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Research on tne Distribution and Damage of the Fall Webworm

Hyphantria cunea Durury.
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<Table 1> The Annualy distribution of the Fall web-

worm in Korea
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<Fig 1> The map of distribution of the Fall webworm in Korea
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<Table. 2> The observation on the degree of damaged by Fall webworm for the host species with
different height. (Garden)
~~.._ Height (m) 1-5 6—10 11—15 16—20 Total
Host\\\\‘“ lI(;Io. of iNo. of No. of INo of |No. of INo. of |No. of ’No. of [No. of No. of
-~ ‘damagedilarval idamaged|larval |damaged|larval |damagedlarval |damagedjlarval
~ plants “itree lm_ass ‘tree mass itree mass tree |mass tree mass
Fraxinus ; ‘
rhynchophyllus -~ — 1 26 — — - - 1 26
Prunnus serrulata 24 77 19 178 1 3 — - 44 258
Prunus Ansu 1 1 3 51 — — — - 4 52
Syringa vulgaris 1 10 — — — — — - 1 10
Sorbus il}fgifgla 1 10 - — - - — - 1 10
Acer negundo 9 19 2 9 — — — — 11 28
Agrformosn | oo 1| | = - = = s
Morus alba - — 1 21 — -~ - - 1 21
| Salix koreenis 3| 3 7 40 2 5 2, 5l “ | 9
| {
ROsi/[aximowicziana 2 4 - o - - - 1 o 2 4
Wistaria japonica 3 ‘ 5 - —_ — — - - 3 5
Populus sp — — 12 30 6 18 6 ‘ 9 24 57
Platanus orientalis 2 7 31 126 5 45 4 32 42 210
Ulmus Davidiana 6 . 15 30 447 — — 1 6 36 462




parts of the Crown.

by each generation.

Ailanthus altissima - 1 \ 43 5 27 - 17 76
Ka{?;;ﬁ}nf;pig;?;m - — 1 47 - 1 47
Carpinus laxiflora - 1 30 — - - - 1 30
Total BERIRE | 19 {1014 | 20 | 15 | 13| e8| 21 |42
Average | | 28 | | 861 | | 725 | | 677 | | 7.03
<Table 3> The observation on the degree of damaged by Fall webworm for the host species
with different height (Roadside)

. Height(m) 1—5 6—10 -1 | 1620 Total
H t\ e No. of [No. of [No. of [No. of |No. of (No. of No. of |No. of [No. of [Na. of
lsst "~ damaged|larval |damagedilarval |damagedjlarval damagedlarval |damagedjlarval
plants ~itree mass tree mass tree mass tree mass tree mass
Populus sp. 1 1 56 | 185 4 7 - - 61 | 139
Platanus orientalis 38 88 206 841 2 20 - - 241 949
Salix koreenis 1 1 11 76 — - — — 12 77
Acer negundo 2 20 12 56 1 59 — — 15 135
Prunus serrulata 16 30 9 150 1 21 - — 26 201
Ailanthus altissima — -— 5 21 1 9 1 2 7 32
Wistaria japonica 1 3 - — - — - — 1 3
Pyrus spp. — — - - 1 17 — 4 — 1 17
Morus alba 2 1 - — - - - - 2 11
Diospyros lotus 1 3 - | - - — — [ — 1 3
Styrax japonicus — - | 5 { 20 — — - — 5 20
Total j 62 | 157 | 304 } 139 | 10 | o1 [ 1| 2 l 37 | Lest
Average I 253 | | 444 | | 133 | R | 435

<Table 4> The distribution of larval masses in the <Table 5> Damaged ratio of the Fall webworm
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i \ Numb Aver;ige
| Numb-Numb-{Dama- umb-| number
~~._ Crown )
- : ! er of ler of Iged er of |of larval
G tion Upper | Median | Lower } Total [Generat obser- |[dama- Index | larval | masses
eneration ion ved lged lratio masses| per é:la~
1st Generation| 17 | 188 | 320 | 5% tree ree | age
znd Generation 128 | 365 | 195 | 688 1st Gen| 250 | 83 332 100 | 545 | 6.57
3rd Generation 96 166 91 353 ond Gen.| 250 | 136 | 52.4 | 1548 962 1 707
Total I 241 }l 719 606 I 1, 566 §3rd Gen.| 250 69 | 27.6 | 831]| 316 } 4,58
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Summary

1, The Fall webworm, Hyphantria cunea was widely
distributed ranging from Seoul to Kangnung,
Yung-ju, Taegy, Iri and Kwang-ju in 1967.

2. Heavily infested tree species by the Fall webwarm
were Sycamore, Cherry, ash-leaved maple, poplar,
and elm.

3. The average number of larval masses per dam-
aged garden tree and roadside tree was 7 0 and
3. 4 respectively.

4, Trees of 6-10 m in height had most number of
larval masses and were most heavily infested.

5, More larval masses were found in the median
and lower parts than higher parts of the crown,
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