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Effects of nuclear polyhedrosis virus on cannibalism in
Helicoverpa armigera
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Abstract The effects of nuclear polyhedrosis virus infection on cannibalism in Helicoverpa armigera (Hiibner) was
evaluated under laborratory conditions. The number of infected larvae preyed on by healthy larvae increased with the
progress of the disease. There was no significant difference in the percentage of dead infected larvae, frozen infected larvae
and frozen healthy larvae that were preyed on by healthy larvae. This suggests that infected larvae and dead infected larvae
are more likely to be cannibalized simply because they become less vigorous and less capable of defending themselves than
healthy larvae. There was no significant difference in the frequency of cannibalism of frozen infected larvae by healthy
larvae and infected larvae. This suggests that the tendency towards cannibalism is not altered by infection. Cannibalism is
potentially costly. The pupation and eclosion rate of healthy larvae that ate infected larvae was lower than that of those that
had not cannibalized infected larvae.
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Fig.1 Percentage of cannibalism of
Helicoverpa armigera larvae
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larvae.
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Date in the figure are mean + SE. Histograms followed
by the same letters are not significantly different at 0. 05
level in the same instar by Duncan’ s multiple range

test. The same for Fig. 2.
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Table 1 Pupation and eclosion rate of cannibals
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Pk # Eclosion rate (% )
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Healthy larvae (n =45)
BB VR FE A HL R A A #% 1R
Healthy larvae eaten frozen healthy larvae (n =71)
B T R SE T HURK) A BE A 2%
Healthy larvae eaten frozen infected larvae (n =41)
BB SRBE T LR A BEAR 2% R
Healthy larvae eaten natural dead infected larvae (n =49)
BT VR AT 5 LI B A B

Infected larvae eaten frozen infected larvae (n =50)

100.0 £0.0 a 95.6+2.2 a
94.4+1.22 b 91.5+0.3 a
86.6+7.0b 66.0+4.9 b
54.8+2.6 ¢ 1.9£1.9 ¢
0.0+0.0d 0.0+0.0 ¢
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Data in the table are mean + SE, and followed by the same letters in the same column are not significantly different at 0. 05 level by

Duncan’ s multiple range test.
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