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Effects of transgenic CrylAc and Cry2Ab cotton on life table
parameters and population dynamics of the cotton aphid
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Abstract The effects of transgenic CrylAc and Cry2Ab cotton on the life table parameters and population dynamics of the
cotton aphid were studied under laboratory conditions and in cotton fields in 2010 and 2011. The results show that,
compared with conventional CCRI 49 cotton, net reproductive rates, intrinsic growth rates and the finite rate of increase
decreased by 81. 69% , 65. 00% and 13. 01% respectively; the decrease in net reproductive rate being statistically
significant. The average generation cycle and population doubling time increased by 5.54% and 154.19% , respectively,
the latter being statistically significant. Compared to conventional cotton, the numbers of seedling aphids, summer aphids
and autumn aphids per 100 CrylAc — Cry2Ab plants were 10.79% , 37.18% and 17.49% lower respectively in 2010, but
these differences were not significant. Numbers of seedling aphids per 100 Cryl/Ac — Cry2Ab plants in cotton fields
increased by 2. 03% in 2011, and numbers of summer aphids and autumn aphids per 100 CrylAc — Cry2Ab plants
decreased by 37.41% and 64.03% respectively in 2011 but none of these differences were significant.
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Table 1 Effects of different cotton varieties on fecundity of cotton aphid

iRt pit] FEGR AT B A e B e ) 77 AT R U I 1] 7 AT W R 2 I )
Cotton type Beginning time of reproduction Peaking time of reproduction Period of reproduction peaking time
i
) I%'Mjl% 2.00 £0. 12aA 3.33 £0.58aA 7.33 £2.08aA
Conventional cotton
XA
Lo i 3.00 £0.25aA 7.67 £1.53bB 2.67 £1.53bA

Transgenic cotton
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Data are presented as mean =+ SE. Values in the same column followed by different lowercase and uppercase letters are

significantly different at 0. 05 and 0. 01 levels (¢ tests) , respectively. The same below.
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Table 2 Effects of different cotton varieties on the life table parameters of cotton aphid
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Fig. 1

Population dynamics of cotton seedling aphid in two Kinds of cotton fields in 2010 and 2011
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Fig.2 Population dynamics of summer aphid in two kinds of cotton fields in 2010 and 2011
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Fig.3 Population dynamics of autumn aphid in two kinds of cotton fields in 2010 and 2011
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