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Effects of nutritional ingredients of Alternanthera Philoxeroides on
pupation rate of Agasicles hygrophila

HAO Jiong, LIU Yan-hong, ZHANG Ping-ping, WANG Hui, MA Rui-yan”
(College of Agriculture, Shanxi Agricultural University, Taigu 030801, China)

Abstract  Agasicles hygrophila can obviously reduce the damages caused by Alternanthera philoxeroides. In this
paper, nutritional ingredients of A. philoxeroides were measured and correlation of nutritional ingredients with the
pupation rate of A. hygrophila was analyzed. The results showed that hydrophytes, hygrophytes and xerophytes had
different water contents,93.285% ,89. 16% and 87.07% respectively. The contents of rough fiber, protein and rough
fat were in an order of xerophytes™hydrophytes™>hydrophytes. Rough fiber content was 4. 18% ,3.99% and 2.46% ,
protein 0.41% ,0.35% and 0.25% ,rough fat 0.088 3% ,0.014 2% and 0.0039% respectively. The pupation rates of
A . hygrophila were also significantly different, 89. 00% , 64. 67% and 16. 43% in hydrophytes, hygrophytes and
xerophytes respectively. The pupation rate was positively correlated with water content, but negatively with the
percentage of rough fibre, protein and rough fat. A stepwise regression model was established for these parameters:
Y =119.477 - 11.463X, —624.440X, (r* =0.987), X, rough fibre, X, rough fat. It is concluded that the pupation rate
was primarily affected by rough fat and rough fibre.
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Fig.1 Mean pupation rate of A. hygrophila in A.

philoxeroides at different habitats. The
columns followed by different letters
are significantly different (Turkey’s

multiple range test «<(0.01)
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