I ARE,2022 ££,29 %, 5 4 #] Guangxi Sciences,2022,Vol. 29 No. 4

oFEER G

EMARELZBEANESHBRRBIRERLZENENF AN

5 0m "

B omLEXELE OELARR . Ewrm
QL. THRRFRFR. T OARASESRFELER T, ®&ET 530004;2. S R LAFZR, ;S BEHEE R RAEMERET S
FHE,.SBST 530007;:3. S BAFR,ASKEHMAL,.S & T 530007)

8 E RS IR Z5 4 (Meloidog yne incognita) {2 e X5 i e MK (Gadirtha fusca) %1 B 52 e J2 75 PR S
M5 AWFSE LR 5 AR 454k BB Y 540 (Triadica sebifera) » 3% JH1Z A Ak R 1) ME 0 e 7% ik K 8 4 o, DL R 32
R AR 2k HUR JLAE AR 0 i VR S X R O [T I 4 s AR KR AR RN R AR bR i 22 S . S5 IR R WG
2y U 0T PR 1 0 e R e &l AR B e HOR B MR E DR A AR AR KOR R T RE R W R R
W AR b TG T B T AR A A D 52 2 T I S e R i A, 2R QLA B L 5 X BRAE LL O
TR 4 1 1 SR R O A R W R R R W A A S R 1 5 5 0% 6 1 &)y HR A A T RN 5 % 4 LAY A T
AR K 6 W4 R R BRI AR A R W S R RO AR AE A AUR P R R A AR K KB
I B 52 e BR] & 7 i B T S+ = S5 o 4100 ) 79 1 A 0 1 30 40 S A R B AR o DT (1] 422 D A 9 B A3 e %
TR 5

KB MA LA WM S B RFEE B i
FESEKS.Q968. 1,433 XERARIZED . A X EHE.1005-9164(2022)04-0768-08
DOI:10. 13656/j. cnki. gxkx. 20220919. 019

T HARIREE A, b b A A B M A a3t Kutyniok 25" 3R 38 T H ¥ % ( Brevicoryne brassi-

) B9 25 AR R A SR AR A AR D, 3 Al B
AR G 2R A PR T B i AR A i A ) 2
K AR R T IR 43 I A5 T L A LS R L O R A
C/Necy) | R N T R T 1 GUARR = 10 S-S
FEE R A W I B B A K P [ A 4 32 R . Bl

cae) BUE A B 3+ (Arabidopsis thaliana ) #1F & 5%
HFEL  (Hererodera schachtii) WEUE A% ; Wurst
AEDOIBE S UE B, 4 FT 5 (Plantago lanceolata) i R
TR ZE FI AR JE 26 L (Pratylenchus penetrans) {7 Yeffi
HoH A F (Myzus persicae) B ZFH 1 FEAR ;s Kap-

WA B .2022-04-27

* [H R B AR ¥ EATE (31800423), )7 T B AR ¥ E 4 F4E A4 T H (2018GXNSFBA281172) f 1~ ¥ K AL I & B 34 T E (2021 YT119) % 3 .

[k # /01
B9 .k R+ . EFENERMY SRR MEIERNHR.
[« @z E#]

FBE(1985— ), &, Bl H® . EENFMY L B & T AF RS R N EHLIE B A, E-mail: lixiaogiong100@163. com,

| CIR NS |

FALHHE L EE.E BT RE SR RA A GHBA R Y R KR T AR AR e )] ) B A F.2022,29(4) : 768775,
GAO X,GUO W F,TANG J.et al. Effects of Meloidogyne incognita Infection on Gadirtha fusca larvae Growth and Food Utilization of Triadica

sebifera []]. Guangxi Sciences,2022,29(4) :768-775.



BB, BXE,EE ARER,ZRE AAREXREEMNEHBE TR BRERLZFNRYF AN

lan Z&1Y R B0, B AR 45 4k 1L (Meloidog yne incogni-
ta ) fEHE T M BT R K SR K (Trichoplusia
ni) AR H S A B P B HUAR R i (Manduca
sexta) WA W E W, KL, 8% B R gAY
HEAT T R E R OFIE AH R 2 B 5 R A T e — =3 ()
ECAEYIRN S N M B - T R AR W TR) Y B B Y
XTI — B SR - A
TAEEE MR e

594 (Triadica sebifera) J& — M K # Bl (Eu-
phorbiaceae) B J&E (Triadica) I K, LA K&
WL AN B, () ISt o — b W P S5 ) R A0 il Rk AR
PN EFRE L S E MR R B B Y A E
HAF 190 S Horp 9 B K (Gadlirtha fusca)
55 T ARG 2k HUR ™ G S A AR S A0
M AP R R kR 958 B (Lepidoptera)
IR (Noctuidae) o & A 1Y —Fp & #E3 g, 1
gh At 6 W%, 0 4 I 0 RCR B/ 3 IR R IR B
e T SE BEAR DA R, R S e A K S ™ S
FE L H ARG L A g B I o A ) — Al
Wy EF A R L, R A R O B M R O 2
HABFSE R WY 1 7 AR 45 2k {5 e AR 1.2 400 1 0 B A
RAE A A B i, Li U B g R L
T 7 AR 45 2k 155 0 B AR B 8] BE 7 A A RN AT e
B2 25 s Yang %5 BEFT IR FE 5 MR 45 4k U5 0
B AR M ) AR 32 b T 4 U Y S R, (H X
WF5E oM 1 B 7 AR 4G 2k IR AR G ) i B 0 1 4 L)
JEL BT s A0S &)y L 2% A 1 30 R AT W 5, H A i 3R B
LURLIF ST IR

U T R I R &y L (308 5 ) By B B PR
T 55 TR S 51 AR T 8 B AR gk 3 % 4 B F
FER G, LA R T iR 45 4 A= G FIOR Bl 4= G 1Y S A A
RAE S Acb B ZH RN BB, 43 3 BBUIZC AR R I ] R A
A By, BN R 4 A KOk & AR R Y
2 S, 0 2 M A DR R WAl 18 4L R R T AR A AR
5 050 W 1) 79 “EL AR RONE s A TR AT B 0 ) A=
Yrp A 4 pE S B A F & - R A B RS

1 MH5RFE

1.1 Mk ahiE

4 B 1SR AR I SRR TR T 10 o/ L YEAR W
2 d DL EBRAME ) R BV E Rk B 2 A~ A 4T
BEARBRS e % 9 LA IR A e (Foak £ ¢ 1
+=1: DM EEE. 45 d 5. BB/ B9 %)

B R AL (H N 16 em, AR 25 cm) H L E
BB K DU R R L JF H 100 H Je e W EAE 241
LI RR e b R R, 2 AR BUE KR R H
K #— 0w 4 i kit
T2 50 R R & HOR A F BRAN R E TR E
T 3R, 2B T . B R TC R Y 3 i 4l HU ki
B2 B0 I (0 AR A R AR O T AT
1.2 EARGEZHEM
WX R B 7 B E 1000 3k « mLt g 2
W R T R A 2k B R TR . AT AL T 2 A AR
55 A2y 3 mm WRI/NL AN LEA 2 mL B9
7R E 4R HUE VR R (10 000 Sk« AEBE 1), % A 28 0
WA 2 mL WK, KK /NLH RIEAGE. 30 d
Jer o KA 248t A e 15 00, R A — B LA B AR 4
4R T o A W A
1.3 E#NE
SR 4B 50 T S 5 4 R TT B SR 4 — 5 5 4] ML B2
et 3 14 HL (M) 5 B A B (M) FRER
AR RIS AR B FE M CE AR 10 cm) W, LLE
1R 4 08 T 3 0 1 97 8 30 O 4 o e v R b
FEUEACAK Gy . SEI U A Ak B (R AR g A R R
Pl g D AP E R 15 K. B 24 h KA —
YR B 7 0 &hy H 1 A PR B R e B R L R SR 4
R AR 0 SR 4 A 1 I R D (N D B Ak i 15
. W8 H7 2 R gl B T (M) I B e 5 3R L
W £ 8 Ay I F S 2648 L T 60°C T ML = fH L 15 2R
AR T E M) M FEMETE M, O, LHRKE TS
X R, DAAS IE M H R (M) Rl B (M, M)
BB N TE., KM Waldbauer ™ (75 35 1158 4% i 1]
gy AR R AR AR A Y A H S8 BRI R
RgHE M, =M, -M,,
L, 2(M, — M)
M, — M,
M

X 100% ,

BEY R HER = x100% .

eat

N NN % _Meal Mexc
P IH R = ML

M, — M,
BWHE = M. M.
1.4 HE\EHIT RS

3k A Ty 25 A A R O R g 4k R
XoF H R 0 0 AN [+ 07 1) 26 K A AR I o L A N AR K
RORE DD X BRI AT O & YR =

X100% ,

X 100% .



I ARE,2022 ££,29 %, 5 4 #] Guangxi Sciences,2022,Vol. 29 No. 4

T LTH AL R W B AL ) BRI, DLZR AU e Ak B
CER AR g O RO A Sy 4 ) A8 5, DS 3 4 o 4 9 A8
LI IR T H M AN . AN BRI RO Y 4
H, ok Huynh-Feldt X7 B o E #4748 1E, KA
SEREAS ¢ K 56 43 AT 2 AR Gl X R 7 ik Ak i R 1 52
W, T KR4 SR ] SPSS 23. 0 #4748 i 4 87 . R
SigmaPlot 12. 5 & {4 # .

2 ERE5HM

2.1 ZHERLENAFNRABREBERLZEN
0
TP A Mk 4y M g AR BT B RO A KR R

R1 BREBSYRERESHHFTESN

JTE A [ % 300 [ 7 A A 0 2 25 e 0 ) X R R g i
B AR X R B RURE G A K R A S Y 38 Y
M (3% 1), Bl & % 309 09 18 0, &)y sl sl fk o o5 328 i 7
1o s T DT B 32 AR K TR T A K 3R U T A (TR
D, 55 B L, R AR A 2k U Ak R R TR
TR 4 W %)y B AR AR R (A R AIR T 5 R A
6 W4 sy SRR R DL 5 4l i AR A KRR
1:(a)(b) ], MU, £k duf e b 3 5 25 AR 1 91 J 1R
% B ALK (1 = 2. 269, P = 0. 034) , & B F e kb 3 F
14 £ 5 56 5 6 BEREL LU RIS T 24 33, 326 (I 2)

Table 1 Variance analysis of developmental parameters of G. fusca larvae
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Fig.1 Effects of M. incognita infection treatment on the growth and the development of G. fusca larvae of different instars
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Fig.3 Effects of M. incognita infection treatment on food utilization of G. fusca larvae of different instars
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Effects of Meloidogyne incognita Infection on Gadirt-
ha fusca larvae Growth and Food Utilization of Triad-
ica sebifera

GAO Xu',GUO Wenfeng”, TANG Jun®*,ZHOU Xiaoguo®, LI Xiaogiong'

(1. Guangxi Key Laboratory of Forestry Ecology and Conservation, Forestry College. Guangxi University, Nanning. Guangxi,
530004, China;2. Guangxi Crop Genetic Improvement and Biotechnology Laboratory, Guangxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences,
Nanning , Guangxi, 530007 ,China; 3. Institute of Eco-Environmental Research, Guangxi Academy of Sciences, Nanning, Guangxi,

530007, China)

Abstract:In order to examine whether effects of Meloidogyne incognita infection on Gadirtha fusca larvae
vary with instars,the older larvae of G. fusca were fed by the leaves of Triadica sebifera infected by M. in-
cognita » and the leaves of T. sebi fera uninfected by M. incognita were used as controls. The differences in
growth indexes and food utilization indexes of larvae at different instars were compared. The results showed
that the larval biomass,the food consumption and the developmental duration of G. fusca gradually increased
with the increase of larval instars. While the relative growth rate showed a downward trend. The food utiliza-

tion rate and food conversion rate increased first and then decreased. While the approximate digestibility de-
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creased first and then increased slightly. After M. incognita infection,the relative growth rate,food utilization
rate and food conversion rate of the 4th larvae significantly increased compared with control group. The larval
biomass of 5th and 6th larvae,the relative growth rate of 5th larvae,the food consumption,the approximate
digestibility and pupation rate of 6th larvae all significantly decreased compared with control group. Effects of
M. incognita infection on the growth and food utilization of G. fusca larvae varied with the developmental
stage.mainly by inhibiting the growth and development and pupation of the two last instar larvae,the damage
of G. fusca to T. sebi fera was reduced indirectly.

Key words: Meloidogyne incognita ;Gadirtha fusca ; Triadica sebifera ;instars;developmental stages;pupation
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