#a R b 54k 2024,39 (8):977-983 http://www.fjnyxb.cn
Fujian Journal of Agricultural Sciences doi: 10.19303/j.issn.1008-0384.2024.08.011

W, E¥, REE, O RRSUNEERRTE LESE D) Rk, 2024, 39 (8): 977-983.
ZHANG J N, LIAN L, WU C Z, et al. Host Selection of Anagrus nilaparvatae [J]. Fujian Journal of Agricultural Sciences, 2024, 39 (8):
977-983.

HAVNEAARFELNESGE

REA, &, Ak, F W, wAF, MR, £BRG, bEE

(AR BB K RBU R AT, MW M 350018)

W E: (B8 020 B0 R a2 NE LY =R, D= 8 R BOR mU2 N 0 1 IR AR 4l
(7] ARLaE RE . A5 €l KBNSk R 27 32 B0k N i A mV B/ i R, AR TR R AR
BUNEA RN, R IR . AR PMEER . MR A R A S A AR, DA ROR TR FR O A A 4 22
o [H&ER] DB RE., B8 El, K CEF/NTE L CECY A 3 MR BN E G R R 53310 728.03, 7155
633.17 . 509.1 ym, AFFHREBBARKZAEEZES, UB KEAMAT KEIATFENRAERKRRERK, BERTRK K
BURNTE S REV T R o AR R0 REESNEMEGBAZmE, DB EE., OF CERK REF £ R ARG
BEERBA, DEAMEREESGO, DL RERREEARER, EBA6, WA, ARG RFINES SN 1
TKEL32.93 k0, FT REL32.97 R, K REL 27.47 BORU/NYESL REL 11.83 k0, BR#E CEUM RS AT LRGSR EZ
B TC e FEEF, ARG RWINEZ AR FEES . NG RFESRNAE CE=1F CE> K CE > /N Sk
KEl, AR RAPME . AR A W TR S RN R AR REL, RF I — %
BIIRIF . AR R B RK ST r, HOREN 50048 KEL0.153 1> 7Y KL 0.1482> K KL 0.1307> /M i3k KL 0.0427,
g£i0] UMW CEMOE CECHTF EMRERZNER RAEAG MR, FAIME ., AR, 8
MAE CEURRERZDNEY B GE T+,
KRR EESUNE; FE; EAE
FESES: S435 NHEIREG: A MBS 1008-0384 (2024 ) 08—0977-07

Host Selection of Anagrus nilaparvatae
ZHANG Junian, LIAN Ling, WU Chunzhu, DONG Meng, SHI Longging,
XIE Zhenxing, JIANG Zhaowei, ZHAN Zhixiong ’
(Rice Research Institute, Fujian Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Fuzhou, Fujian 350018, China)
Abstract: [ Objective]l Reproductive biology of Anagrus nilaparvatae strains (4ns) that lay eggs on different pests was
studied to determine the best parasitoid/host matches for biocontrol. [Method] Nilaparvata lugens (NI), Sogatella furcifera
(Sf), Laodelphax striatellus (Ls), and Ishiharodelphax matsuyamensis (Im) were used in an indoor experiment as the hosts to
study the reproductive behavior of Ans. Fitness of parasitoid/pest pairings as well as host preference by specific stains of 4n
were determined based upon the size, body color, egg load, parasitism capacity, larva emergence, sex ratio, and lifespan of the
wasps. [Result] The body lengths of different species of adult Ans varied significantly, as it was 728.03 um for those hosted
on NI (AnNI), 715.5 um on Sf (AnSf), 633.17 pm on Ls (AnLs), and 509.1 um on /m(Anim) . The color of wasp body also varied
depending upon the pests they chose to lay eggs on. For instance, AnNI, AnSf, and AnLs were mostly light orange, with a few
yellowish green, in color, but all 4n/m had dark reddish orange bodies. Significant differences in fecundity existed among the
strains as well. The egg counts per female were similar between AnN/ at 32.93 and AnSf at 32.97 but 27.47 for AnLs and 11.83
for Anlm. The parasitism of these wasps ranked AnNI or AnSf>AnLs>Anlm. On the other hand, no significant differences were
detected on the rate of larvae emerged from eggs, male/female ratio, or lifespan of them. Nor was on host selection—they

simply deposited eggs randomly based on availability. The intrinsic rate of increase (r,,) of AnNI was the highest at 0.1531
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followed by 0.1482 of AnSf, 0.1307 of AnLs, and 0.0427 of AnIm. [Conclusion] The strains of 4n that parasited on N/ and Sf

had significantly greater egg load, parasitism capability, and r,, than those did on Ls or /m . Hence, they could be the better

candidates to be artificially propagated for biocontrol on the pests.
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