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Abstract: [Objective] To clarify the feeding preference and growth adaptability of Spodoptera frugiperda on

sugarcane and Rottboellia cochinchinensis. [Method] Two sugarcane varieties (‘Guitang 42° and ‘Taitang 22°) ,
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two fruit cane varieties (‘Guiguozhe 1° and ‘Yellow skin sugarcane’) , and a common weed of R.
cochinchinensis in sugarcane field were selected as the research objects. Through the feeding preference
experiment and constructing the life table of the experimental population, the feeding preference and growth
adaptability of S. fiugiperda on sugarcane and R. cochinchinensis were studied. [Result] The larvae of
different instars of S. frugiperda preferred to feed on fruit sugarcane when choosing between sugarcane and fruit
sugarcane, and the feeding selection rate on ‘Guiguozhe 1’ was most significantly higher than those of other
tested varieties. The larvae of S. frugiperda had a significant feeding tendency to R. cochinchinensis when
choosing between ‘Guiguozhe 1° and R. cochinchinensi. The larval survival rate of S. frugiperda on R.
cochinchinensis was the highest, which was 66%, followed by 12% on ‘Guiguozhe 1°. On other sugarcane
varieties, S. frugiperda had died in the period of low instar. The life cycle of S. frugiperda could be completed
on R. cochinchinensis, and the intrinsic rate of increase (r,,) and finite rate of increase (4) were 1.16 and 1.52,
respectively. [Conclusion] Compared with sugarcane, S. fiugiperda preferes to feed on R. cochinchinensis and

has higher adaptability.

Key words: Spodoptera frugiperda; Sugarcane; Rottboellia cochinchinensis; Feeding preference; Adaptability

43 %

HARNZMEE REH XK Spodoptera
frugiperda, JE %M H Lepidoptera & i #
Noctuidae, /™= T-3EPMMIX . H 2019 FFHEYITN
P 2 LK, FHb DT R OO0 R R B 2 A M ik
PR A, BTN R 3R R TR AR K
FE ORI B RO ) BUCE K
HEE. mE. a1 M. Ke wEFEEDT.
T B T M N AR 1 DA, 408 [ B2 A LM 5
BN E G H BRI RIE, JFE S T RS EN

CEKMT EEXNHEONERR, FENFERRE
e, HONFR KA W R &) 2 A hE e
MR FE . 2019 4 4 H A E3R E = F b 1B 5 ik
R TR N R, e AR 3 S
DX A 4k e 2 HUS0, O R R AR TR AR TR
5~6 Mg A H RESR TR, B R T AR 52 T R
b, T SRR N 5~6 I 2 T RE BT A AT 0L B0 D
MR o HAES TR AR I R FE A 5 R 6 2 3 o T 94
U DA A 72 B B 5 R A T RE P X AR
TR SHHERIEE . i SE AL AE oM

He B A FH AR B B AH Ry, B T R
e B E R H AR RSN, YRz
BB R R I, R RAR A R AR B R
WV HIT R AE. HilCO AW RRH, B R
i RE 0% 72 £ OK H W W 2% 5 W AR & Bromus
catharticus~ 1€ =¥ Trifolium repens K1 =1t 94
%t B Bidens pilosa 158 AR g 21 20 R ML A
R, TIRAERE R RIEH, B 7 H RS, BEH
JA 38— R R AR R B Sl S Rottboellia
cochinchinensis A FH TR R A2, H % L L

FEH I LAk v, I 2 5 M 5 RO 5 7T DALE £ il
2 L Se A S S H A L, B R A 2
i WL AR SR AR 0B o 2T BL B BLR, A S0 o3 il i AL
2 AW R R 2 A SRR R DL 2 L b 5 D T
FOXF R, W FE B 5 B ) BT R B K AR AT
P, DAY D s b 5% B0 B T 00 L 94 A I v 4
PEHH -

1 HRSTS

1.1 AR

PR R ) P Ol B 5 B HRE B 5 AT R 4L
SRR BN RE REME42 5 R ‘BBE2 5,
B RS M CEBERE , HE A
BT SR FHH LK IR HOASH AR 2, 5 %)) 1
(3~6 M#8) MU AT IR0 . RASRE 28 B il 5
KE TR B H R

AR B B A A R P RO R B R
KH, HEKM s 85 1 ARG, AT .
1.2 HHEMIAEHERMABRIEE

SR B 4 ANAS R H I SRR A
53 0 BY R /N — B /N, R A 2R TN $ TR L
(EA224 20 cm) 1%, HARUIEFE 6 A 1) 2 6% 5
TR B, LR 5 34 4l IR T R R 4K DL ARV
Fro 1.2 WA EE N 20 3k, EE 5 K 3.
4 W AR EREEN 4 3k, BT 10 K5 5. 6 %)l
RN 1 H, 1038 14, EE SR BTN
TR FRAG N T (262])°CL IR (75+5)%. )& ]
N 12 h #6112 hith, 6 h WIC R & W4 HUE I E A



54 T

T, S5 B STRORT AN R R R S O TR e S 31

[ it M RE I AR o
1.3 SR HEMEHFANRIERE

IEHL “1.27 vy g e R B HRE R,
HB .27 J7 30 HRE AN il S 2k AT B Ik B
R .
14 EMRHREXTHEMEHFEER Y

FESCHRIEFRFE N, 29 50l FH AN [R) it b 6 1 RE I
FRIVGET A - A M e B RO o A FER B ) 40
150 3k, BLAAFET 40 mL FIEEEV IR, FEOREE
i 2 0% 5 (AR B AR G B 9 M 84T s 4 LU
W0 R 7 50 S AT TG 2R o A S R SR T R . A
P, BERERCX N Z) 500 mL 1 2R 22 S
FEOE, NI ¢ A 20% 15 K FIRRAEBR AL il R
g, B R0 Sl = O &
1.5 HEskE

5% F} IBM SPSS Statistics 19.0 For windows
B AT RO ER AN A AT, BRI B R ESL T AR S
HEAT LLEL, K Duncan’s #2221 A0 ¢ k5655 %)

o HERE 42 5
Guitang 42

oG2S
100 - Taitang 22
90 +
80
70 +
60 +
50
40 +
30t b
20 be ¢
10 +

4 /%
Percentage of the larvae

m R 1S
Guiguozhe 1

IR IR R R BT 2 7 AL, RA/MEAR
VM 22 53 Fisher 352 B0k U of iy 57 5 ARk 2 7
AT 7 S AL

2 ERE5HH

2.1 HHEMNAEHERMAEEIEEN
TE 4 AN TR HJRE i ol ) 3847 B o B 3050 6
h 5, B DT RO A S 4 TR SRR B I R
N 62%~90%, TEREIE F I ECEIEFE RN 0~27%,
AH i 5 R O e AT SRR (BT 1) . 2 WS XS
CRERIE 1S M TR RRE MR EERS
WA 35% F1 27%, HIC R &M 2R, BHARIE
TR CRESRE 1 5 WA BERE R,
HS. 6 B dt CRERE 15 BUEIERR R R,
SN T2% F T4% . 115 B8 R B IR R 7 TH, B
H DR A WS A HU EERE 22 50 IR RS
AR, 5+ 6 W4 HUEL 2 S5 R B 2 Rl I

o AiEHE
Unselected

o R

Yellow skin sugarcane

4y iy Larvae instar
[E] — WA A /NG FRER R 22 7 i 3% (P < 0.05, Duncan’s %)
Different lowercase letters of the same age indicate significant differences (P < 0.05, Duncan’s test)
1 EMREHAERES RN TR R RIEEMY

Fig. 1 Feeding preference of the different instar Spodoptera frugiperda larvae among different sugarcane varieties
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Fig.2 Feeding preference of the different instar Spodoptera frugiperda larvae between ‘Guiguozhe 1’ and Rotthoellia
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Fig. 3 Survival rate of Spodoptera frugiperda on different sugarcane varieties and Rottboellia cochinchinensis
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Table 1 Developmental period of Spodoptera frugiperda on ‘Guiguozhe 1’ and Rotthoellia cochinchinensis d
sk IREghH 2i¢4hdy 3 4R SRRghHL ekl 4y 34 1 3]
Plant Istinstar ~ 2ndinstar  3rd instar  4thinstar ~ Sthinstar  6th instar Larval duration Pupa
HERELS 3.41£0.17a 2.64+0.27a 2.85+0.29a 2.82+0.29a 4.33+0.62a 4.67+0.88a 20.67+1.65a  18.67+1.33a
Guiguozhe 1
[GEIER 2.53+0.10b 2.68+0.08a 2.84+0.11a 2.89+0.17a 3.53+0.16a 4.30+0.18a  18.76+0.22a 9.5240.27b

R. cochinchinensis

D& P HAE A T3 HaAT R RS BIEE W R R FH AT £ 7 B2 E(P <0.05, e k)

1)Data in the table are means + standard errors; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences
(P <0.05, ¢ test)
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Table 2 Biological parameters of Spodoptera frugiperda on ‘Guiguozhe 1’ and Rottboellia cochinchinensis
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Plant Weight of pupa Male longevity Female longevity Fecundity per female
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V)& P 238 A T 3 AELAF 3R B ) 3B G 09 R B F 8 R T £ 5+ 2 (P < 0.05, Fisherdf A 4044 16)

1)Data in the table are means + standard errors; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences

(P <0.05, Fisher nonparametric test)
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