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Oviposition and feeding selectivity of Spodoptera frugiperda to three weeds

YAO Ling®, FANG Min®, LI Xiaomeng, LI Guiting, TANG Qingfeng”

(College of Plant Protection, Anhui Province Key Laboratory of Integrated Pest Management on Crops ,
Key Laboratory for Biology and Sustainable Management of Plant Diseases and Pests of Anhui
Higher Education Institutes, Anhui Agricultural University, Hefei 230036, China)

Abstract In order to find out whether weeds can be used as oviposition and feeding of Spodoptera frugiperda, the
oviposition and feeding selectivity of the S. frugiperda to three weeds including Veronica polita ., Myosoton aquati-
cum and Euphorbia helioscopia were analyzed. The results showed that the numbers of egg mass (14. 00 pieces+
0. 58 pieces)and eggs (1 305.00 pieces®=28. 16 pieces) on the V. polita were the highest, which were significantly higher
than those on the other two weeds; the numbers of egg mass (16. 33 pieces#-0. 88 pieces)and eggs (1 333.00+28.04) on
its favorite host corn were significantly higher than those on the V. polita (12.00 pieces#0. 58 pieces and 991.00 eggs+
24.09 eggs) . respectively. The feeding preference of the 1st to 4th instar of S. frugiperda was Zea mays™V . polita >
M. aquaticum™E. helioscopia. But for the 5th and 6th instar, their feeding selectivity for each plant was not signifi-
cantly different. The results showed that the adult and young larva preferred to lay eggs and feed on Zea mays when it is
available, and among the three weeds, the S. frugiperda preferred to oviposit and feed on V. polita. The elderly larvae
showed no significant difference in feeding preference to corn and three weeds.

Key words Spodoptera frugiperda; weed; preferable host; oviposition selectivity; feeding selectivity
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Table 1 Oviposition selectivity of Spodoptera frugiperda adults to three weeds

AT UIEES SR~

Weed plant Number of egg masses

Rk /r
Number of eggs

YLt/ %

Percentage of egg masses

BHIE/ N

Percentage of eggs

YEYEYN V., polita (14. 00£0. 58)a
KW= M. aquaticum (7.67+0.88)b
PR E. helioscopia (6.33+0.33)b

(1 305.00428. 16)a
(788.67%41.73)b
(743.00423. 07)b

(50. 13=£1. 86)a
(27.2542.09)b
(22. 6240. 25)b

(46.0374=0. 83)a
(27.7610.73)b
(26.2140.70)b

D) R AP I E EARiERR L W F B A NG TR 22 5 3 (P<<0. 05) . Rl

The data in the table are presented as mean=*standard error, and the data in the same column followed by different lowercase are signifi-

cantly different (P<Z0. 05). The same applied below.
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Table 2 Oviposition selectivity of Spodoptera frugiperda adults between Zea mays and Veronica polita

it UIEES S5

Plant Number of egg masses

GRS /hr
Number of eggs

BHIE/ N

Percentage of eggs

IRLLL/ %

Percentage of egg masses

EK Z. mays (16. 3340. 88)a
YEYEN V. polita (12.00£0. 58)b

(1 333.00428. 04)a
(991. 00424, 09)b

(57.6340.27)a
(42.3740.27)b

(57.3640.44)a
(42.7740.56)b
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Table 3 Feeding selectivity of Spodoptera frugiperda larvae to Zea mays and three weeds

it BUE %/ % Feeding choice rate

Plant 1% 1stinstar 2 ¥ 2nd instar

3#  3rd instar

4 4%  4thinstar 5#% 5th instar 6 % 6th instar

FK Z. mays
YWYV, polita

(57.4540.7D)a
(23.86=40.45)b

#ZE M. aquaticum (15, 32+0. 58)c

P& & E. helioscopia

Fi%$E Not select

(0.0040. 00)e
(3.3740.53)d

(42.0040. 79)a
(27.1840.63)b
(18.46=£0. 40)c
(8.26=£0. 24)d
(4.1140. 27)e

(42.2540.71)a
(30.4440.72)b
(16.504-0. 82)c
(9.5040. 60)d
(2.3140.43)e

(25.93%1. 25)a
(26.24%1.39)a
(24.8440.84)a
(21.56+1.01)b

(1.4440.16)c

(25.6340.87)a
(25.02%1.12)a
(24.1340.52)a
(24.6841.07)a

(0.8740.10)b

(24.8140. 82)a
(24.54%1.03)a
(24.79x1.10)a
(24.70%£1.17)a
(1.17+0.10)b
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