%A L7 2019, 45(4):61 - 64 Plant Protection

B R AR ERFIAE R R IER 5

wEE, AN, E AL RN, EHME, EFF, HEET

(L P ER BB TS, 758 2661015 2. FEALBIEBAE YR BT,
TG HCE A2 TR S5, st 100193)

WE 82019 FMERETHALAERTRIEANE T AR, Z RO E FTRRELAEMRTERM. TR
HBFECE T EERRAAMY , FI LA F S AT rh ity . ABT R B RSB AR F L LB
THERFRBERAFE LG FRBEAAFTIHD S ERTIIRERLFT Y0, EREN. FARRE TR
N2 SPHEAME R R, BORMHAR L6 P (1722, 6503 /X 2% % THWHE et R L IPRBMFTGELTDR/E, 2R
B4 R F (834, 67275, 16)k /LR F 5 TIAE Lah4h KK F (92455, 83) K /% . R A E AUk £ Sk ik $5
ERBAT AR, ME R AR KRBT R 92.53% 1. 46%0 AR AL A E L A A E, R EAS
BRI KRB A TR ARE R ESH A (17,2241, 90)d. 24, 35% £8. 13%.(0. 26140, 112) g/ k.
(0. 18720. 030) g/ 3k , AR vt} 9 3 3R Rk 35 B2 89 A #) 4 (26. 80+1. 89)d. 85. 49% +4. 16% ., (0. 034+
0.028)g/3k (0. 131£0.028) g/ 3k , K ARt R MR RIBN XA B HEFLERK . RO R EFIT G,
YRR EABERET B, 5RO 2 AR 09 R RRAR L, BURIB vt 1 69 AMKIE S B 3 4K 42 %, & Bext
JERS ML R, BAETFIMIAL, B A REBEAETF I EAEAN R I HOELE. L RiTik
BEIRBAT R AEBRE LT RAEL ABEERNAEATREGHERNG,

XKEER FWRR; ME;, IR, AKKRF; Fias

FE4SES: S435.132 XEERIRAES: A DOIL:  10.16688/j. zwbh. 2019299

The host preference of Spodoptera frugiperda on maize and tobacco
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Abstract Since the invasion of the fall armyworm (Spodoptera frugiperda) was first reported in Yunnan prov-
ince, China in early 2019, it has brought serious threat to food security. Fall armyworm has a broad host range in-
cluding monocotyledonous and dicotyledonous plants and especially prefers to feed on plants from the family
Poaceae. Herein, we use maize and tobacco to investigate the host preference and the effect of the two plants on
the development of S. frugiperda. Our results indicated that there were more egg masses and larvae on maize
(174-2.65 and 834.67+275.16) than that on tobacco (3+£1.73 and 92455.83). Although most larvae on tobac-
co died (92.53% *1.46%) , there were eggs and survival larvae. By feeding on maize kernel, the larval period,
mortality, individual body weight and pupal body weight were (17.224-1.90)days, 24.35% 4-8.13%, (0.261 =+
0.112)g and (0.1874-0.030)g, respectively. However, by feeding on tobacco leaves, the above parameters were
(26.8041.89)days, 85.49% +£4.16% , (0.034£0.028)g and (0.13140.028)g, respectively. These results indi-
cated that compared with feeding on maize kernel, individuals of S. frugiperda fceding on tobacco leaves showed
lower fitness with higher larval mortality, and lower larval growth rate, body weight of larvae and pupae. These
results showed that the fall armyworm preferred to feed on maize, however, could finish the life cycle on tobacco,
suggesting a potential threat to tobacco when it is in high population density.
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