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e BT EUXH BRI (Eam R AELR
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(BRRLREEYRI AR FHRE 210095)

WE BEriHEMmEe s Helicoverpa armigera (Hubner) Xf 1%, %5 B5 51 #E &% & ( Fen —R) fl i
BBR(SWLRMBEMR, BETRIVEKRATNERRE, FARHBEE(R)KH
EWNRRAMHIMNESE. %4EEYW, Fan-REEASHEBRLEAHNKEA —cBEMNER
AFME, BERRREERR, SABRGTH™MER U RBRYREILE BEU
%3 Fen —R BEATAEKEFT LAY, Fen—R 3 RZMMTHBRHRZLA 0.69 ESE.

X Med, FUERE, AN, ENERE

R AARMBEFHESFMVEF(R allele) ¥WAMERBEEK, WEREL - FHHELR
HERAR 1072~ 10792, fERBARABREBEZAIFREEA=E5E, IXRALE
REFIMEEENAFENFEALT, NAEERESAEBEFELRAHMBCY, —BRELT,
TR PRI R RS HRGZAHEEARRNERNABRKNEET M, Georghiou
1 Taylod A KFETC AR RAEEEN, BTHUEEFEEAREEPHAH, FHREKFETF
M, MRS R R, DU IA TERE M bl o SR B R N A B A A A
IR HAERETEMAN. BTN TR S EAEKATFMERAAEZ
FEFEBER. M HIKEZHE R E S E (relative fitness) BF R T EE D T K I8,
WAERER, FERLFREHRBLE, BN, BRESFY HARGERERADHHR
BRIk B Culex pipiens pallens Bi& TR EFETLR RGN B R B EHA RN,
BRI XIHEF Aphis gossypii-Glover HiAN BB RO R E R RH R E
A HEE IR, RSO EUESEHEE B Helicoverpa armigera XHE X 3G BE T B K
WS SEEL FAHEES BAE S EBE(fitness defect).

1 #EFHEZE
1.1 #HkE®R

R M Fen—R MAMBBRMR(S)MRBALZHNEFTMS, Fen—- R BHRES M
M EURFEEERA 2000 ZEMHLHE, BRERIEZHNE 1S REFGHETHE, &
AE 5. RFUBEATRFERZZARES,
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1.2 B\EEELEK

SRBMBLCNF T EREBL M Fen—-R FEMS RAN S B AL GE,
BAMAREHE 1S ~ 20X BBMRE EDETHRREFEE, EHXE 3K MU5%
Bk, HXHEER 80% ~ 90%. FHEEZETFHCRTI R A HKLIE
o, HEELHENTH™RE, BBEE, FHREBEURELERLE, Amit
B R(KER = RS MRSy B0 . B RSBUR —X=H 58 200
RitE— b, ER 3R, BBRESRRE 2R, BREREEN, TERR. R
5, BEPLBKERIRESI S 100 3k, BT 02x 10 cm WIS E hEE, BELBE—HRSIE
ARHICBERKEZ AR THRAEEREDL, FEABEHRTHEL M FE, HRiTY
U A B ORERE 4T ) . .

s 1 (R # FHIA KR R,= ];;‘

Hob NV PRI TR, N HEE-RERRMEE A5, UHBGEREY
R, ABE, RN RN ESE.

2 HR

S, WA, ME. KRR, BLERMELER- YT NRREGRME LAY
FEHNEEER. R INGEREEA Fan-R GRS S HRAMK, A HH. WH
B, WESEKAERETERANEER, MR RNZRER, FALREME LR
HOF- 37 R A 5 LU BB R OSSR 3R, R SR A Sk MESR K -39 7 B B F 1% 19.3%..
8.6% I 22.3%. XRUIGIPE RTFAE—EREHEHARE,

F1 #BHH Fen -RBARNS RANEKLTSERGELR

i F3

f—t . 5]} 53

WEHAE Fen—R(M £SD) S(M +SD)
B d) 129+1.2 13.2+1.3
BE(d)

J 9.6+0.8 9.6+0.7

% 8.610.4 8.410.6
WE(mg k)

3 351.5+36.3 34524272

Q 327.4+36.7 324.6131.6
ZRH( %) 74.2+7.9* 91.9+2.4
AL E( %) 85.9:+1.9* 94.0+1.1
ERER/ 2) 654.5+45.6* 842.41+58.7

W HrRUEESRAESEE(HE, P<0.05)

B HRRLRMEEGEOWE, TTLHTE L Fen—R BEM S & &G R
435K 171.1 F1257.4( %2), &R EHFen—R SAHNTS MEEF0.69 MESE.
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F2 B H Fen-RMENS RRLBMEHAEGE

RKEHB SHE Fen-R &%
| h 100 100
VB RE 3R

FETIH( %) 10.0 8.0
FIERER(K) 90 )
LY E RS

FET-H( %) 8.9 9.8
FIEYEGK) 82 83
T

FET-3( %) 4.9 4.8
FREBERCK) 78 9
Lo '

FET-E( %) L5 13.9
FEPE( %) 69 68
ke

FT-E( %) 5.8 7.3
BB (k) 65 63
MR R 1:1) 3.5 315
TIPSR RO ) 842.4 654.5
ALE( %) 9.0 85.9
B TR\ REK 25135.3 17709.8
R, (et ) 257.4 171.1
HYHEEE 1.00 0.69

3 itig

A BRI RGP ENEERE T X —MRIR, BIAE/R R
EHE, BTHHERMNMRESEFEAAE, BRBEIHEEEEEN TR,
MEHIHERRFEEYEAAE, RURGIZERERRE R A R EEER DS I
B, WMARKBHEERERRRG RIS, CEPREI N R RGP
IR Heliothis virescens M FEEFHARMEY ~ ¥, Plapp ™ A MEDUH ERIBF R
A KB R T AR RS, MR RbrE EE KR AR FBEHAKF
M FF%. McCutchen U A B INRILE N AR FEELH AR, 1l SRR IR B
BRI AL A B BT ™E, Forrester 2™ i #5484 du X B o %5 e b v # B
MR B RAEBRKEAENE, B58BRMEHEEFAFEEYHRG, BRARIEN
(coadaption) BRA, 3 ELIA A iX S645 R0 H A BACH AR 42 BUXHDUER He 38 BR B 25 v 47
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S8 FFARBSAR B, EEE A MR BT AR SO R B 28 Er L R A SR A
B4, BUBAMERE S, HEUCA HBURMRI™T). RN S, HRER
REWTE LM BERFFTEAE A BRI, BURHIARES b2 P i 18 b 7+ AT RS HUBR e 44
FER GRS A K, A SOBFRT 45 R R IR B BURSS BRI i RAFFE A A4,
X FHERERA R, MELE EH T BRI AR AR R U R S5 A R
P R AR B AT AR R AR S iR R S M B FLARHE B R T SE T AT Y
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RELATIVE FITNESS OF FENVALERATE RESISTANT AND
SUSCEPTIBLE STRAINS OF HELICOVERPA
ARMIGERA (HUBNER)

Wu Yidong  Shen Jinliang  Tan Fujie = You Ziping
(Department of Plant Protection, Nanjing Agricultural University Nanjing 210095)

Abstract The effects of fenvalerate resistance on fitness in Helicoverpa armigera
(Hubner) were evaluated in terms of developmental and reproductive characteristics.
Life tables of Fen—R strain (fenvalerate-resistant) and S strain (susceptible) were also
constructed to determine relative fitness by net reproductive rate (R,). The results indi-
cated that Fen—R strain possessed reproductive disadvantages including percentage of
females mated, lower mean number of eggs per female laid and decreased percentage
of eggs hatching when compared with the S strain. No developmental defect of
Fen—R strain was observed. The Fen—R strain was calculated to have a fitness val-
ue of 0.69 relative to the susceptible S strain.
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