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cies LE. exserta , DH201-2 (E. grandis X E. tereticornis) and G9 (E. grandis X E. urophylla) ]
were selected,and the resistance of three species against L. invasa was compared. Eight leaf
physicochemical indexes including thickness, water content, specific leaf area,C,N,C/N ratio,
total phenolics and condensed tannins were comprehensively measured. Multiple stepwise re-
gression analysis were performed to screen main factors related to herbivore resistance,and a
regression equation was established. [Results] L. invasa could not induce galls on G9,while gall
number on DH201-2 was significantly higher than that on EA. Leaf thickness of the three spe-
cies were similar to each other. The water content in the leaves of DH201-2 was significantly
higher than that in the leaves of G9 and EA. Similarly, N content in the three species was
DH201-2>EA>G9. C content,total phenolics,and condensed tannins in G9 were significantly
higher than those in EA and DH201-2. Condensed tannins and C finally entered into the model
through stepwise multiple regression analysis. Using the herbivore resistance score (Y) as de-
pendent variable and condensed tannins (X,) and C content (X3) as the independent variables,
the regression equation was established as Y =—20. 671 + 2. 095X, + 0. 433X; (multiple R =
0.770, adjusted R* =0.578,P < 0.001). [Conclusion]Our results showed that condensed tan-
nins and C content were key factors which positively influenced the resistance of Eucalyptus a-
gainst L. invasa. The change of above chemical indexes would provide scientific guidance for
the determination of the breeding index of high resistant Fucalyptus varieties in future.

Key words: Fucalyptus, insect resistance, Leptocybe invasa ,» multiple regression analysis
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