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Oviposition preference of Maruca vitrata (Lepidoptera: Crambidae) in
different organs of cowpeas. Vigna unguiculata
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College of Plant Science and Technology . Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan 430070, China)

Abstract Maruca vitrata lays eggs selectively in different organs of the host plant, and the difference of oviposi-
tion preference among flower, bud and other organs is still unclear. In this study, we investigated the distribution
of eggs in the cowpea flower, bud, shoot tip, leaf and bean pod in the early flowering stage and flowering stage.,
and designed an oviposition preference experiment. The results showed that 54.1% of total eggs distributed on the
bud in the flowering stage, and the average eggs on the bud were significantly higher than that on the flower,
shoot tip, bean pod and leaf. In this study, we confirmed that M. vitrata had different oviposition preferences on

different organs of the host plant. We further clarified that M. vitrata preferred to lay eggs on the bud than on
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other organs, which provides the theoretical guidance for integrated management of M. vitrata.
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Table 1 Oviposition preference of Maruca vitrata among different organs of the host and non-host plants

Sb B RIHrfE B B P{H Fishers f i %: P (&
Treatment Xz df Asymp (Sig2-sided) Sig2-sided Fisher’s exact test
ULAEE /A FAE .
Bud of V. unguiculata / Bud of S. melongena 30 22 100 000 0. 00
SLELM R/
Leaf of V. unguiculata / Leaf of I. batatas 26.2 1.00 000 0-00
IR i
ML/ HE T 34. 70 1. 00 0. 00 0. 00

Bud of V. unguiculata / Leaf of 1. batatas

D SR (272D 'C, L/D=14 h//10 h, AXHREE 6020410265 3 MBI E 17.15.21 A EH.
Feeding conditions: (27+1)C, L/D=14 h//10 h, 60%+10% RH; there are 17, 15, 21 repeats for the three treatments, respectively.

8 -
R (.. 2015-07-18
21 T
g0
~3
£z 9
Z 2t T X b
b I__I__‘
0 —_ |J_ﬁ
1 w ZER )y o3k
Flower Bud Shoot tip Leaf Bean pod
HEE
Organs of the host plant
12r
2015-08-02
10 - —a|_
st a
- Eﬁ T
Z
=t
£5 |
b
2k T . ﬂi
0 [ —
i & Zk Wy oK
Flower Bud Shoot tip Leaf Bean pod
FEME

Organs of the host plant

BB PIEEbR DR, AR BR R 22 73 B (P<0.05).  H [A]HE
RIS, S ERARA30N. TR

Data in the figure are mean + SE; different letters indicate significant difference
(P<0.05). The five-point sampling method was used on the field investigation
(n=30 for each plant organ). The same below
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Fig.1 Amounts of Maruca vitrata eggs laid on different
organs of cowpeas in the field investigation
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Table 2 Oviposition preference of Maruca vitrata on different organs of cowpeas

AFE PRI PR R/ YWRLAYAii / 6 Ei AR e A
Organ of the host plant Selection rate Distribution of eggs Number of egg
1 Flower 38.5 20.6 b (5.1%2.5)b
# Bud 84. 6 54,1 a (13.3£3. H)a
2543 Shoots tip 38.5 12.8 b (3.2£1.3)b
- Leaf 38.5 5.0b (1.2+0.5b
3% Bean pod 61.5 7.5 b (1.9%£2. 2)b

D) FA Sl R P HARER . AR FRERR 255 B3 (P<<0. 05) . i HUmsR &1 827+ 1)C, L/ D=14 h//10 h, #HXHBE 60% +

10%. HAEEHCER AL ZER IR EIEE 1A BH 13K,

Data in the table are mean=+SE; different letters indicate significant difference (P<C0. 05). Feeding conditions are (27 + 1)C, L /D=
14 h//10 h, 60%+10% RH. Only one flower, bud, shoot tip, leaf and bean pod are used in each treatment, repeated 13 times.
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