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Impact of parasitism by Microplitis tuberculifer on the distribution
of Mythimna separata on corn

Li Zhen' Chu Yanna' Li Jiancheng’ Lu Ziyun’ Zhang Qingwen' Liu Xiaoxia"

(1. Department of Entomology, College of Plant Protection, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100193, China; 2. Institute
of Apicultural Research, Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Beijing 100093, China; 3. Institute of Plant Protection,
Hebei Academy of Agricultural and Forestry Sciences, Baoding 071000, Hebei Province, China)

Abstract: To detect the impact of parasitism by Microplitis tuberculifer (Wesmael) on the distribution
of Mythimna separata (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) on corn plant and explore the relevant mechanism un-
derlying it, biological investigation was adopted to record the distribution of parasitized and unparasit-
ized M. separata on live corn plants and detached leaves in the green house and laboratory. The prefer-
ence of cocoon position selected by M. tuberculifer was recorded meanwhile. The results showed that,
36.29% of M. separata larvae parasitized by M. tuberculifer were distributed on the abaxial blade of
corn leaves which was notably higher than the 14.6% of unparasitized ones; more and more parasitized
M. separata larvae were detected on the yellow leaves of corn plant than the unparasitized ones from
the 8th day after parasitized. Under the nondiapause and diapause conditions, the number of M. tubercu-
lifer cocoons pupated on yellow leaves was, respectively, 19.3 and 15.3, which were significantly higher
than those on green leaves (6.5 and 4.7) and in soil (0.8 and 0.7). Selection test suggested that humidity
was an important factor for the position selection of M. tuberculifer to cocoon. The results indicated that

M. tuberculifer could modify host behavior for finding suitable position to habitat and cocoon.
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