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Quantitative evaluation of predation based on
molecular analysis of gut-content
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Abstract [Objectives] Protecting and enhancing natural predator communities is an effective strategy for pest suppression
in farmland and understanding the trophic structures of predators and food webs in agroecosystems has become a key issue in
biological control. [Methods] The peanut aphid CO I gene was used as a marker of peanut aphid predation by by the
coccinellid Propylea japonica (Coleoptera: Coccinellidae) and PCR-based gut content analysis was used to measure predation
by P. japonica on the peanut aphid. [Results] Incorporating molecular tools and field studies provided direct evidence of
peanut aphid predation by P. japonica and allowed the consumption of this pest by P. japonica to be evaluated under realistic
field conditions. [Conclusion] Molecular gut content analysis can help evaluate the trophic structure of natural predator food
webs and thereby inform, and improve, pest control.
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SO L BT EARICESE (Sopp etal.,
1992; Ouyang et al., 2014; ZEF4, 2019)
{HX SRS AR, WA A —ERBRTE (R
BoTSE, 2008) o ARk, A TAMEIT A
1Y 4 JE , PCR 43 A PR HLAGH I 72 B8 vy, #R AR T 68
W, ST B RS AT, B KRB TN
B RBH EEN A RO E (A,
2017) o Hrr, FIHXEHEN &Y PCR Kl
FOR DL VA & 8 TR W 2 (R ) 8 R G &R
C B A B ST A ( Schmidt et al,
2014) .

AR, TRFEA R T 20 2K
YEY B R 2 A A3 m ( Lundgren and
Fergen, 2014; Liuetal., 2015, 2018 ), it 7E
AEAE AR oK, AT LA oK 5 | fa sl e st
AEAE MR T o AE I N A 2 A 5 1 B B
WEHE R E B PR TR AE R D REAE P AT #E AR 5 o
B T BB 1 B9 K/ o R B A H ) f SR A fE A
W AR, AT DUR WA B R e 80
. Propylaea japonica J i, LA{EA: M 320 I
% i A= 5F Aphis craccivora Koch HHFFE T4,
TR A TRk DNA 46 R C AL
FE£1 ( mitochondrial DNA cytochrome coxidase
subunit I, mtDNA CO I )F&H A9 F04E R ( Species-
specific CO I ) PCR HARHE N & MR Foo 184
IE AR P PER AR (Juetal., 2019),
WiE 7519 AC F2/R2 HXFAEAE R R UE T 1
A B VE R BCR UG PENT, X R 48 A A Y
HEMEMTESLR . BRI AY 15
BOR . kit —25 Ll AC_F2/R2 X559,
FIIH PCR B ARG M K& N 54, a4 Hr
A6 W7 fe SO AU N B BHPE A 1 232, BB f
SUBK UG A6 A W 1) BB G R S HAE AN R 7
FAED A e R B o DT A o 1 PRl
B R E R d i DR — o i ik

1 MRERZE
1.1 REHET

KHAEA/E K 3 2 i (3 28462 2
BTk ) RVERME ., 5 A 1 HES R BHE R E K

FIAEA: , #% BRSP4 B T, il
6 390 ) AN WG A ) A% HL 7 o R ] 3 T 28
o, JCRAEAE .

1.2 RHFF

AHEFE I AR AR | f SCEHREER B
IR AR I PR, . AEA= I | S0 ]
W5 :5% Fan %% (2018) .

WAF . LIZE T Vicia faba LAER2F B,
RAEWHY) 30 K/kbk, T AT (Safe
PRX-450C, T, THE) mFE. N TR
JESh 22 °C/20 °C, MMM L: D=16:8, =
SAHRHRE A 70%+10%.

. SCN A (R) R 9] ) f SRR 55 A
TS M54 ( Safe PRX-450C, Ningbo, China)Py,
5%/, i GAE R (b ERNB sh Wit 53 i
PR AR A PR ) MBI, RN TR U R H %
3 IRATIFAS 50 SRS R TR SR, AT
SAEFEIRIE R 22 °C20 °C, YoM N L -
D=16 : 8, ZAHXERE R 70%+10%.

1.3 HmEEARNGEREREIE

FESREE LR IR BN : (o et i) A B
SR HAHIOK CRESREFEA, BT O
PEREA 538 R/ IMNER A 2 mL P i, FHER
FESCHFEASTRE, AR %2 1.5 mL B0
Hr, B A 250 uL Buffer IL 1 20 pL
Proteinase K, &7 s A fE{d AL IR A . BRI
M ELOE IAE IR 55 °C/K¥ 6 h Bt
T AHRE S, AV A ) 55 18 21 K A o B3 TR
2], FESMBUEALSESS, 13 000xg &0 3 min,
A FIERENN 1.5 mL BO08 T, mEOs
TSR 500 uL Buffer IL ( fin—1% Z %
kg ), WAHEIRS 30 s, & HiPure gDNA Micro
Column 2£7F 2 mL WA BHR A FITTTIE—
BB ZRTH, 10 000xg B.0 30-60 s, JIIA
600 uL Buffer GW1 ZAEFH1, 10 000xg Z5.0»
30-60 s, JIA 600 pL Buffer GW2 2T H,
10 000xg .0 30-60 s, HE FREEME 1 K,
13 000> g B5.0> 3 mino KrAE T2 AEHHY 1.5 mL 2
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O F, A 15-30 pL Fi#E 55 °CHY Elution
Buffer ok Buffer TE 2 A% 5 9 S 5E 2 min,
13 000xg BS.0> Imin, T - 20 CIRFEEH .

A I R EFBRIREIE: RIE GenBank
HHE A S I L 18s 351, T T — X s
HFEREY) 18s-F: GTAATGATTAACAGGAA-
CGGATGG, 18S-R: GTGCCCTTCCGTCAAT-
TCCTT, HA" 34 5 B R/ R 306 bp, LAFBSUHIE
FEDN AR, 18s-F/R ATy, HoiiF o 4H 45
AT B o IR B IO S A SR TR A AR A 7
T N 4G AR W 1 5 A

14 HREXEHERN S IEEW 5 F

AR CO T FiriciRES% Ju %
(2019 ) Ffelitt . LIAEAE gL A MAsAR , R
mtDNA COI H:H:i #5149 ( Schmidt et al.,
2014 ) #E47 PCR ¥ 34, MR4EY 14 4 09I 7 25
B, Wit XA AR 1Y) . DAAEAEWE
S BHPEXS B, DAFE Rl — 464 HUOR SR . S AEAE
[ AEBE R sh e . el IRSIPIFEA DNA
ARG 35 5 | W R R S B 1 Rt
¥ AC_F2: TTGTTACAATTCATGCTTTCATTAT
Fl AC_R2: TGAAATACCTGCTAAATGAAGAG
(444 F- Bt 299 bp ), PCR RWAKZR N 25 uL,
HAHIH DNA 0.5 uL, 5xBuffer (% Mg®") 5 uL,
dNTPs (2.5 mmol-L™2 uL, F3HFo1¥F R o114
(10 pmol-'L™') 4 0.5 uL, Taq DNA R4
(2.5U-uL™")0.2 uL, ddH,0 #Mi % 25 uL., PCR
AR 94 CHIAEYE 3 min; 98 °C10 s,
55 °C5 s, 72 °C20 s, 35 MEFR; 72 °CIEAd

10 min,

L5 EGERLIRENRHEL. FEEER
EHE#ERER S

TEAEAESF CO 1 FARICHE AR BRI, 1E
FENATEAMET, R PCR HORME #LAE B 7E
AL £ AN TR] IR 1] B 9 AR i 2
PE— AR WA ZEAFT , AR FEPAEAS Hh R B 2
SRR [R) 7 AR ) 9] )5 o 7 3 S0 AE AR F
A ETEM

= AR SUIHURE AR - ORI I ] — 2

AL MAEA I 1) SRR (RE4 240 Skl , R
BRI E LR 20 Sk R ES ), HLGA 35 mm
REFRINL, YUERALEE 24 h, MBSk 2 W A8 AR HL
B IR B S22 R =0 (&% 2 h R
BRI ), 40T 0 | 1, 2, 4, 6, 8.
16, 20, 24 F1 48 h HUHESI A, e EEAETC
KOEEF, F - 20 CokEERAT, L& T
F3E PN N 4 TR

FE ] F 230 SR A i A 7 R FEL ) R OK A
Pk I X A6 A S ) A B P R S R A T R
JIi A H DR I B IREA, RHAETCK LB,
T - 20 CokFatRAr, L& Tl BmiEN Sy
(4 - F6 I A o F SO O A6 AR B I VR

1.6 SitaHhEk

AR EGE T P AbRIER 22 ) T2
ST SPSS 22.0 SEil. HIH] probit BiZYAE
HAH R PR TUE N & A5 DNA ik 5
LGS

2 ZREHSH

2.1 YRl EEE R EREE

it E AR R SR R D 2 B i, DAL
BORFERLUNEAR, 18s-F/R HNSEHI4), %Kik
SR 18] 1 A ST D 2 R U
IR, DLHBE R RBENL 20 SR
FEA g, HIE AR a3 306 bp A94FSF
i, RWISEN A RIOTR R A . BRIk
HEHCE AR, Bl i R S5 RN 18s 52
AT, Ul R HORE At 56 DR 4 4 ) 5 2 R R
AP 1) 73 TR U

22 AYHBFmERNSMPEERERNSTF
Rl

i — 25 D2 P A ) S ) S R B
REATBEHLIMEL 16 MREAS, DIHIER 4L A
B, AC_F2/R2 7514, FIH PCR H ARG M fa.LL
PR XEA R R EER . 4530 8R 16 M
AR 8 MREARTIRM B /LA DNA 588, £
B 8 AMFEEA Y fa SUU R AR A I 40 Tl B 1
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Fig. 1 Quality verification of ladybug genome

M: DNA 43T AR i#E DNA marker ( DL500); 1-20: 80l d LA .
M: DNA marker (DL500); 1-20: Ladybug genome.
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Fig. 2 Detection of predation of ladybug on peanut aphids

M: DNA 43T AR DNA marker ( DL500); 1-20: 80l dIEH 4 .
M: DNA marker (DL500); 1-20: Ladybug genome.

o 519 AC_F2/R2 $60E T T S0 ) 46 4
Sf A R PRGN

23 EEBERKIIRENIHEEERANE

Xof e S0 I AR P A A 0 B T Ak B 1) 9 BH
Ko AT, EECE 0 h i, BT sl fa Sr e
RN RER I 264 5 1) DNA, BHMEAG H
100.0%; {HFZE AL I ] A REHG , BHAMERS HE R
W TR, AE 20 h BESh 05 & I KBS TR 16 h,
ZETER, PR %R 10.0%. ST
A6 25 B 1 4 FH A PE A AGE T S5 R Ak B ] A 40
B MG, A E e s R N A
] DSso b 4.355h (R=0.9337) (|8 3),

2.4 RYIHXEEFR#ERER TN

Ak AR AR - FOK B T K AR R L Wi gk
G, SRIBOLENA S, FIRIEAER R CO |
NG PCR 948, I 5E AN [ i 1] Bl SR A i
A B 25 o T DR Al ARSI 25 255k 1

1001

peanut aphids (%)
W
<

Proportion positive for

TEASFFRPER IR (%)

0
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JHALEFIE] (h) Time since feeding (h)
3 By ElaEE SRR 2 F
R EAI A% (Juetal., 2019)
Fig. 3 The fitted curve of peanut aphid DNA
half-life experiments (Ju et al., 2019)

W, U R B S AR A A
BEHEXR, (AW f SO B Y ) B A %
Bl A6 AR MR 2 B 3 g . Hed, 7 A
10 H , 76 A BRACA BRI EE 2 B log 135 2 i =
3.04 B, AEAEWFE A SO R Y I BHAE A Hh 236 58
FEK, N2625% (F1) .,



£ 222 - R B H1 244 Chinese Journal of Applied Entomology 57 %

x1 ARNALES. RUIAMEEEREESERIINRARNENERHR
Table 1 Density of peanut aphid and predator in peanut/maize intercropping field and
positive responses of peanut aphid DNA

AR (H-H) FEA R R (log/ TR )

Date (month-day)

Number of peanut aphid (log/100 plants) Number of P. japonica/m® Proportion of positive (%)

6-20 20-June 0.34+0.19¢
6-30 30-June 1.56=0.37b
7-10 10-July 3.0440.50a

A A /m? PHPERS % (%)
5.9542.15a 10.94+6.44a
4.20+1.41a 11.25%3.75a
3.48+1.02a 26.25+7.72b

P RE P EEEARHE R s RSB SRR A A NG TR TE P<0.05 KI5 B3 (RINETTEZ L) .

Dates in the table are mean+SE, and followed by different letters in the same column indicate significant difference at 0.05

level by one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).
3 A3
3 g

3.1 DNA R FARIEHEARTIERSHTHEHERIT
ASERNEYREZE

HARAKBAER HABRG h LA HEN
AEYFEEDIRE, AR oW R R HE,
WTEA H RO ARE I IR . —H 22 | RS,
AR REARAL Y . B . BAREY /s ERE
i, SRR R FCT IR R, AT 5853 KA R TN 3
A 25845 /8 FH ( Letourneau et al., 2011 ; Gurr
etal., 2017; Liuetal., 2018; Skidmore et al.,
2019; Yang etal., 2019) . [fiiXeef ERKHE

HEERK

Predator

42 H/H R AL DNAR B
Whole body/MidgutDNA extraction

DNAJ & KriiE

Quality verification of DNA

PCRY™ 1

PCR amplification using of species-specific CO I primer

|4

SN PE AR HUR IR T8 PR, B
A T B A R B T HAT i B AR U BE

1717 L 1E P T30 334 SO B P A T S5 WA
PERFL-F B FAE OIS A ol o T4k
BEE 7 TARICBORRY R, BT REmiE N &Y
1) PCR 3 #r 2 A PEAG AR TH R G -l B 1k
K- IR =08 IR G A W VT 84 R O
ko AXES AT ITRGE , DIARIEIEA 5 FK
A B UL 2R B8 A A/ B K- AR A B - T
AR L, Tk T —F s Fhmicorik T
RPN A AR S R G B SEBR RO &A1
FREARAE AT 5] 4,

Y (EhrER)
Prey (target pest)

CO I &[5 |1 ¥tit
Primer design of CO I

CO I Z:EH5 | Prfs i ik

<

TP PR R G

Proportion positive for prey

Screening of species-
specific CO I primers

v

B R TA A B) T8 A
(R )
Half-life of prey in predator
collected in laboratory

!

RE BTN KB H E) SRl A A

( FH o) R i )

Predation of predator collected in field

4 NRABEASYEETFNREUERIERASG ERIZEE

Fig. 4 The protocol of quantitative evaluation of the predation based on gut-content molecular analysis
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A LR 200 Tt K a0 R
X AEA 0 B R VR, e BRAEAE A 0 AR A )
WA IIEIRTE . MAE AR A2 B T, JF
| OB R R B A3, (B T e
SO AR AR A A o X T BB R S fa A
P & Z IR R R A5 — T,
A6 AE I A9 B A KR S T S R E A
LR, [ e v 2 B 1) 3 ORI T KR T Rg
N, IR RN, MRS T sl A
A A EAE R o [RIEE, ASBIFTE ) R B 1
FHARGI FH 3t e 35 2R F A A - FOKR IR/ H ) B KA
PR, MBS EEE R, AN EFK, H
Sl E S PCR I 7, fasrEl A
AR 1) A 26 W R G, SR AGE L SRR A v A 3]
26.25%. FHILATDIGESE , 64 A FOR M R R A77E
fSUHR Y WO S, R e 8UH R e AL
A B AR T R AE AR I i 1] 3 KA AR L
FORAE D Dtetady (VEY ) , Pl el i s RSk
B A A AR AR 4 VR o R gl Ui B
BT RBIHNEY) PCR AT 7 B0 T &
T A AR R G I SEBR R B EVER

3.2 ETF COo [ EE#IDNA &5 FHrcHE AR A

FIH 3 Fhric T BoE f WAL 2 P R o
EREEENLD T 24 KRN B . Hebert
%5 (2003 ) %I mtDNA CO T 3P i i — BT
XA PRI AT 53 F U, TR AR
454 DNA 456 H R ( DNA barcoding ), Uit
FR T3 o B AR SRR B I Bx L
MERA B o 2t fir . ARk, BT CO 1 3
1) DNA 73 ARt B AR BEIE I 2 A Rl 2E 25
ARG RE-FREHEEHNEATBRZ—

( Greenstone et al., 2014; And@jaretal., 2018;
Wang et al., 2018; Whitney etal., 2018 ), {H[H
WHMEEFIH DNA o FAnic BRI T4 -
FEPNE)E TR R R 2 W SORK RS
KA SRS (Verschut etal., 2018 ), T
A A A B AR IS o AHT L AE( 2008 )
B F1H DNAFRIC T A 1T 14 Fhdi £ 1 R ot
KEBFREAT R, UESE B M RS PH A
G RG24 3 EAHOC . Wang 5%

(2018) FIHIEFREMGEHN Y PCR 531711
Ji, R T S B G TE R R & E DI U R A
PR, A SR TR S AN A ) A R
TRBFIIEA DGR . A (2013) Fhxbaedbsk
H A R G IR WL iU 2Z— i3t co T
SERRRFY 1514, FELARRAY 59 R s X
HRAEATFPRE S E PCR 9738, W12 ik 15 464k
WF R EE SRS 1 o ARBFGEHE— 29 K T RS
PES I T L L, R [ L e ™ 48 345 i 5
Y. ARSI A, T E— 2 R — 1
(AR RF CO T SRR R 1519, v H e i
SR RO AR SF A B AR, ok s IEAG
BPERBU I FE AL T —Flokr ik

E— BT UE I, R AESRG, KL
Tl B VR PRI W] B0 2 I Ak R B RS L )
ATVEERE , IR Z R A PR ROh W ER
B ul I\ Z2 R0 4 P TR R R BT 4, B
LI A BB RGP B R EHIE (Verschut
etal., 2018; Whitney etal., 2018 ), % }7EH
(] S R Az 77 v SR KA i il P DR TR 4 3 i
FIRAE T BEISAKE

3.3 DNA 9 FHRIZHARNEWE R

FIH DNA 73 FFric ARk e PEAG K Hoa
BRI 532 B Z R P 2R I RZ IR . 4043 Fa ]
FEARPYEAY | BEARE . CO T LR BRI/,
HURE R PR IRLEE | AN [R] 8 010 bR R e i A A
K/NFEEAEAR KR L2 1559 DNA BHE
o R A HERR E ( Greenstone etal., 2014 ).
Kamenova 5§ (2018 ) W T 3 FiFEAEAY, &
R TR A 4 OREAS | A AR [|] kA A
(A ) B PR 1 235 AN AR [R] 4 ORI [E] ke AR
O I B A 1 238 B 2 e TR AR AS . IRt
AR SCHEA R FH R RS 4 sl [ml ik ) DNA 1B R
PCR ¥ ¥4 50 AR o EAb, il B P R A Py
b ) TR S R R BOR/INEE DIAH G . FE
SENHEE B RG T, P TIR/ NG
M R A — oA, AR BAE
200-300 bp e EI B, AT Dl 2] K Hos S5
IR EVER, T s Xt RECE 1T R iR

( Foltan et al., 2005 ).
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3.4 DNA S FHRicRARBERE

S KEH & /EFHIEM kA b, DNA
I3 FHEOR BRI R SOy, BRAEmEE .
ATt BB G AT SR, (B A AE—E 1 Jey R
PR, BN, X TRREF R E S mEN Y
Hr, DNA 43 FHRUEARA 2 . B i
FIsF ) AR A8 vy %) R A DU > 5 30 LR A0 Ik T B S
PR AR ; [HARET PCR &, BAvEREhiiAS:
AR BA T =2 (Chen et al., 2000 ), [FIH},
A X EE TR T8, )2 DNA 7
FHRICHAR AR T Ly A @l —
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