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Abstract [Objectives] To study the effects of five host plants Ficus erecta var. beecheyana, Hovenia acerba, Castanopsis
sclerophylla, Myrica rubra and Elaeocarpus decipiens on food consumption and development of Euproctis bipunctapex
(Hampson) (Lepidoptera, Lymantriidae). [Methods] Set five research groups under constant conditions[ (26+1) , 80% RH,
photoperiod 12 : 12], each groups larvae were fed on different host plants leaves. Indicators such as food consumption, larvae
duration, survival rate, fecundity et al. were determined. [Results] There were significant food consumption differences on
Euproctis bipunctapex larvae which were fed on different host plants. The larvae fed on C. sclerophylla had the most food
consumption (2 588.15 mg), and those fed on E. decipiens had the least food consumption (1 971.33 mg). But the overall
trends of daily food consumption to different host plants were the same, they increased exponentially with time. Larvae food
consumption increased dramatically from the 4" instar, and the food consumption of the last three stages took 80.68%-85.91%
of the total food consumption. There were also significant differences on the development and fecundity among the larvae fed
on different host plants. The larvae fed on F. erecta var. beecheyana had the shortest larvae duration (34.35 d), the highest

larvae survival rate (60.20%) and the largest egg number laid per female (281.33). While the larvae duration (41.36 d) was the
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longest, total survival rate (38.78%) was the lowest, and the egg number laid per female (215.83) was the second least when

being fed on E. decipiens. [Conclusion]

Previous 4th instar of E. bipunctapex is the critical period of pest management. C.

sclerophylla and M. rubra are suffered most, the food consumption are high. And F. erecta var. beecheyana is the most

suitable host plant for E. bipunctapex.
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Fig.1 Food consumption dynamic and curve estimation equations of Euproctis bipunctapex’s feeding amount on five
host plants
A: B: C: D: E:
A: F. erecta var. beecheyana feeding group; B: H. acerba feeding group; C: C. sclerophylla feeding group; D: M. rubra
feeding group; E: E. decipiens feeding group.
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Table 1 Euproctis bipunctapex’s feeding amount on different host plants in different instars (mg)

F. erecta var.

Development stage beecheyana H. acerba C. sclerophylla M. rubra E. decipiens
1 Ist instar 7.99+0.25a 7.08+0.23b 7.59+0.31ab 7.16+£0.37b 7.51+0.46ab
2 2nd instar 31.74+1.60ab 30.10+2.52ab 33.85+2.53a 28.52+2.44b 33.08+2.74ab
3 3rd instar 68.37+4.13cd 63.74+6.41d 103.88+8.77a 90.72+8.96b 79.53+5.09bc
4 4th instar 208.79+13.17¢ 264.96+20.86b  354.70+25.84a  268.58+20.48b  183.62+13.73¢c
5 Sth instar 520.64+24.68¢ 605.46+18.94b  695.81+47.88a  736.22+36.78a  456.40+30.01c
6  6thinstar 1411.04+£71.16a 1 180.76+81.86¢ 1 392.32+81.80a 1 346.40+68.24ab 1211.19+£78.57bc

Larvae stage 2 248.57+107.87b 2 152.10+87.57bc 2 588.15+£109.34a 2 477.60+136.04a 1 971.33+80.64c

. . 65.46+3.14ab 62.25+2.53b 70.89+2.99a 66.85+3.67ab 47.66+1.95¢
Daily average consumption

+ Duncan’s P<0.05

The data in the table are presented as mean £SE, and followed by the different letters in the same column indicate significant
difference at the 0.05 level by Duncan’s multiple range test. The same below.
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Table 2 Durations of Euproctis bipunctapex in various instars fed on different host plants (d)

Development stage F. erecta var. beecheyana  H. acerba C. sclerophylla M. rubra E. decipiens
Egg stage 3.00£<0.01a 3.00+<0.01a 3.00+<0.01a 3.00+<0.01a 3.00+<0.01a

1 Ist instar 5.00+<0.01b 5.00+£<0.01b 5.00+<0.01b 5.00+<0.01b 5.75+£0.07a
2 2nd instar 6.27+0.49b 6.14+0.50b 6.34+0.52b 6.41+£0.55ab 7.14+0.64a
3 3rd instar 5.14+0.38c 5.43+0.39bc 5.85+0.51abc 6.12+0.61ab 6.49+0.53a
4 4th instar 5.294+0.43c 5.71+0.46bc 6.03+0.63abc 6.32+0.54ab 6.84+0.46a
5 5th instar 5.81+0.41b 6.29+0.35ab 6.47+0.44ab 6.47+0.39ab 7.25+0.55a
6 6th instar 6.84+0.69ab 6.00+£0.42b 6.82+0.49ab 6.74+0.57b 7.89+0.72a
Larvae stage 34.35+2.30c 34.57+3.05¢ 36.51+3.39bc 37.06+3.54b 41.36+2.98a
Pupa stage 13.68+1.51a 13.93+1.14a 13.93+1.41a 13.78+1.09a 14.20+1.30a
Adult stage 6.52+0.57a 5.80+0.45b 6.31+0.68ab 5.74+0.86b 6.40+0.55ab

*3 NMEIFRFIEVHSHESHEKAEER

Table 3 Development states of Euproctis bipunctapex fed on different host plants

0,
Host plant Larvae surviva Eclosion rate Total survival rate ema‘e pupa Fecundity
rate weight
60.02 90.32 54.37 89.58+6.33a 281.33+87.76a
F. erecta var. beecheyana
H. acerba 41.24 82.50 34.02 54.52+6.82b 162.25+19.09bc
C. sclerophylila 57.28 91.53 52.43 83.64+7.95a 235.67+38.79ab
M. rubra 51.96 90.57 47.06 64.17+4.16c  215.83+55.95abc
E. decipiens 38.78 81.58 31.63 41.76+2.91d 145.28+24.44c¢
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