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A laboratory experiment is conducted to study the effect of morphological characters of

rice varieties on distribution of Nilaparvata lugens eggs on rice plants and the functional

response of Anagrus nilaparvatae to it. The results show that for all rice varieties tested,

the vertical distribution of N.lugens eggs on the plants could be divided into three types:

mainly on the upper and middle parts of rice plant, mainly on the middle and lower parts

of rice plant, and uniform distribution. The number of N. lugens eggs on the upper,mid-

dle and lower parts of rice plant is very significantly positively correlated with the relative

height of leaf sheath back at the corresponding parts of rice plant. The functional re-

sponse of the parasitoid to N. lugens eggs mainly distributed on the upper and middle

parts of rice plant ZND40 is obviously stronger than that mainly distributed on the middle

and lower parts of rice plant Z852.
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Table 1 Height, width and vascular bundle gap of leal sheath back and leaf middle vein for various rice varieties

(Hangzhou,1992)
wm W H B Item 0§ ¥ Leaf sheath back M H Bk
Varieties T ® o I Leafv:i\rl]ddle
Lower Middle Upper
- M B B Height 1.00£0.03¢C  1.174+0.03bB  1.4240.04aA 1.4740.053A
% B Width 1. 65+ 0. 05aA  1.2140.05bcB 1. 2640.06bB  1.1¢40. 04cB
BEEFRMEEE Vascular bundle gap 0.27+0.006A 0.234+0.008B 0.18+0.008C 0.14%0.007D
R A 40 ¥ B Height 1.204£0.01bB  1.1840.01bB  1.3340.03aA  1.4040. 05aA
% Width 1.3240.03aA  1.1740.04bAB 1.2340. 04abAB1.1540. 04bB
B HMEE Vascular bundle gap  0.26+0. 010A  0.2240.006B  0.1940.006C 0. 15+ 0. 005D
Hf 852 W B Heght 0.984+0.03bA 0.8240.02¢B 0.75+0.03cB 1. 071+ 0. 03aA
® & Width 1. 204 0. 06aA  0.92+0.03bcBC0.85+0.01cC 1. 06+ 0. 07abAB
B H R B IE Vascular bundle gap  0.2730.006A  0.20%£0.006B 0.1530.005C  0.12+0. 004D
Mudgo B B Height 1.60+0.04aA 1.38+0.05bB 1.19£0.05¢C  1.49+0. 03aAB
% B Width 1.7440.07aA 1.6540.06aA 1.5840.05aA 1.2440.05bB
MW GEE Vascular bundle gap  0.30£0.010A  0.2740.009B  0.19%0.006C 0. 16=£0. 007D
ASD7 B Height "1.3240.04aA  1.1520.03bBC 0.984+0.05¢cC 1. 3040. 04aAB
% HE Width 1.234:0.11a 1.1640.06a 1. 2140. 09a 1. 184 0. 05a
S E WA PE Vascular bundlegap 0.274+0.012A 0.23%0.007B  0.17X£0.008C 0.13+0. 006D
IR64 B JE Height 1.2040.03bB  1.07£0.03¢BC 1.01£0.03¢C  1.4040. 04aA
% Width 1.33+0.05aA  1.13+0.05bB  1.0740.05b3B 1.1940. 06abAB
B H[AFE Vasculur bundle gap 0. 274£0. 006A  0.244+0.006B  0.1940.005C  0.15%0. 004D
TN1 ® JE Height 1.161 0. 04bAB 1.0620. 04beBC 0. 9940.02¢C 1. 304 0. 04aA
% [ Width 1.50+£0.05aA  1.3740.04aAB 1.1940. 05bBC 1.16%0.05bC
HH HE A EE Vascular bundle gap  0.25%0.008A 0.21%0.004B 0.1840.005C 0.1440.003D
N22 ® JE Heigbt 1.13+0.02a 1.18+0.02a 1.1240.03a 1.1710.03a
% B Width 1.0140.05aA  0.89+0.02bA 0.87+40.04bA  0.9540.02abA
B HEEE Vascular bundle gap 0. 25+ 0. 006A  0.22+0.004B  0.1940.004C 0. 143 0. 004D
FiK 620 B H Height 1.1340.03abA 1.0940.02bA  1.08+0.03bA 1.2140.04aA
% Width 1.26+0. 04abAB1. 20+0. 03bBC 1.05+0.04¢C  1.371£0.05aA
MW EE Vascular bundle gap  0.274:0. 009A 0. 2340, 0083 0.1940.007C 0. 1440. 006D
WL 10 W JE Height 1. 303+ 0. 04bAB 1.27:£0.04bB 1. 38%+0.04abAB 1. 501 0. 08aA
B Width “1.6540.06 aAB 1. 75+ 0. 084aA 1. 53+ 0. 04abAB 1. 39+ 0. 10bB
HEFBPE Vascular bundle gap  0.314+0.012A  0.314+0.009A  0.213£0.007B 0. 1540. 005C

—FTHAFHHRERRERTEE (Duncan’s B EEDEFH,p<0. 05 KEFH,p<0. 01 T L
FHE + PR HEIR (24) , (i mm. Within the same line .means (£se) labelled with the same letter are not significantly

different (Duncan’s new multiple range test,small letter,p<0. 05; capital,p<<0. 01). Data in table.

mm.

mean *se(24),
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Table 2 Distribution of N.lugens eggs on the rice plant of various rice varieties(Hangzhou,1992)

R H"HAY BHEERAFELAIK) HA kLR HeMBER
Varieties No. of Egg percentage on the different parts of rice plant Egg percentage HHREBE (%)
i T hi wn e v B

(%) of leaf sheath
| 5 9.86+5.22 36.32+11.64 53.81+11.77 0.024 0 0
W kK 40 15 1.9241.32  34.76+8.85 63.31:£8.55 <C0.005 13.80:+5. 30 0
# 852 15 53.88+9.17 40.56+9.41  5.5642.25 <C0.005 5.50+4. 85 0
Mudgo 6 72.55+17.37 17.05:11.04 10.41+6.60 <0.029 5.56+5.56 0
ASD7 5 100.00%£0.00 0 0 <0. 039 0 0
IR64 4 93.2240.91  6.78+0.91 0 <0.01 0 0
TN1 4 40.20+17.86 56.23+18.33 3.46+1.68  0.042 0 0
N22 5 16.86£7.18  42.344+8.61  40.82+12.48 0.182 6.95+4. 30 0
%7K 620 9 42.47415.61 20.28+11.64 37.25+15.10 >0.814 7.32+7.32. 0
AWk 10 5 19.6946.53 58.35+7.87 22.00%6.57 >0.093 ] 0

* BHRERUBES AN ES BEEA Friedman Rank Sums (FRSYB R The significance of difference among the
brown planthopper egg percentages on different parts of rice plant is tested with FRS. ; ¥ iE. FHE L HFHEE

Data in table: meand+ se.
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13 FKAR S KRS i T A5 R AE RS RS BB /N T BB I I R S R 65

%3 BESNRMN 2 B LIRCERDREENSHEITE

Table 3 Parameter estimates of the functional reponse for A. nilaparvatae to N. lugens eggs on two varieties (Hangzhou

1992),

W 2

Varieties a Th F R P

W R K 40 0. 4267 0. 0266 167. 80 13.57 ¢.5107 <0.01
A7 852 0.2996 0. 0451 24.41 16. 69 0.5621 <0.01
& ¥} 0. 3038 0.0102 301. 88 20.63 - 0.4242 <0.01

SSR:[E1H# % SSR is the residual sum of squares.

¥4 BARDEHRLIHLFABPEASBRRCIPHFEER (%)

Table 4 Parasitism of A. nilaparvatae to N. lugens eggs of two types of vertical distribution on two rice varieties

(Hangzhou,1992)

R WARK 40

#f 852

Parts of 1 1

I I

rice plant

N.lugens Parasitized

WEXHE Fagpk BWEANRE H4pg B CANE F4mk BLATE H4i0#

N.lugens Parasitized

N.lugens Parasitized N.lugens Parasitized

eggs eggs eggs eggs
& Upper 62.55 38.11 3. 69 75. 00 68. 83 42.75 6.67 68. 00
& 2 Middle 34.87 22. 82 30. 41 34.85 25.97 23. 30 37.60 25.53
T # Lower 2.58 10. 45 65. 90 12.59 5.20 0. 00 55.73 13.88
Fit Total 100 32.07 100 21. 66 100 35. 48 100 21.88

L EF#R K ES 78 The distribution type of N. [ugens eggs mainly distributing on the upper and middle parts of rice
plant;IL I F# K S The distribution type of N. lugens eggs mainly distributing on the middle and lower parts

of rice plant.
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