9 ” 345 0 -
” 35 - - 91.3 91.9 ” 355 0 0 - -
” 45 - - 81.4 94.2 ” 365 4.7 - 0 -
” 55 - - 92.2 91.8 ” 315 0 0 0 0
” 65 - - 88.9 - ” 385 0 0 0 0
” 5 25.0 0 16.3 4.3 ” 395 0 0 0 0
” 8= 1.0 0 17.0 0 ” 405 3.7 77.9 - -
” 95 15.7 19.5 12.0 0 ” 4115 0.8 0.5 - -
” 105 0 0 0 0 ” 425 6.7 0
” 115 0 0 0.1 0 ” 4135 0 - - -
” 125 - 7.0 6.7 ” 45 69.8 50.8 - -
” 135 0 0 4.9 0 ” 415% 0 0 0 0
” 145 0 - 0.5 0 ” 4165 4.2 0 - -
” 155 0 23.0 1.1 ” 475 0 B - -
” 165 0 - 0 - # 485 2.3 0 - -
” 175 - - 4.3 0 ” 495 11.0 94.3 - -
” 185 - - 9.0 14 ” 505 0 0 - -
4 195 - - 9.8 0 ” 515 3.6 - - -
” 205 - - 104 0.8 ” 52% 0 0
” 2185 0 10.9 0.9 ” 535 9.8 - - -
” 225 0 0 49.7 0 ” 545 3.2 0 - -
” 235 0 87.8 11.1 0 ” 55% 0 - -

” 245 95.2 0 94.6 714 ” 565 7.5 0.6 0

” 255 0 - 11.2 0 ” 575 13.2 1.9 -
” 265 86.8 - 794 76.2 ” 58% 1.1 0 -
” 215 - - 0 0 ” 595 2.4 - - -
” 285 0 - 0 0 ” 605 0 0 - -
298 - - 88.4 60.7 | WER 15 99.6 58.3 - -
” 305 - - 98.7 94.7 Damaged tree

” 315 - - 0 0 4 2% 100 93.0 - -
” 325 48.2 99.8 95.7 ” 65 - - 95.7 94.3
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IV ERERSEROALRERRICE (T ZEREORER

1. MREHE

1985%E 3 Hic, 7 v — VRREMICHES & CRRBREE R T 72,

HEAMENE, 1981 ICTCMERAR, BEAXKER HRIHEATH 2REMEEOALRES
HITL, 19821 FHRIM L 7232K%K, WERSOBEARL SBTHINL L HRKE 5 £F, HITEHR
ThHb, BFFR%E 1 T oy 720K TOFNRICHEEL, 6 7oy s 2&T Fig.D o 7L, 679y
7 HIWHPBEMATH EROH20~0KFT ML bDTH B, £/, 1 ~57092ICBVTH
1 KHY47 0 OEHARD 4 ~100K ERFOTH - 1209, BHAMSRELAKREEV oy 7 BcE
BLTHO T oy 7 3RKE Ulc, SERABARGRPIIEHEMTE M BE L SEEREHAL .

T YNy G N ERR ORI, k4 FEHO1988F10H & 5 FEH D989 9 HiciT» o B
HELS I HARLLDEHESZ O EHEI N YEEEE 1 KT OBLTIT - 7o KL, ABFR
BEEKEGHEAD SBA LT, FRIAEMEKETable LLIRTEBYTH S, 4B, REHICH
Wi EARIETable IR LEEREF—D D TH 5,

HEKICHT 2wy N s N2 OERIERRECE b, HEHEOHEESERR, T2 @
FEFEICE L 12,

2. # B

AR DEFRIZ 2 BIH OWMEREEAT - 1K 5 EROEFERNTIY, HHEADFEMEHT5cm,
Rl R DI HMERHH10cmTH - 2,

FEETLDT oy JRIFERE, 198FED 1 ~5 70y 7 TiE47.3% (41.2~53.0%), 19894 d 1
~5 70y 7 Tid44.6% (40.8~49.0%) T, BHMBERMARBLORERRDAHEMELI6 7oy 7id
19885E4325.3%, 19894FE4322.3%C, WIFNOHAFEL 7o v /HlICL 2BV IB/NE P o T,

Table 11ic/R L - REHHSE oW T, REFE U Acfitdi811+13-1416-17-18-275 D 8 7 o —
27 0—-vORERE (Fig.5,6) IKBVWTHEERN0%H 2 0 iEBD TERIEIM s o - v EHfEFS N
3LDTHY, MHh1:24-26032:335B L UPHWEKRL 26508 7 v— v iZHFAERLE  FEERM 7 0 —
YTH B, LIed»T, ThoDRREFREIMBSENEOMAR, Bl <SEEMoMEE, M
HOFEESIE O A H D 3 D IXY SN B,

Fig.Tid, FEEE0%, 1~20%, 21~40%, 41~60%, 61~80%, 81~100%D 6 FE#KI<X4L T,
BRRICBIZTNZThOBEEHEARER LA DDTH 3, HEZNESHHBRGS BRI OREMEE
KERTHDN0. 122232729 «1314+1523225°26-27-30 DI3EKZ T, FHER0 B OHERIL, 1988FEH
65.8% ,19894E4571.6%, FFAEHBI~100% D HIARIL, 19884E4322.3%, 1989 H23.3% T, FHABMEE D
#90% i3 VIEPIE R RS b O L BN O b D LIt L (Photo.7,8), FAERM 1 ~80%,9Mb b
BRETIE & h 2 WERRSHESE U 2 PRI OEE B TOR L -ty F1, BHMEXFBEHHORE
HEERKRTHBN0.4256°10211+1216+17-1821922228+29-31-32D 15K ZRICB VT b, FHEMMADST
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Table 11. FKRBIFHEMEEE
Number of trees used for progeny test in each family
E % ®
Families Years
X EME A &
No. Cross combination 1988 1989
¥ XS
1 WHEEEISXHHEERIS 94 93
Taichuu-toouiku Taichuu-toouiku
2 ” 115X ” 145 80 81
3 ” 115X ” 175 51 53
4 ” 1S X#EKR 6% 63 62
Damaged tree
5 ” 115x 7 15 15 10
6 ” 15x » 25 30 29
7 ” 45 X REEFILS 69 69
Taichuu-toouiku
8 ” UEX 7 14E 0 0
9 ” 145X ” 178 84 83
10 ” 145 X EKR 65 59 62
Damaged tree
11 ” 145 % ” 15 12 11
12 ” 145 X% ” 25 26 41
13 ” 175 XHRREEIS 103 96
Taichuu-toouiku
14 ” 178 % ” 145 79 83
15 ” 175X ” 175 68 70
16 ” 178 X HER 65 59 66
Damaged tree
17 ” 175 X ” 15 76 72
18 ” 175 X ” 25 58 59
19 #HEKR 65 X HRRF145 24 24
Damaged tree Taichuu-toouiku
20 ” 65 XHHEAR 65 4 4
Damaged tree
21 ” 65 X ” 25 16 16
22 THHERE 1S XHHREEIS 8 8
Taichuu-toouiku Taichuu-toouiku
23 ” 8% X ” 115 23 20
24 ” 95 % ” 115 0 0
25 ” 135 % ” 145 13 14
26 ” 1658 X ” 14% 87 63
27 ” 185 X ” 145 10 11
28 4 245 X ” 145 33 31
29 ” 265 X ” 175 28 23
30 ” 278 X ” 175 64 52
31 ” 325X ” 17% 54 58
32 ” 335 X ” 17% 16 13
33 HWEK 135 Damaged tree (open pollination) 60 67
34 ” 145 ” ( ” ) 69 71
35 ” 168 ” ( ” ) 82 82
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(%) (Resistant X Resistant)

100 r No.l [ Ne2 No.3

$H B Frequency
[4,] ~
o o

N
[3,]

100 yo14 C Nols No23

Fig. 7. &FRIBI 3FEROEE N
Frequency distribution of parasitism percentage of each family in progeny test
FHERXIE0:0%, 1:1~20%, 2:21~40%, 3:41~60%, 4 :61~80%,
5:81~100%, &5iiTable ILIIRTHEERENO.TH 3B,
Index of parasitism percentage 0,1,2,3,4,5 represent 0%,
1~20%, 21~40%, 41~60%, 61~80%, 81~100%,
respectively and No. represents family number in table 11.
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i (* - i S %
Photo.7. #EHtEOEE Photo.8. JFEILMEDEAR
Resistant seedling Non-resistant seedling
MAEERICRZ WERSESZH S 5

Current shoots have many galled needles

KEEVIEHE R T SO LIBEHMEDO SO LML, FHAER BOMBERIE, 19884 4540.6%, 1989
FH46.7% T, BBOGBREOKRERREN -~/ BEZMNESOMBVEEREOREMELERT
»5No.20, 2113, FEEEL bFER 0 BOMFRHEHE S, TTE~100%DOEETH » 7o £z, #

LSO EARTEERTH 5N0.33~370 5 RHi3, BBOFAERHS 1 %L FTH - 72No.33(Table 6
OWEKRIZE) BB} IHEFHOFROBBERIGEMUL, 200 4RZR T VFh bHEIIEENR
HORZROHERIGEMU L T, DX, BRRICBU 3 FAROHME N ZIEHLME & FFIETTHE
CSEEL, HEBIMEMER O BRI RO OBREIC L 3 T EHHSHTH - o

FER T, mERSETM S & GBI X EERHOMA YRR E BFER 0 O HEHFR L, 1989F K
St L CT19884EH 5 %TREEE D » 7o0s, FAEK 0 ~20% F TOHBEKR T, HESEREORFRIIHEEL
673%, Gk < JHETIH OF TR AREHI8~A9% I 0 BEFRTH - 7o

iz, FhRd EHSEEL 1 HoBETFIcL > THESNhTWEBETH 2 & LS, @
HOLL o hWEE+ T HARTHIREMAE TRETIEBEICZ Y, MHEL~NTF o B KO
HEETIRY, ~FoBEAEXEE S ETEAEOREME S TIH0% DB EH O HERS P TE
3, MEIEE S TEAROREMA T TRIEBMESER LIV Lt 3, FERBROSHE, Rl
fek D ICHFEFR 0 ~20% D b D EEFMEE RS L ckROBEREAGOHER I, HHIEIHORR
BTIIM73%, DM X JEERMORREETI348%TH », WHFEHRARICAYUL TV, £/, BH
MBI ORRIC BEIEMEESHE LS >, ThoDI Eh s, REH L HERERAAR
sa—vi~FoBEAKTHY, HERKE s o - Y IEUFEEARTHE LTINS,
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Table 12. FEMIEIUMEORKRICB I 2 BHUEMEGAE L 2 0EE
Rate of resistant indiyiduals in the progenies of
resistant clone X resistant clone
1988%E  Year 19894 Year
EE3
&S
emky meEEy SOEEL | o @y mERm e
Famil Total Number of =oH Total Number of ==
amily . Rate of . Rate of
number number of resistant resistant number of resistant resistant
individuals individuals P individuals individuals o
individuals individuals
1 94 64 0.681 93 64 0.688
2 80 57 0.713. 81 59 0.728
3 51 34 0.667 53 38 0.717
7 69 49 0.710 69 50 0.725
9 84 59 0.702 83 60 0.723
13 103 68 0.660 96 67 0.698
14 79 61 0.772 83 64 0.771
15 68 54 0.794 70 54 0.771
23 23 20 0.870 20 14 0.700
25 13 9 0.692 14 10 0.714
26 87 61 0.701 63 45 0.714
27 10 8 0.800 11 9 0.818
30 64 42 0.656 52 37 0.712
it 825 586 0.7103 788 571 0.7246
Total
Table 13. Efii X FFIEHHORFRICB Y 2 BHHBEER E 20814
Rate of resistant individuals in the progenies of
resistant clone X non-resistant clone
1988%F Year 1989%F  Year
o ISP B TSP A
&S 2 &% TR o # & RN ¢ B A& o B &
Family Total Number of R == Total Number of ==
N ate .of . Rate of
number number of resistant istant number of resistant resistant
individuals individuals  resis individuals individuals  Tesis
individuals individuals
4 63 26 0.413 62 28 0.452
5 15 7 0.467 10 3 0.300
6 30 12 0.400 29 12 0.414
10 59 28 0.475 62 29 0.468
11 12 6 0.500 11 5 0.455
12 26 12 0.462 41 20 0.488
16 59 7 07458 66 37 0.561
17 76 34 0.447 72 39 0.542
18 58 27 0.466 59 30 0.508
19 24 14 0.583 24 13 0.542
22 8 5 0.625 8 4 0.500
28 33 20 0.606 31 19 0.613
29 28 15 0.536 23 10 0.435
31 54 20 0.370 58 25 0.431
32 16 7 0.438 13 8 0.615
Bt 561 260 0.4635 569 282 0.4956

Total
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Z L THBPIEIMEOREM A Y TH 213KFK (Table 12) B X CIEHUHE X HEHHEOREMEE T
» 515%% (Table 13) ZHWTHREMDOREET> T, TN ZTNOERsTHEI0.75:0.25 £0.50:0.504
9 HEEHEOKED 21T- 1, TOMER, WESEBREORRITE, 1988FREM »*=10.13, p=
0.60, 19894 (3 RE M x*=3.28, p=0.99T, WEL LREHEIRBD O 7o LIt - T, KHR%E
AT U7 & BT MR TRIE Ui 19885 A x1=6.72, p=0.01THE L - 7223,
19894 I3 BAM: x1=2.57, p=0.11THEMIIZAD SN FRGICES Lo It X SHEIMMOREZRM T
13, 19884 REM x*= 8.76, p=0.84, 1989FHIREME x°=8.79, p=0.84 THIF & b EHEMEIIED
SN otee LIchi-T, KREIHIC LI LEEREBIUERERTRE L, 1988F @4 x =
2.85, p=0.09, 19894FZ @& x2=0.03, p=0.89THIfFE & bFEM D ShFREIES LT,

V 7ZheUREB/Io- ELUS Oy EE
BARAZEFRICEIIZ T UN/ ¥ NATiERHE

1. BEFE

D 7THA<YREEM S o— v OBEMH ‘

FEMDE, 1963~196TE IR S N BFZBAO 7 o - vEWFTH %, T RIEILEEEAR
RIGHEEX b o BE A N 7 H = VREERI002 o—vds, 127 o— X0 9 fES TR Rk S
nTWna,

Oy n—YEREFICY Y /N §eNIHESRELLOT, 19814FI0AKRLI o Ych EENE
WEBRES N B 2EKEEY, BT RS ST T NEAEZ2ATORIL T, £7 0 — v O#EFERHE
EREE L, BEZ o — v OKEIZIE~IMET, BEEHT.0mTH -

WESTEORALFZEEI 2 + 1) ORBEHKICHEL 12,

2) 7 oy R AR R R OIEDUHE

AN, 19T9FICRE & WARKBHEARAT, AEEWRBSTHIE - o/NEOHKF 1S RARRE
MThs, CICRBILBFTEEAXATREEX, SEEKS N7 o v B O BRRRUFE RN, %
NZNOARTOMELIbD%E 1 7oy 2ELT, 370y 20RFLNATVS,

I DORRBERDORER: 5 FROFE (19834F10H) T v N/ s NIWENL LD T, HEH
ZBVEBIEEN B 1 T oy s OFFH SIEIC20@EERAG, 1 HED O MEAEE 1 RS ORINL T
ERAERE Lo, REMERAROEBTREBAEFRNM.0%, FEMESLIMTS - 1o

WEHEORESA G, T2 1) ORESKICEEL K,

2, # R

D 7A=UREEM s v - v OBH

Table 12i3, H¥EMHs o — v OERREFARLRL.bDTH S, EINRIZ10.0~90.0%FTH 3
B, 7o—rOERIEE LBEENE P - oI Eh 5, BRBHICXZEEIREVLOLHAISI N,
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%tr_%ai%ﬁ%mlol%ﬁs‘so%, hEAER 1035 5356%, % Dfiz70~100%ThH b, TH< vk 7 o — v
DOz, R L ERHREAZ o - v O L ICEWIEREAE KT DI - 1,

Table 14.

TH e YRR 0 — v OEIRRE L OEER

Oviposition percentage and. parasitism percentage

in plus-tree clones of Japanese red pine

BE oW R FHF A& K

BN R HF £ K

7= - Oviposition parasitism 7= 7 Oviposition parasitism
Name of clone perieo/rgage perii/r;;age Name of clone perie;';age per(z(;;‘;age
K f Oodate 1015 35 99 | PFiEH Nishiokitama 15 23 100
” 1025 40 75 ” 25 86 97
” 103% 72 95 ” 35 24 96
” 1045 69 93 ” 45 12 96
& H Takanosu 1015 52 97 ” 55 49 82
” 102% 47 90 ” 65 13 92
” 1035 29 96 ” 6= 32 95
” 1045 21 95 ” 85 49 97
HBH Gojome 1025 77 100 PERfIL Nishimurayama 185 46 96
” 1035 63 73 ” 25 19 95
” 1045 77 100 ” 1015 43 95
” 105% 81 100 | E@FI0 Tounanmurayama 1015 24 100
i # Yamagata 15 27 98 ” 102% 30 94
” 1015 35 95 ” 103% 35 88
” 1025 12 91 & M Iwafune 15 23 96
” 103% 18 96 |Jt JE Kitakanbara 15 27 88
# E Murakami 15 23 88 ” 2% 17 87
” 25 52 96 ” 35 19 99
” 35 90 100 ” 4% 29 98
#¥¥MH Shibata 1015 10 50 ” 1055 53 95
” 1025 30 97 ” 65 25 99
JLBKE  Kitaakita 15 87 100 ” 1075 35 98
” 25 85 100 ” 1085 28 99
” 1015 82 97 ” 1095 52 98
” 1025 69 99 | FA#JR Nishikanbara 15 62 98
” 1035 72 99 ” 25 28 99
” 1045 78 100 ” 35 81 100
” 105% 59 77 I 45 79 97
” 1065 46 87 = B Santou 15 34 91
” 1075 58 98 ” 25 89 99
” 1085 14 88 ” 35 53 90
” 109% 50 94 ” 15 51 95
” 1105 25 92 ” 55 81 80
” 111% 23 99 X ] Kariwa 101% 39 95
B f3 Kazuno 1015 76 89 ” 102+ 16 67
” 1025 29 92 # HT Araishi 1018 54 99
BEKE  Minamiakita 1015 23 97 ” 1028 61 100
” 1025 60 84 | th¥fil Nakakubiki 101% 60 98
B F Yuri 1015 43 100 ” 1025 58 91
” 1025 23 84 ” 1035 83 56
# B Ogachi 1015 21 94 ” 1045 81 100
S B Hiraka 101% 37 97 | & ¥ Sado 15 46 91
” 1025 39 98 ” 25 68 95
HEE®E B Tounanokitama 15 19 87 ” 35 44 94
” 25 26 93 ” 105% 87 98
” 35 30 99 ” 1065 60 89
” 15 44 99 ” 1075 63 100
” 55 23 91 ” 1085 42 97
” 65 52 95 | MyEETH Ryoutsushi 15 43 100
” 85 48 76 ” 25 69 99
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2) 7 o R EARER R OB

FHR & DEIEIRT6~24.4%T, FHI13.6%THh -7, Fig.8id, BRRICBY 3 FEROHELH
ERLIODTH B, EHMMEE (FER0~20%OME) SHE L 2K RIZHFI4-6-1015, EHEKHI0L
B, 891018, hEIRI0250 6 KRICHO T 1 HET>HELOAT, ZOEHERENENL X
TH 1o ZOMPISKRICIIET A RTMERRHE L ISP o7, ThOBRRICB T 2HFERDOH
BT, AR L HEREREOREERCEUT260THD, HELLI/ o vHEREE I v — >
oz BEFHODDRETLTVEL >,
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Developing Strains Resistant to the Pine Needle Gall
Midge (Thecodiplosis japonensis UcHIDA et INOUYE )
in Pinus Thunbergii PARL.

Kimio TERADA ®
Summary

The pine needle gall midge (Thecodiplosis japonensis) is one of the major pest in-
sects that affect pines, causing a reduction in the annual growth of pine trees. In order
to develop Japanese black pines (Pinus thunbergii PARL.) that are resistant to this inse
ct, sixty candidate trees, which were normaly growing in severely damaged maritime f
or-ests of Japanese black pine, were selected.

The 36 selected trees were found to be free from the parasitism of the gall midge
in the followimg inspections, although the 9 selected trees were attacked by the gall
midge no less than the damaged trees.

The clone test of the selected trees was carried out by planting grafted ramets
as a block in the severely damaged forest and then leaving the planted materials under
natural conditions. 38 clones out of the 53 tested had either zero or a very low percenta-
ge of parasitism. From the results of the inspection of selected trees and their clone test,
42 trees were judged to be resistant to the gall midge.

In the artificially pollinated progenies, the seedlings segregated into ones with non-
parasitism (0%) and ones with high-parasitism (81~100%) . The seedling with a para-
sitism percentage of 1~ 80% appeared very rarely. The average frequencies of appear-
ance of resistant seedlings were 73 % in the progenies of Resistant X Resistant, 48 % in
Resistant X Non-resistant and 0% in Non-resistant X Non-resistant, respectively.

From the above segregation ratio, it is estimated that resistance against Thecodip-
losis japonensis is regulated by one dominant gene and that the parent trees used for

pollination were heterozygous.

(1) Forest tree Breeding Institute Tohoku Breeding Office.





