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Fig. 1 Comparison of reproductive phenology among clones
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Fig. 2 Comparison of reproductive phenology among ramets of the same clone
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Fig. 3 Pooled distribution of reproductive phenology of clones in the 5th block
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Fig. 4 Comparison of number of strobili among clones
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Abstract: Results of investigation about reproductive phenology and number
of strobili (including male and female ones) of clones in a grafted seed orchs
ard of masson pine were reported. Discussion emphasized the effects of reps
roductive phenology and the strobili number on szed production and genetic
composition of filial generations. Conclusions are as follows: a) Although
reproductive phenologies among clones and among ramets of the same clone
did not synchronize completely, they did synchronize to a certain degree; b)
There was still a “comparative lack of pollen” for seed orchards in production
period; ¢) The dominance of male or female strobili of a few clone in seed
orchards made it possible for genetic base of szed orchards’ sceds to heccome
narrower.

Key words: Pinys massoniana; seed orchard; blooming period; filial generations;
seeds
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