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Relationship Between Host Plant Preference of Liriomyza
huidobrensis for Different Phaseolus vulgaris Varieties and
Plant Compound Contents

YAN Li-ying, PANG Bao-ping, ZHOU Xiao-rong, ZHANG Cui-ging

(College of Agriculture, Inner Mongolia Agricultural University, Huhhot 010019)

Abstract: [Objective] The present study is to investigate the host plant preference of Liriomyza huidobrensis for different
Phaseolus vulgaris varieties and its relationship with the compound contents in P. vulgaris leaves. [Method] No-choice method
was used to test the host plant preference. Acetone spectrophotometry, anthrone colorimetric method, Coomassie brilliant blue (CBB)
G250 staining, phosphor-molybdenum acid-phosphor-tungstenic acid colorimetry and Soxhlet extraction were applied to measure the
contents of lamina’s chlorophyll, soluble sugar, soluble protein, tannin acid and flavone, respectively. [Result] The preference of L.
huidobrensis for different P. vulgaris varieties was significantly different. The clustering analysis separated the tested P. vulgaris
varieties into three groups based on the levels of the preference of L. huidobrensis. The most favourites included P. vulgaris cv.
Tai-guojiadouwang, Taikonggingmei and Wuchangdayoudou. The second favourites were P. vulgaris cv. Jiucunlian, Tianma95-33,
Jingxuan73-8, Tianmadidou, Taifengjiadouwang, Futian’erhaojiadou, Manjialian, Taiguojiadou 95-33, Lvlongjiadou, Qiuzidou and
Qingdaojiadou. The least favourites included P. wvulgaris cv. Junmadidou, Huajiangbahao, Tianmajialongwang,
Chengpaijinglongwang and Xinxuanjiulibai. Chemical component analysis showed that the contents of chlorophyll, protein, soluble

Yk HEA: 2007-01-22; #% HHEA: 2007-03-16

HEWA.: HERARBESTH (30460076) F1P95ETH AR H4E T H (200408020507)

YEZEN: HWd (1977-), &, WFEEREN, BERITE, D07 RS B R. W AT (1963-), Y1, WEZELIPRIEREA,
iz, WL, WA B AV ES S E RS RIE, Tel: 0471-4318472; E-mail: pangbp@ imau.edu.cn; baopingpang@hotmail.com



714 R S A - = 41 %

sugar, tannic acid and flavone were significantly different among the tested varieties. Correlation analysis showed that the host
preference of L. huidobrersis was significantly and negatively correlated with the contents of tannic acid and flavone, but had no

significant correlation with the contents of chlorophyll, soluble protein and soluble sugar in the varieties. [ Conclusion] The tannic
acid and flavone in the leaves of kidney bean had an important effect on the host preference of L. huidobrersis. High contents of
tannic acid and flavone were not in favor of oviposition or feeding of the adults.
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Table 1 Quantity of punctures and contents of chlorophyll, sugar, protein, tannic acid and flavone in different kidney bean varieties
iy KA BE R B h R 2 maRFEbREE  BihRAEE B eebrdE 2 LT IR bR UE 2 T HAEAR 2
No.  Varieties tested Quantity of punctures  Chlorophyll+SD  Sugar+SD ProteinSD Tannic acid+SD Flavone+SD
+SD (punctures/female) (mg-g™) (%) (mg-g™ (mg-g™) (mg-g™)
1 P& s 582.46+124.38a 2.72+0.65defgh  0.18+0.01ab 0.91+0.48g 3.45+0.59ij 2.26+0.36h
Shuanfengerhao
2 BRI 531.66+106.20ab 2.94+0.04cdef  0.11+0.0lcdefg  12.28+1.31ab 3.07+1.02jk 1.61+0.31i
Taiwanjingpinjiadou
3 HH SR 518.86+115.14ab 2.42+0.21gh 0.10+0.002defg ~ 11.71+0.13abc 4.57+1.36efghij 2.71+0.84fgh
Futianyihaojiadou
4 Kb 496.00+102.39abc 2.59+0.05fgh 0.04+0.007jk 11.18+2.88abc 3.67+0.97hij 3.58+0.25hcdef
Dachengdidou
5 FAE 478.20+65.62abcd 4.07+0.23a 0.08+0.009efghij 10.35+1.61abc 7.11+0.34abcdef ~ 2.67+0.19fgh
Zihuayoudou
6 FIARTEHi4k 450.00+33.89abcd 2.42+0.15gh 0.09+0.01defgh 5.85+2.80bcdef 4.27+0.56fghij 4.68+0.49ab
Ribenwujinli
7 LEEATINE) 440.40+118.96 abcd 2.68+0.49fgh 0.19+0.09a 13.23+1.68a 3.90+1.40ghij 3.22+0.55cdefg
Shijijiangdou
8 REET T 434.26+33.12 abcd 1.94+0.21jk 0.14+0.01bcd 10.18+1.27abc 5.39:+0.88cdefg 2.98+0.17defgh
Taiguojiadouwang
9 MAHLG. 426.73+149.42 abcd 2.81+0.29cdefg  0.11x0.01cdefg 4.33+2.39%f 5.91+1.18abcdef  2.93+0.14efgh
Shuangfengjiadou
10 K2 E 405.73+118.02 abcd 2.84+0.52cdefg  0.09+0.04defg 8.91+1.45abcdef 3.67+0.97hij 1.01+0.16j
Taikonggingmei
11 TR 382.73+163.82abcde  3.26+0.09bc 0.10+£0.004defg ~ 12.98+4.81ab 4.87+0.34efghij 3.49+0.02bcdef
Wuchangdayoudou
12 RERTT 343.80+101.99 abcd 2.27+0.09hi 0.06+0.007ijk 15.31+0.22a 6.14+2.33abcdef  3.87+0.50bcde
Taifengjiadouwang
13 KRG 339.40+133.28abcd 3.51+0.11ab 0.09+0.006defgh ~ 5.06+4.01bcdef 4.33+0.80fghij 2.61+0.41fgh
Tianmadidou
14 AL 312.40+40.63abcde 2.97+0.07cdef 0.13+0.05bcde 9.56+0.85abcd 5.62+0.72bcdefg  5.36+0.43a
Manjialian
15 ZR[E 4T 95-33 310.80+175.83 abcde  2.02+0.12ij 0.10+0.02defg 13.63+0.88a 7.18+3.18abcdef  2.98+0.17defgh
Taiguojiadou95-96
16 WHIAAE 300.73+87.46abcde 3.16+0.06bcde  0.07+0.007ghijk  9.06+4.11abcde 2.10+0.59k 3.32+0.75cdefg
Futianerhaojiadou
17 TR 290.00+56.11abcde 2.52+0.51fgh 0.04+0.02jk 4.23+1.65def 7.71+2.69abcd 2.33+0.31gh
Qingdaojiadou
18 & 3= 284.66+189.92bcdef ~ 2.68+0.19efgh 0.10+0.01defg 12.20+0.87ab 6.81+1.34abcdef  4.40+0.64ab
Qiuzidou
19 SIRHT. 273.66+143.421bcdef  3.97+0.08a 0.11+0.02cdefg  13.30+1.13a 6.29+0.34abcdef ~ 3.51+1.15bcdef
Lijiadou
20 K1ty 95-33 238.64+99.95cdefg 2.54+0.01fgh 0.09+0.03defg 13.48+2.07a 8.98+2.78ab 4.01+0.21abcde
Tianma95-33
21 K51k 73-8 230.86+20.66cdefg 2.44+0.15gh 0.12+0.006cdef ~ 12.90+3.50ab 9.35+0.05a 3.88+0.35hcde
Jingxuan73-8
22 JuHE 219.66+14.74defgh 1.97+0.08ij 0.06+0.005hijk  15.16+1.97a 6.59+1.69abcdef  3.72+1.17bcdef
Jiucunlian
23 Bk Uk A 163.16+27.62efgh 1.80+0.2k 0.04+0.002jk 9.21+1.51abc 7.18+2.89abcdef  3.61+1.15bcdef
Xinxuanjiulibai
24 MRS T 148.52+20.64fgh 3.82+0.23a 0.11+0.01cdefg  15.08+1.37a 3.60+1.01ij 4.34+0.95abcd
Chengpaijinglongwang
25 RYHT 142.26+76.38gh 2.8240.11cdefg  0.07+0.02fghijk  4.50+1.70def 8.23+2.0abc 4.55+1.14ab
Tianmajialongwang
26 HEHL\ 135.32+89.58gh 1.92+0.15jk 0.07+0.03fghijk ~ 4.88+2.07cdef 5.99+0.25abcdef  2.26+0.36h
Huanjiangbahao
27 R 122.86+44.00h 1.96+0.09jk 0.15+0.004abc ~ 12.10+4.76ab 6.74+0.78abcdef  3.23+0.39cdefg
Junmadidou

R FFVEAR VA AR TR OR 2R 3 (P<0.05, X RHIEMZEE)
The different letters appended to the values in the same column indicate significant differences by Duncan’s multiple range test (P<<0.05)
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