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Effects of different host plants on the development and fecundity of
Lemyra alikangensis ( Strand) ( Lepidoptera. Arctiidae)
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(1. School of Life Science, East China Normal University, Shanghai 200241, China;
2. Shanghai Key Laboratory for Urban Ecology Processes and Eco-Restoration, Shanghai 200062, China)

Abstract The effects of five host plants ( Ficus erecta Thunb. var. beecheyana ( Hook. et Arn.) King, Clerodendrum
cyrtophyllum Turcz, Diospyros oleiera Cheng, Campiotheca acuminate Decne, Myrica rubra ( Lour. ) Sieb. et Zucc) on
the development and fecundity of Lemyra alikangensis ( Strand) ( Lepidoptera; Arctiidae) were studied under laboratory
conditions (26 £1)°C , 80% RH and a photoperiod of 12L: 12D ). The results show that there were significant differences
in feeding preferences, larval period, total survival rate, egg number laid per female and nutrition effects among the larvae
feeding on these different host plants. 4" instar larvae preferred CL. cyrtophyllum, and did not like Ca. acuminata and M.
rubra. Larvae that fed on Cl. cyrtophyllum had the shortest larval period (39.20 +1.79)d, the highest larvae survival
rate (45.71% ) and the largest egg number laid per female (553.75 +61.69). The longest larval period (48.25 £2.22)
d, lowest total survival rate (28.57% ) and egg number per female (386.25 +51.05) was observed in larvae feeding on
M. rubra. In addition, the relative growth rate (RGR) (0.30 0. 03)mg-mg ' -d ™", efficiency of conversion of ingested
food (ECI) (13.46 £1.84)% and approximate digestibility (AD) (62.04 £6.29)% were all highest in larvae feeding
on Cl. cyrtophyllum, but the efficiency of conversion of digested food (ECD) (21.65 £0.95)% was quite low. Larvae
feeding on M. rubra had the lowest RGR (0. 12 +0.03)mg-mg '-d "' and AD (14.75 £1.48) % , but a relatively high
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ECI (5.41 £0.61)% , and the highest ECD (36.79 £4.07)% . In conclusion, Cl. cyrtophyllum is the most suitable

host plant for L. alikangensis and M. rubra the least suitable.

Key words Lemyra alikangensis, host plant, development, nutrition effects, feeding choice
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Fig.1 Feeding choice of 4" instar Lemyra alikangensis larvae on different host plants
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Table 1 Duration of various stages of Lemyra alikangensis feeding on different host plants

A EAEY R (d) 2 H i (d) U5 73 491 (d) L F A (d)

Host plant Egg duration Larval duration Pupal duration Adult age
FANR: F. beecheyana 4 43.33 £3.67b 12. 60 =0. 89b 6.20 0. 84a
K CL cyrtophyllum 4 39.20 £1.79¢ 14.60 = 1. 67a 6.33 0. 58a
e A D. oleiera 4 43.12 £0.99b 13.13 +0. 84b 6.63 0. 52a
B Ca. acuminate 4 47.20 £3.70a 13.20 +0. 84b 5.80 £0. 84a
Y HF M. rubra 4 48.25 +2.22a 12.40 +0.55b 6.25 +£0.96a

Ve R B RN AR = bRt . W — S ER S /NG FREA TR & RR 2 R B P <0.05(Duncan’ s 37 5 1 22 1 4%

%), TERF.

Data in the table are presented as mean + SE, and followed by different letters in the same column indicate significantly different

at the 0. 05 level by Duncan’s multiple range test. The same below.
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Table 2 Development states of Lemyra alikangensis feeding on different host plants

EE LY IAFHR (%) AT (mg) PO OR/ME) R (%) BIHEER (%)
Host plant Larval survival rate Female pupal weight Fecundity Eclosion rate  Total survival rate
KA F. beecheyana 41.43 102. 20 +14. 95b 492.50 +60. 07ab 93. 10 38.57
K& Cl. cyrtophyllum 48.57 153.43 +47.38a 553.75 £61. 69a 94.12 45.71
LA A D. oleiera 47. 14 109.70 +21. 32b 532.50 +73.09a 100. 00 47.14
B Ca. acuminate 31.43 84.32 + 5.30b 407. 50 £53. 62bc 100. 00 31.43
Yt M. rubra 32.86 73.57 +15.18b 386.25 +51.05¢ 86.96 28.57

R3 ZEBHBRSERKEBROEXESH

Table 3 Correlation analysis among the growth indicators of Lemyra alikangensis

&1 1 77 1 [T 4 A ML i

Larval duration Pupal duration Adult age
4 A7 5 2 Larval survival rate -0.930° 0. 601 0.763
MEif . Female pupal weight -0.975" 0.889" 0.411
FEB & Fecundity -0.958° 0. 649 0. 648
P14k Eclosion rate -0.214 0.318 -0.051
B ££3E & Total survival rate -0.891° 0. 609 0.711

T FRORTE 0. 05 /K22 52 .25 (WU ) 5 7 FIRTE 0. 01 KF22 52 .3 (W)

“ means correlation is significant at the 0. 05 level (2-tailed) ; ™ means correlation is significant at the 0. 01 level (2-tailed).
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R AR ER Y = BT 6 A HUE SR mg - d ) RT3 (48. 25% ) B, {H R
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Table 4 Nutrition effects of 6" instar Lemyra alikangensis larvae feeding on different host plants

FEMEY RGR RCR ECD ECI AD

Host plant (mgemg™'+d™") (mg-mg™'-d7") (%) (%) (%)
FALS F. beecheyana 0.17 £0.01b 2.48 0. 18b 6.78 +0.28b 32.43 =1.72b 20.94 1. 10c¢
K3 CL cyrtophyllum 0.30 £0.03a 2.27 £0.11be  13.46 1. 84a 21.65 +0.95¢ 62.04 +6.29a
LA MM D, oleiera 0.17 £0.02b 3.55 +£0.32a 4.91 £0.47c 10.21 £0.82d  48.25 +5.53b
B Ca. acuminate 0.08 =0.01d 1.95 +0. 16¢ 4.39 +0.78¢ 21.81 =1.40c¢ 20.20 = 3. 96¢
Witg M. rubra 0.12 0. 03¢ 2.23 +0. 40be 5.41 £0.61b 36.79 =4.07a 14.75 + 1. 48¢

TE T RGR FR XA K A RCR FIR X IR i, ECD FoR W A A, ECT F R YR 3, AD R IR AE % .

RGR represents relative growth rate, RCR represents relative consumption rate, ECD represents efficiency conversion of digested

food, ECI represents efficiency conversion of ingested food and AD represents approximate digestibility.
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