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Abstract The term “host plant” has a specific meaning and host plant selection is an important part of the relationship
between phytophagous insects and plants. There are four main hypotheses describing host plant selection: the Hopkin’s host
selection principle, the new Hopkin’s host selection principle, the chemical legacy hypothesis and the preference-performance
hypothesis. This article introduces and discusses these four hypotheses and provides a definition and discussion of the host
plant concept.
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Yk HEn i AT SE, 0—J7 TR S A Y
ST EVERERUA AR, BN, —F R AR A
VR F B P AP R LE AR ), AN IR PR EL
TR IEBEAFPAE Y o XSSO IR AR JAE S 2
( Physiological ecology ) ff & UI AT FF Jig i >k
1o A X Ty T ITSE TAETF AR R, FLER
GORHE N T8, IFR T — A G R A Y
Bt o AR SCRIX 5 AT T AL,

1 fARTFEEY

22 FAEY) , OEAH R R A A
VERERF A 1 S0 S B[R]

RAED) . Bk, AETTF . BB R PORSE
RiEAY) L, SEREZMEZHENER R, Hi, I
X B W T AR 2H SR/ TR R 2R RR A
P ELH ( Phytophagous insects ) . AH% M XL,
HRMLEY . MBS HINGE, SUEREN]
Y BEEEAL T ( Shelter ) | 2 A4S . BiAE &M
RAmE, LN IE I EYIkE, 11007
AR R ERR D, BEH A S (R UGS N PR
R L, FRRERREA N & AR ) &
H5#EYhEE e EER R S a2
AL A BEAE IS ) (Ehrlich and
Raven, 1964 ) , EA1FTHICE FEYIFN BN &
Y (Diet breadth ) , Wik &4 701k,
AR BRI Rt EEEmE SR
ISR (Cates, 1981; Wiklund, 1981) , #f
AT IE LR R

M iR 3 B E R R EY) R, nIg]
A EAEY X — A T AR, 2
RARNEY) K & AR E R B R R R
Ay, BB L AR AR I B OO B A
Ty RN By, AE4 B 75 AR Fh S Y i
FE, AR R R R RS R B R
5 |k 55 PRAP S it %) ) o S D T Y A, S X
A U)K

M2, 222 Er? WA MTORERM,
AR TSR 2 . G40, A= 35 T P50 ER
X CELAEIREL . a5 E K ) 4 XU Papilio

machaon, HAEA [ i O SO 7R B 1)
Y, "4k 425 (1) B2 EAEY) (Primary
host plants ) = A=K T4 KU 32 S EFHA L TP i
Y, XA Y EPIE R RS Peucedanum
palustre. Nt [7i Angelica archangelic Flbk 414
Angelica silvestris, R H 4 XU Y 4 A
STEHUETETX 3 ME b (2) IREF EME
¥ (Secondary host plants ) : A=K T4 KU R 22
ZEME T AR, < EFHE T Cicuta virosa,
JBE ] 7 Carum carvi | i 25 Anethum graveolens 55,
XEEAEY) b, (RBE W B A RS, (3) A
16 FHY A EHEY) (Unsuitable host plants ) : ANif
B4 R S0 R B2 rh i — 25 8, 4 U RETE
XEEHEY) EAEAR s (4)TETER AT F4EY) ( Potential
novel host plants ) : A=K T4 RUB I AE Z A 5%
R SEHEATGHE A% — LEAE A , R A5 X0) 3ok e A Ay 6
AT BT O S, ) RO 33K S AR ) ik AN i
(Wiklund, 1981) . fHAMAAE X 4 695 T8

YIS, SThR T4

PN, AR 10 R A AR 12 i
Yy L K ik Manduca sexta 8 1 #3441, &
PAGARL 9 FiAE Y A ALARL Y 3 PP R (T 4
BE| S, Pkl , X LAY AT 73R AF A ( Host
plants ) |, A $%524E % FAEY) ( Acceptable non-host
plants ) FIARA[ 4252 4E % E4HY) ( Unacceptable
non-host plants )3 25( de Boer and Hanson, 1984 ).,
{ASCEERXTIX 3 AW T LA R

AR, WCERARAE . JERE R R A
A FAEY) UL R AR ¥ FAEY) RPN AT Bk A Ak
TS SR, SR FH AR €3 - B o fih £ 37 ( GC-
EAD ) H AR A48 # Helicoverpa armigera £
A2 P HEOOH I SRR ) SN o AR AR,
JEEWE TONRE R B A A, HABAE ) AR AR AT
F AW Bk A EHYI( Rajapakse et al., 2006 ),
W] FRR X ORI, CEEMARLG

SO A BV 22 RS E RO R
qu, e HAS B SR A B R R, X SRR U 2
FAEY , Y 2 REAE PR BE A U & HAT A B
AEFARE T R B4R = AR ( Cunningham
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and Zalucki, 2014 ) . BEbTiXFheRal 0, #
(AuFE R H R 2808 ) ZE B A0 S 8 Fix 2
TP IFAE L =80, Hax SO R h 4l ik 4
rh, A —E L MARE R K B B AR
FERE ST . NI (LR EFAh ) WELHI Y
B ] B — R SO AR, AN —E R B E
FAEY, PR AT RRiA A HAL TG K . TEEFAE,
BUR B S TE XA Y TR, B0 FEH
T BREAL 2 AT REAS S IE R AE KR T - BN
FRdd, WAt ¥4 Populusnigra 25k
R ARG AR SR, (H R AR 4 TS
AURER) s ML b DR & Eucalyptus A4 1Y
8 (Gregg, 2006) , HEMNIRE AN, R
FEF L 5 175 AR B, (H R At AN S
T ECE MY ( Del Socorro et al., 2010) .
R e v B R AF AR, A AR
ik Al aNSEHE Tephritidae, HRPE B HBLAL A= 250
( Fundamental niche ) F155FRrA4=251 ( Realized
niche ) #:% ( Hutchinson, 1957) , SEMEAY? &
TP AT R 53 o Befilh ( BOPRTETE ) 75 AR A2 bR
A EAHY) o FERTF YRS, YRR
KT SR, Al REAR 2 A A S gh A BT E
AE N TETE | 4 H B o I (s LR 8 1] 3R
HIE IR, FEfg ok [ REAR ) 9 A B R A
Y, SEPREF FAEY)E AT R B SE PR A A Y
Fp2" (Fitt, 1986a, 1986b) . #147F FHuf7
(Host status ) 43, Aotk S iy 25 EAEY) ]
SEE SR EAMY (Natural host plants ) | &4
PEAF FAEY) ( Conditional host plants ) FI1FEZF 3
FE%) ( Non-host plants ) 3 2, HARAF FHY 5
EHREMT, 05052 2SR F AR | B
GAEY) s ST A (TRPRVE AR 75 A
NTHFEEY) ) B INR A gLz F, H
PEVE T 55 T 22 AR FH Y ; AR 27 EHY) 2
WA Z P LR FEY (Aluja and
Mangan, 2008 ) . etk R A A HARRYE, anfe
FE A FHEY S, AN BZ . Sk b
RS E LR ER R, SCBELLER, R
REABRERHEZ I,

EIRGERLER, RRWEE TR E B R R
A BRI, PRUIT SR R A A o SR EE S5 AN R AR
[, XF2F EAMREERIB B AN, B4,
VS 2F EAEY) 7 A SCVEE IR, XT38 5 TR
HEHRRME, 2F EHEYE N2 EEER R
e B DOE R A K kKT, Big (fblf) M
A IE B R A . BT AR 2 A A A
Y, "z AR EAEY . JEFF BT, 4R
2RISR T R R4 s TR,
Hrp G SR e B g R, (B — E R X L)
MAMAS, ANBEPILH TE AR . X IX AR,
Wi Bz ] AR EM Y . Bl an R
Helicoverpa assulta, H:7F FAEY) M Nicotiana
tabacum. i Capsicum annuum, = [¢ % Datura
stramonium 45, {HEEHEEIMREE LI, Fib
Lycopersicon esculentum A #k 1 /8 m] UL H:4)
B H R B A R RIE S (2006) FE N
TFR R, 4 RREECE AR &k, 3
ARRIEE AR KT AR . XEAFM, B
H AT EAET FHY) .

TEERENZE, Tk R
Y —inl, RZR4RX Hpreh i <& Y7
AT EEAET BT X PSAE

MEERRFFEYNZHENEREHER
[FM 5 o S RTE R rPIE . E kR
HRZHF AR 1 RIS E SRR,
I 3 B AR R AIZEAE] 10% ( Bernays
and Graham, 1988 ) , X#t2Ul, ENIZ N LR
o N, JEE AL 5000 PR ETER R, 80%
P R EHR ( Schoonhoven etal., 2005) ;
TN, FEA 10 5% 1Y S5 AT R 4t 5 2 4
365 MR FEMCKER 14 8 148 Firp, Frekl
YIGC A 92 Ff (Cho et al., 2008) . H¥EIX
Beir SR, AT S5%IIRNEURE 1 il
Y, 83%IURE 1 MERJLFHEY), 96%MFh2E
HEE 1 AR (74% 858 ) i— 2y
( Cunningham and Zalucki, 2014) , Xz,
SERCHE R AR E E fe, RE WA B
BRI ANFRES Hy | M 2E A0 Heliothis virescens,
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P T A IXRE I « SRS OC R AR R B 1
B, — AR TG SR 2 R AR ALY I o e
T, FEXRRIENIEY), WG RGRRR
iy (FEEYE ) BH (Price, 1981) o

2 FEEMEFERIA

A FAY PR R —Fh 2 R
A Bl FERXFIE S, ME RO G AR ) 1
BREZE, Xk e K ARms . 2k
KEBHAIE AR (Fitmess ) o M X FEEEAT
A H A B iRk Al 84k ( Plasticity )
YA, 1 HAL S HA%2) (Learning ) 17 %
YIS (Janz, 2002) .

X “2E=" , ERRRAMELE T
I H S 2 R AT R4 # ( Dukas,
1998 ) o %+ T Ay i WAL« 1511 ( Habituation ) |
25 HL Y 2514k [ Classical conditioning, EJ TTasnos

( Pavlov ) MF OB 245 1% 3 2% 2J ( Trial and
error learning, ¥f 2 /X #& H PLAYA 5 1 B AT P
A HRIEOE R E SN ISR ) | EC ( Imprinting,
AN LA R R B D0 8 SR B L g
WG ) 55 (FMETK, 1992) o 5223 —irHk
HRIPAE “I818” , BRFR AR S E B
fr—Bef I AYRES) ( Dukas, 2008) .

A FAYEBIE R R LR R 4, 22
FORHGEAT T R RE SRS R GBS, £
T 2Bk, Hh EZRLT 4 F: #3409
F¥EFEEH (Hopkins® host-selection principle,
HHSP ) | 8 4 a7 31248 )5 34 ( Neo-Hopkins
host selection principle ) fb2# 15 77 15( Chemical
legacy hypothesis ) F11 & - BB S ( Preference-
performance hypothesis, PPH ) %,

21 EESHHFIEERE

Hopkins 7£ 155 3 E VY ERAABHE AR P R 1L
K/INgk Dendroctonus monticolae *if A &) Ffb i
R FE R 2B, R39S Dacrydiumsp. . 32 [H
A Pinus ponderosa., S (#1H-#5 ) P. contorta
FIARAL P. lambertiana S5 A HOHEE . X Fh/)

#— DR R A b 220t 224 22 AR B i A ST
AP L5 A A X A bA I - Ak 2 B
B, BEMECHAE SR KRR, 2L PR
B IR, AN 23X -5 22 W20 14 L A b A 12 s
Jily, JRAE XM A A S 19 % 32 (Hopkins,
1916, 1917) . Hopkins AT ML 2 X Fh i 52 A1
PERRVE S 4 W27 E e B R (HHSP) o X4
JREIE R IR SR R R R R 2 AT
HAy O LA 58 A K & B 1Y [l —FiAE ) B0 .
INA] IR Ny« AE 2 Fha 2 Fh 27 FAEY) I A= 16 S0
AR PR B L, 2000 ) T b 38 10 A9 27 F A
My b 9kse AT ( Barron, 2001) o

HHSP 5 Walsh (1864 ) #1341k
( Host specialization ) FJWLS I —2, 2FFE %
P, B 2 L DA 5 & B B A 2 AR AR
525 ( Conditioned reflex ) , PRI fifif5 i th 7
XA FAEY) bR, AR A . X
AT Sy, M SR Ol AR O A B
“Se12” PeER (Thorpe, 1930) o

HHSP & A HABRRIRIEL, filhn, pib g
2144k ( Preimaginal conditioning ) ( Thorpe and
Caudle, 1937 ), R0 HAN HURE I PERIILIZ,
il FC i ) T AE A A8 R B A Y L R
(Phillips, 1977 ) , W dufiid ) T H 40 H sl il
B3 FAEY) B0 (Jaenike, 1983 ) .

22 HEEESHEFERERE

B A A F RS, B R T
A S TR R AR T A (BB RE ) B,
O IR AR P B R SR o R SR ) 2 A7 T 3
o (BARIFERSS ) W% (Jaenike, 1983) o
AR, B 7 B i G BB ke P Ak 4] 30 e s
() P A 7 B 2 2] 22 7, fE P ek e A A ( Bk )
REDE H 5 2R 72 B e 17 ( Forister et al.,
2009) .

XA SRR TR A IR A AR ok 1Y
DI Bl Drosophila melanogaster A it B
W, ArAHSESR . il . wRERPE R AR R E
Y ERL ) Bk (B3R ) RFR g d, 4550 %
B, BTkt B R RO 2 B S AAR B i G- P AN A2 %))
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YRR FEMA o (0242 TR TSR R i
T B B Rtk 6 Bl ™= B, & ST FH X
FRERMAFE I AR, XX P R AR T
e —Rgerh, eI HER . . . &
T BT 2 A B R R R L, RS X 5 el
EYHIVE R BRI = B, 25 R, SRR
BUF, SeRiR A 2R BRI R B
W2 B T 145% (Jaenike, 1983) .

FELFTXT TURR SR AR 00 Hp R & B, 4
S R SR Sk oL /Do N s A el i B i =
S H A B SIEAAR () D e A 7 A 8 s e, LSS
RIEL 35 2l F X AR A Bk i alg o, X B
VE R %5 B9 S A 1 i 2 P B 5 38 5% ( Jaenike,
1982) .

23 HFEFRE

ez AR UL 12, B AR R AR TS
IRBEXT LB 5 B B Ak 27 852 I Vi ( Chemosensory
response ) HIEZM, AJERTA FUZHFRiZs &
ESNESES S Y A Q2 I DT A IR (15 3187 N R S R B
A= 5 B Bast BT ok 8 1k 2= 1 SO0 B S [ B EL
F520 ( Corbet, 1985) . X BT Y5t B (19 1k
YR, TR R R AR R B A FIE S R P R
RERAIREEY, XY RE R R —1k
BNBEAEINI N EEO B 753 P s
SRSEAE I ( PrIE U ) | SR AL S s e
B IAT R, SRR AR S B o ek A Al A sz
EAAS

Thorpe (1939 ) WREE | HFF 57 £ k152 A7 i e
Nerneritis canescens FIE NG SRS IA R, 4k
VFes g s B MR ALY BT, AR T
et .

XA B Ut J& Corbet 7F BV 45 . 4 Bl A
( Craighead, 1921; Thrope, 1939; Jaenike, 1982 )
WA R A TR A 32 k1 ( Corbet,
1985 ) . ot , AL 4 U AT A 1 22 4k,
55 s R SRR AR AL B R G &R (Hopkins,
1917; Craighead, 1921) ; AR H 2 difbzA4
TG IR 2 5 R b2 8z W ( Thorpe and
Caudle, 1937; Thrope, 1939; Jaenike, 1982 ) .

FEE SR Y &) HURT RE 23 45 iU B N IR b
Y, MAREE T “042” , BROh H HO e
Fap AT AT DROSRIER 5 S e far A 0 1 12 4 )
MR &)y H, P AR X YA Vit %) DR el 553 B
Wi (Thorpe, 1939) o MR FI/KVESIX LE4)
SR A, BEAE 4T A= 6 PR X B A T 1Y
M ST , ([HASEETHBR ( Thorpe, 1939 ; Hershberge
and Smith, 1967 ) o X E2 M i L T 1M 053
Rk aEist B A 2 /D AR A A T el )
ANREMCIF R, R 401 U 28 D 2 L 2 i A
( Diehl and Bush, 1984 ) .

24 RIF-FTILERB

FEAC™ DI HOGT LA ) ) - ( Preference )
HHARAE XY R ( Performance ) 2
[ OC R, el 1 B A S A i 27 3 QR fk
S RO )82 — ( Thompson, 1988) . 3
WP OC R Y EIE, E RO I 4 -2 IR T

(PPH) o X/MBRUEFS IR, M7 B Sk
B ARG BHAEREENT I,

X T AT, AR TEAN R T =AY A )

HAHFEIEOCT , MERTEA Y R E, A
=% . W2 v, MY FE
( Abundance ) 5 A RIFHAR RS, MR4EMY L
MG O, ReoXt ™ BRE ) e A A 2 R 1k HE
¥ B iR, 80024 AEA R 25 A
AR L BIRGL, X H FOP . & BRI A7 4L
LA HERHECR | YRR SR TR O
JIT P Ak ) B L %) B T RN A oy S S R R ok
TR

Pt BB 5 72 Thompson TEMLEEHI 317 3
b JRUIBE R 2 Feh BREMSE (1) A [) b B R 119 27 T AE 9
75 A e I 5RO R T O g 1 A SR A S AR
AR AR IS O P2 ok Y . SRR, 7F
PUdbmR (HE2F =2, MRk, Fd s ) | 4 XU
A EMEYA 21 F (TR ER) , A
ANFIFNEE DT EAED R ZEEOR—FE . 524070
MERAH LG, S BB AE T Z AAE ) b AR AR
AR FEIGSE AN RN 52 [ B BT 3T,
WA YEAG R —FP S Artemisia arctica |- B—2&
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IERHEY) L7788, (B4 R B RL— LA )
IR R BRI AT, TEREPERILIX,
KU Papilio oregonius & —HifE £ Artemisia
dracunculus |75, 7EiXLEHLIX, P. oregonius
54 R R A A s o S kA, S e
A. dracunculus FULFHIERHEY) (3478 4 KU
125 3 ) 2 t4s P, oregonius M Ht DL B ET
B LR ik Apoe s Lo (Hmp)ng ik 2=,
P. oregonius %/ LU — g BHE Y I A K15
AR, A B2 SECE e ) — AP B
R P. zelicaon, HAE 3 FEIALRE R AR AR 45
XIPHARTEEB, EZAE<RIERHT Lomatium grayi il
JE§# 7+ Cymopterus terebinthinus I 7 BF FIHUES .
{BAEARIEAGIM PER , AXAE 100-200 4E i i<
JERHWTE 7 Foeniculum vulgare 7™ BRI &
( Thompson, 1988) .
P -2 BB BEE A HAB I LR TE L, filan
“E AL OIS
( Scheirs et al., 2000) ,
FhcdRUE”  ( Mother-knows-best hypothesis )
(Johnson et al., 2006) , “FPZEEMN IS
( Naive adaptionist hypothesis ) ( Gripenberg
etal., 2010) %%,

3 XiEFERIEAITE

H M HHSP LA KT 28 4 B ar e 98 i |
b2 A B A e 4 - B UL ( PPH ) 542
DIk, SAEPE GRS DL G TR, 55 2 A
Y SCEL 200 A , H SCRE SR SCREX SeqR
(RIS 4 L, 70 SR 58 385 3K BB Y SO
SCFE WA, BT8R SR R 2R
PESCERIE A B, S8l L & B 53 i 45 14 i
& AHE A .

31 XTELSHFIAFERE

R AR B2 R L U DL S AR R R B
H YL FRYE HHSP, HHSP (41,
FXFIABIR AR R/ INEE & A L R A LY
WA, BINK/NEEFR KRG, AR N BY BRI

( Optimal oviposition theory )
UG B AT A %

LBIYEEAN b, BAR TR R GE A . B IR
WA P2 X Ve 22 Jr BR T —Fh 27 0 A B
ZIBESE . EER, HE B R R B 7 S
N, ARATRERE VS Mgt R, Wb KRB0
(Rossiter, 1996 ) LK 2544k ( Conditioning )

( Barron, 2001 ) , A 1] RERZE QAT ILE 211
LR R IL KNG — A3 E5% (Host
race) (Diehl and Bush, 1984 ) . Frig & F52,

8 BB o AL B PR B 1 L AR TR AR E A L [R]
Fift & d & AL R ¥ ( Diehl and Bush, 1984; Bush,
1992 ) . &[G YA AN HTRE 7 3= 23 M-S ( Thorpe,
1930) .

TORHRM, X HHSP M4 gt A, —2F ¢
o | B 2R RS A A S i 45 S 4 HHSP. 41l 4n,
JFH Bl M K7 Gossypium  hirsutum , 35 K 75 i %L
Trifolium alexandrinum, ¥1. % Vigna unguiculata,
#053% Brassica oleracea, K Zea mays %577
FE 1A IR ST Rk Spodoptera littoralis gl i, 2%
R, A FE A %) e A =0 B T L U
IERAEY b (ERhEERSN ) (Théming et al.,
2013) ; A HA—2E 3R HHSP HIBFFEHE

( Akhtar and Isman, 2003; Chow etal., 2005;
Olsson et al., 2006; Facknath and Wright, 2007;
Blackiston et al., 2008; Moreau etal., 2008; &
AR A, 2011; Prageretal., 2014) . {H
&, WEH H Lo B A g R B, RO 3
M5 A R 2 oG, B, FEA B2
Picea glauca it Mt i Fl |18 5% 19 = 12 6.4 1
Choristoneura fumiferana %41 5 BT B4k H3 6 R,
(L STt S L S e ] 2 B 17,
ol b P B O B 32 2R AR S B TC I A AT —
SESARLAY AR K B4 R 28 0 N R IR A Ty
2 PSR (Jaenike, 1983; van Emden
etal., 1996; Solarz and Newman, 2001 ) .

SErr, e AR SRR A AT R
A7 R 5% e 18 A 16 il 7 B uE 4 B 2> ( Barron,
2001 ) , WA R L EIE R FMLEAR, B
FE I 2 30 SR e R R R e 4y HUIR R 2 ) Al
12, REws B 2508 B 2 B 9 HIE ( Tully et al.,
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1994; Blackiston et al., 2008) , HHSP 55—kt
W58 AN BB 38 43 Hb ¥ 2P A6 1) Bl e 5 4y i A 05 43
BFR, AR U R 4 AR 1) Ak 235t B )
AN AT REE (S k2= e R ) |, slris
SR AT o O R BRI R 2 D R R, TS
2% ( Anderson and Anton, 2014 ) .
V2 2R, B 28 ) 625 FE 3 PR A0 52 22 1Y
LTI RS TR, X IE R A A 3
PERE LT I I N A

32 XTHELeHMFEEEFRE

CRTE 4 WA R BT R A
A EVEREIFH FIAh, BHRAARZ D S
B PR A E R RE, 5 HHSP 5828 KE
Hu e b 22 257 H 4y U DL S8 AR K R B 1A
OIS E S, B M A R
T8I B T B B 5 I B B X LR S
BB O fef- ™ £ 5
43 K71k 8, B Deloyala camptata %} 2 Fi#s 4 4¢
HE#E ( Rausher, 1983 ) | PUZLH 42 Callosobruchus
maculatus X 2 75 W R0 W AT Sy B9 35 i i 8
## (Mark, 1982) . —Fh3f XU Battus philenor
XF 2 AORNREIE B S Y0 1 £ ( Papaj and
Rausher, 1983 ) 5 HAth==35 A 55 45 R B 52
TORE, R T 2R A 4 T A R B Y
MG, BISERTAR TS T30 25 AR SORARL L A %
B OARRRAIH ), BlJE XX AP 27 FAE ) SRR Y
Tk s R B OB 2 T S X2, 78
R, PREE AR 77 35 0 G- A 30 52 T RE AE Y
3
— SRS ZE A e B, B2 N BE S M
B H BT, H R e a2 2 Ty
320 R i A R R e e Y I 1 B L 20 T |
fiE 23 PR X 25 B AT 4 1) BE B Y5 B ( Anderson
and Anton, 2014 ) . flUNISEZE5CHE Rhagoletis
pomonella, W 5 —Fhay 34 Z L2 P,
SR AN Y =, AR AR BB, R
FAESERM =80 ( Prokopy et al., 1982; Papaj
and Prokopy, 1986; Diehl and Prokopy, 1986 ) ;
4, TR RE Ephestia cautella M #2 B 5.

P S FL 4y I BT R B ™ O, i
ENEABEIE Plodia interpunctella A3 % AE X i
4% (Olsson etal., 2006) o 2RI, KK HEW)
PUEHMEH B TR E ORI, BB S EAT
XX Bk ) 5 B A - 1 o

33 XTUFEFRNR

MBI A, KB T 5672 N A 4 U 2F
TR i A7) B 2= 5 e Pk i R, R REAT
Je BRI B (I iE R ) RHAE SO 42
ZJERAEEA . BRI, BT O B R Al e
A IR Be g 1Y, S g Ridfe ek, 7
TR S, JOTe = ON A A A st BE 0 I 4l
TEBEE WA, 8 &) H Ak 2 35t BR W
MO SRR SE ), R A SRR RS

SCREX AR FIIE , HA X 5 £ i
H ) g FI R 655 ( Barron, 2001 ) , fE8# H
B, SR W BE, X 807 K
Trichoplusia ni FI/N3¢igk Plutella xylostella ( Akhtar
and Isman, 2003 ) . 24 BEME R EQ BE 45 BEAE

(Olsson etal., 2006 ) . ¥yE( M ( Chow etal.,
2005 ) FERBIESY s WA AT SRR BIHIE, AnxhA
Bk (Blackiston et al., 2008 ) %Y .

DRSNS R T e R o =

( Electrical shock ) 5 4R AERSRANFEEE, i
1 DOBAE SR AR, HISRAR B 5 98410,
SRIGTE Y JEAE 4l H LR i Ak S 0 e
Xt TR BRI N, BRI, 4 X LR OB
RE77 AR MEEA T, HL S [ 3kE A 7 A B AT T O
R o B AR Rl SN, TR R4 Rk R
LA ST 2 AR TR, R TR 2 2
MR CBRIRTETICL DI M L, SR XA X R 22 D Y
S T AR AT VR, BN RE RO R AT
Ho AR, Ha R picIZaeE AR E T
R 5 Wil B MY Y 2 1E 4 ( Blackiston et al.,
2008 ) o XMHFFEH A i TE Y, 0P L SR
W R i A e A — e AR A B R T R A T
FAREM, YRR AT s, IR
2 PR B R AZ 2 4 B TR A A 2E P P
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34 XTRF-RIAML

MEERRIEZMIE, JHEHE R R
(Ozakietal., 2011) , EfTHM4NY (&) ds#
) Bahpe N RS SRR Ee ), Bt ef
R ESEE ( Selection pressure ) fE il A
HFMREFEEMF E (Jiménezetal., 2014) .
WA ER A= INX (Strategy ) F12F FEFE
AL B SEREBRIS M]3 ( Agosta, 2008 ) , /2 {w
G- R IBULER AR o It R BB A
i SN i L By 3 i 8 S T = K AW =
A6 B9 75 3 ( Mayhew, 1997; Gripenberg et al.,
2010) o X BRPZEE, 77 DRl R Res 1B L)
RIS A R B AR (S ), HILETIE
B FARITATIRASFNIE G B, 2304y d A g i
TR 53 A 6 Jmy RN B 2877 AR S BE 2 ) ( Bovill
etal., 2013) .

fHE, ALt RN, bR mbr 5400
YR TG R B & 1) RIS o il , 4r#r
133 D5l -RIUB VA B 29, H
) — 2 R R AR B R U, i AR p
MR, It 5 R Z (BSOS L B A A
KHE (Mayhew, 1997) o SCRiREF-RIMERY
WFFE RS i 4 Sitona lepidus( 27 3 & H =M
¥ Trifolium repens) ( Johnson et al., 2006 ) .
HU £ B W f6 Ramalina fraxinea A1 A 31 3 £
Ramalina farinacea [ 14X Ui Cleorodes lichenaria
(Poykkd, 2006 ) . [ HZE[R]BEEE Homoeosoma
electellum ( Mphosi and Foster, 2010 ) . iy
Asphondylia microcapillata( Santos et al., 2010 ) .
¥rorpigk (Shikano et al., 2010) | Hi#S dUFI4H
HH (Livetal., 2012) , HHh 97 Spodoptera
frugiperda ( #4255, 2019 ) %25 EAIDH)
b1 £ I N2 & > S o N R [ (| PR
Chromatomyia nigra ( Mayhew, 2001) . /N3gifk
(Newman etal., 2016) , BRI ERRE
BREF EIFAE S H R AER LR .

AT, fRbF-RZ I RC R, A % UIAH
KRR, WA — ARG B RAH 2L
MR R Z VIR I B, AT s ] fB Ut ( Time

hypothesis ) . BEHRZI &R ) ( Patch dynamics
hypothesis ) . ZF (& # /4 & # B Ui ( Parasite/grazer
hypothesis ) FIJC K &L= [l Ut ( Enemy-freespace
hypothesis ) 5 156 fift Bf o A& K Ud 3 2 -
(1) P Omas ) e S T RER A . (2) Bl
JITIEFE 5 DA ) AT RESE BT I A AR, {H X A
FEPIAF T 040 A AE K o A2 iy DUAE IR AR
Yy 1= B0, SR PR R 1 AT 1 RE T 3 AT A 1
Wo (3) RE—FHEWAF THMAK, HIX
PR ) AT e A= K AE ARG T BRE R AT B4
HEREEME, (4) 7EMEREERERRE TN
Y, Y R A A BRI A I A7
PR Bk, B X S o R B A K R
B, (5) POPE R Al ReI0 e B o R
A FAEY), RE XY TR A K AT
FraEREME. (7) MNTFHFEE (IHRIER
RETE 1 MY Eoel) fitk e (4 iR
KETE 2 MECE ZFEY) 58 ) X AT
AAFE AR, e A AR SO 0 n] T 78 5 —Fh e
Yy L= 80, BRAE A AR & T R A4 i
AN, B A AT 4y HURE 5 fi i A
—RIE%) 5 —#Fk I ( Thompson, 1988 ; Thompson
and Pellmyr, 1991) .

A, BWEH SN R ABRE . A
PR % 5 A 6 By BE A i 4 P8 ( Jaenike, 19905
Bar-Yam and Morse, 2011 ) | aF EHY 122
JRE P A — SR SN -, R A R n e
PRI 28 BT 78 s i DR 25 610 B2, r A FHDIR 25 )
AR : AR 4R A PR ZSHEAY ( Physiological state
models, fBME A A2 B U HE DT R L —
SEBIERPE27=00 ) ( Singer, 1971, 1982) Fill2
H=ONFT A Y (Jaenike, 1990) , WEHUTE
YR AR, B 2 G ORI TR, B
BRI AT E B0, SNIE LB, gy
% (Mark, 1982 ) FllHfLi Drosophila suboccidentalis
( Courtney and Chen, 1988 ) Z4H J58 iy~ ,
050 1] T3 R FA A SR A A 5 B 22 Sl
Dacus tryoni 7E BRF2E ATV 7E 2T B2 i,
23 b I 8] HE % B 4 2 AR A £ (Ftt,
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1986a ) ; ZEPERA KM, Copitarsia decolora
T Peridroma saucia, & 117 A4ME H 4 g
PIRE R 3T 3, (P E AN BB IE AR e 45 40
HEREBRIFA T, XEWRE IS AR
27 EEPEIHER (Jiménez et al., 2014) ;
WNFF F A E SRR T 52 0 (R AGIE < R K A
& Bemisiatabaci 1 B B Q B 37 5514 b
HKAF) MBI (W25 ) 25 R rfE . &
Tl — LS, 250 R B, WO b
S RAF I FIG LE B, SR R IR AR
ZEM— gl E77 e, (H— el bar A TE R
i, KB EELER (Jiaoetal., 2012) o X
5 b - R MR UL, 5 L 2 e
( Optimal foraging theory ) W& (Jiao et al.,
2012)

P VE B A T B e, S A T B AR g
ATE A BRI (LEFHRE AR SL L ) SR 3F 32
FHERIS (Scheirs and de Bruyn, 2002 ) .
S8 N S SN R 2B N S e Y L S S W P g
WA ETER g (s ) SR,
[ Bof 38 2 il R A ) W3 R ( Scheirs and de Bruyn,
2002) o HERICTT S, XTI L A U AR BRI
ARSKE A, Mt g e 17 a8, 80F
AT DL Al 2~ 2 B S I AN AR IR A i A

4 LERIE

1917 AR5 —>3F TP PR B A 0
P LR I PRE, PR IR ESh TR R R R
5 FEYHEAEBRA L FRE05E, Bl
G A AR R AL | AR B
TR UEAE BT AR, 55X SR AR S O ST 4 5 S
LR | PP SCE R Z BiZE AR o X LR S AR
AT, R T R S B R BN
A, WO T XML RMETRE (flhn, wF
FAN=ZFEFRNEAT) , RO EER
U PR Y ) SR T — SE B

X HUAZOA YL, H T A SO 4 3 AR
Yokt 4 RhBLER 3 A RO TE R
MR mASTR], ARG AT R 114 B e 2K ] 3 PR T 3

H . @R H . SO H R H 2 RS,
AR BARRY K, it HAE SRS
MEGRAZ IR o (RIS, X LB fBeiiidie H e (] 4 1)
AR, ERRA LA, MRS H RS
AL, S R BB, B EOR Ao AR
i, AT LR AR I 2 BRI, X TR
A Je BRSSP R EE R
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