TR 224 Journal of Plant Protection, 2021, 48(5): 970-979 DOI: 10.13802/j.cnki.zwbhxb.2021.2021849

MR H-F £ RN & a7 Fanlis &

Zef FgwRd g Y XA KEE HEE"

(L. AP B SR B DT . R I 0 5T 56005 L 1001935 2 MR HEBY R 7B
SR 0 S B P TR A 9T05E  ET1 570228 3. AR BYE BEREHI RGBS , 8K 5% 830091
4. A A BB R R EREE R BFIET, LT R S G T T A S IR 100097
. AR B ARSI A 0 HR VSR P A 5600 % £ T 832003)

E ., AR K- F A% Y WM, B X3 58AR 0T R fo F A e 45 7 5]
Wy, 3 T FFRACT AL AR KT LT RARAC ST R —F AR P LM AT 0 o T A O k1% Oy ik
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Abstract: In order to clarify the aphid-parasitoid food web structure in Xinjiang cotton fields, a molecu-
lar approach was developed and optimized based on the species-specific primers designed for cotton
aphids and their parasitoids, which can be used for the aphid-parasitoid food web structure analysis at

species-specific level. This molecular approach included three multiplex PCRs (cMP1, cPriMP2 and
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cHypMP3) and one singleplex PCR (cSP1). A total of 2 383 mummy samples, collected from different
areas of Xinjiang, including Korla, Changji and Aksu, were detected by this approach. The results
showed that, in the sensitivity detections, the detection limits were 500, 5 000, 500 and 100 DNA copies
for aphid system cMP1, primary parasitoid system cPriMP2, hyperparasitoid systems cHypMP3 and
cSP1, respectively. This molecular approach could be used for rapid and accurate identification of four
aphid, four parasitoid and seven hyperparasitoid species in Xinjiang cotton fields. Based on the results
of mummy samples, a tri-trophic aphid-primary parasitoid-hyperparasitoid food web was sketched, and
the parasitism effect of each primary parasitoid and the interactions between different primary parasit-
oids and hyperparasitoids were analyzed quantitatively. The results indicated that the approach provided
in the present study could be used for evaluating the ecological functions of various parasitoids in aphid
population suppression and analyzing the food web interactions in Xinjiang.

Key words: aphid-primary parasitoid-hyperparasitoid; food web; species specific primer; molecular de-

tection; multiplex PCR

BRAEL /R H A DX (RIFRF ) & = F 2 A A
AEFPAEDC, 2 A REAR P 1 FR AR AR S 5 4/5 L
b AR EAR AL A S b B R . U
B SEAR A AR P — 2 E R L, A A A 0
Aphis gossypii M AEBE Acyrthosiphon gossypii FIAH
BWF Aphis craccivora IR 23 HBEKEF Myzus persicae
KA (25124 ,2008) o RECE B 7EAR B spp e
i il v B H AR O b A 55, 2018 5 Bl BEME S
2020) . Li et al. (2018 ) i e JE 285 27 4 i Xof 37 35 g it
AN SRR A ) A AR RS 2 AT T R G
A S AP ETF EERT 12 Fh A AR 0, SR,
SBTIEA FH [RI DS 0 e AR Ay A 0 EE A AR
[ BV R R ATERE .

— HUCk B A 2R S W T AR 25 A
A A e R R S A AR A A B T E S
(Miiller et al., 1999 ; Hréek & Godfray,2015) . #Xifi,
iof - FF R M Y MR AL R B R E S, W
Ko wop 5530 2 2y A= 36 22 1) ) ¥ A2 4 ] (MacFadyen
et al.,2009) \FIZ 7 A $ 5 L A AR M P 0 A AR
YEHI (Morris et al.,2001) , A & ZF ) 9 27 A i [v it
¥ A ) 2 5 A4 B4 25 (Boivin & Brodeur, 2006;
Kos et al.,2012) , iX SAR¥EE 1 0 5 %08 L 4t
Tk T LA TN . JT4ER, T PCRY G HAR Y
O3 FHRIC T B W O TS I -2 A I R OC R
() H 2 B, iz W PCR R 45 S 1 51 9, AR s
PCR 4 $ F= ¥ i /N FI T S HUFR 2 (Traugott et al.,
2013) 8% 1z W H TR R A 5827 e etk A2y AR 2
VAGRSEDT b . SAEGET A LE X Fh T RE A A
I ) 27 32 08 UK N R K B A A R RN 2, i
fifrple 125 AR AR/ S M TR, T HL R A

SR Tt BEAR 4 Hb X 43 T8 25 R AE AR 3 0 ) A
(Persad et al., 2004) . 74k J§3 W &% %% Lysiphlebus
Sabarum JZ 2 d A EEEEREL, O 38 AR IR I A
W J& Lysiphlebus 27 4 1% 15 30 43 (Kambhampati et
al.,2000) , A [FIFPEZ B SRRIE 2 5/ S
K (Kaldeh et al.,2012) . Kaldeh et al.(2012) %X}
DANERF T T LR RS [, AT 148 bp
K/NBILRAR ATPase 6 JE[F | Bt , REASAR I i 58 1
ZF A R 2% . Cocco et al.(2009) L ITS A #E
i i BRI T 1 25 J2 409 988 WF PR W Lysiphlebus testa-
ceipes FIHH AR WF HL W% Lipolexis oregmae 155 P
S8, VAL T 2 Fh %A W XA B Toxoptera citricidus
TR ERCR

T JLAE , 2 5 PCROE W7 W R W) b 8 1 T
H-REAHEAEHM ST W E 2 FBt . Traugott et al.
(2008) 445 % # PCR Fll B — PCR S8 T &/ |
F g h R KAG W Sitobion avenae S HAIH 75 1 16
A AR W PR S R T A KA A&
WEAEE L 27 4, Gariepy & Messing (2012 )3t
2L H PCRAR R Y T NI (1) 5 Feh ) 4 75 Az 0 I
2 PR A A0 X LA AT T A S T TR T 2 R )
M- A AR R ELAE ] . Zhu et al. (2019) 45
5 2 PCR HIHL— PCR 5 JT 1 3 [E 42 JL b XA H
i i 55 25 A W e R 2 () AR B 2o T Al i -
W T - P AR Y . B — PCR A A1
SR REUE , £ 5 PCR 1] [A] 42 21,
P A5G AU = T Rl S i v L i EL A
KU 2y 1 IS T], Sy SR v b4t 75 W -2
Al Z (R AH AR ISR TR RO % ABFEAUA]
FHi2 Wi PCR (£ & PCR Fl#— PCR) £ 37 —Fi RE S
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PRI | T S S T SN AL PR R L A e 1R 20 A
7595 , R A A T SR T 50 M — ) 4 7 A e -
A M Z ] =GB FRIC AR AR ) A AN () 2R
SEEAE TSR AE I HOR Rt PP A R 2 D RE AN TR
W E A RS S A
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1.1 R

PR R - T 2015—2017 16 57 80 4 /R ) (Bl 52
DB T TR FH SR AR o 2 8808, — )
R 0] 38 N, TR R T CE RS, T Pk Rk iy
TR TS %0E (Li et al.,2018) . % 3K 18
4 ik B ) A A e —— A W I 5 9% Binodoxys
communis | AR IR B B PN = OB B Trioxys
asiaticus TG NEF SN HE Praon barbatum ; 3745 12 fip
U v A M AR O e 7 R (i A 0 A
1 97.74% ) FEA7R¢ SV 5 | Wit I T A il I v
A5 Bk /N R Syrphophagus 155 B 55 g Bk /)N
S. aphidivorus . S. taeniatus F Syrphophagus sp. UL}
WF G 2% 42 /INWE Pachyneuron aphidis . ¥5 /& 453 & 4l
& Dendrocerus laticeps . i J8 Pl 5 45 /N W& Asaphes
suspensus FII 9L R WFPBLIE Alloxysta sp.. WXL %
SE B 75 A S BSKORAF T3 75% CBEE 1.5 mL
OB W, HTRIA R, 5 — Ry o] =
W BRI 95% LR P IRAT , 3 AP 0R77 2 383 3k,
X ARG 7E DNA 45 B >R FHAS S Al g 225 47
R, FH T 530 o 7 H AR SRR 1) [R] B,
RARMRIF AR A A SR IRk TR A, AR T
95% . EH LS ARAT , 15 DNA SEEUS FH A4 &
Fagt,

TR ALY - 36 K 20 DNA $2 G057 & DNeasy
Blood & Tissue Kit,2xMultiplex PCR Master Mix , {&
Qiagen 2\ 7 ; Chelex 100 Resin, 32 [ Bio-Rad
] 3 A UK R I S, 26 [ VWR A A s HoAy
TRFN R [ 7= 2414, D801046 il .00 bl , [
Labnet 2\ 7] ; Veriti™ 96-Well Thermal Cycler PCR 4
144 , 2% [E Thermo Fisher Scientific /A &) ; DNA Ji [1]
Weik5R) &, 52 E Axygen A Fl s HE-120 Z I REZKF-HL
VKA, b K BEFHE A R A ; PowerPac™ Univer-
sal Power Supply FLUK{X, J2[E Bio-Rad A F
1.2 ik
1.2.1 45X 4f ok DNA 8932 5L

S TE ARAT Y A M R F () R A A F el iy BE R 2
DNA i FAEREA M DNA SR ULHE THEI(Ye et al.,

2017a;Zhu et al.,2019) . 53K 2 A e ok o e o sk
T 1.5 mL B0, inA 180 pL ATL Buffer £
20 pL & I KA, IR A G T 56 CHE T4 @it It
RFE3 h, #RJGHRYE DNeasy Blood & Tissue Kit 1561
5 & BT A At 7 A 0 R ) DNA, R 15 1Y
DNA F-20°CA-E4H .

% 2% Ye et al. (2017a) J7 3 , f#i ] Chelex 100
Resin {437 B2 B[R] SR AR 11 2 383 Sk ARG (1% JE 1A
21 DNA., FEHEBCHT S 75% £ WE R 52 b e fet g
DAL BRERTH W] RE4El A IS Yy . B R
JEfiA 10% Chelex 100 Resin %7 150 pL 2 (i K
PRI 30 L A1 pH 7.2 1Y PBS 2% #hf 20 uL, SR )5 R 1%
IRAT, LA 13 000 r/min 250 30 s, T 56°C 4 J@ i vh 4
FF 10~12 h J5 BOH AL 2 5R % 15 L 7 000 r/min 25
D10 s, R 96 °C 4 JR T R4F 20 min, B35
e BN N4 EUS () DNA, T-20 CAR-FER

RIS FP A K DNA SRR 435 B B R X AR
BIBR TATAREAS S, A0 A R B — 4
DL IFZEHR UL FE 45 T DNA 54,

1.2.2 4 Fmi kit Ate ik 2 2 5

Sy i BE AP RCFN A A 0 R S S L R E
31 ¥ LCO1490 (5'-GGTCAACAAATCATAAAGAT-
ATTGG-3") fl HCO2198 (5'-TAAACTTCAGGGTG-
ACCAAAAAATCA-3") 53 il s R AR COITF 1]
(Folmer et al., 1994) , AW 55 iy H 51 9038 i A= T4
YTl B A PR A FA . 10 uL PCR K
A& % : DNA #i# 1.5 pL.ddH,0 1.5 pL . 2xMultiplex
PCR Master Mix 5.0 L\ 1EZ 75445 1.0 L. PCR
P14 5 95°C TS P 15 min; 94°C75 P 30 s, 58°C
iR k90 s,72°CHEH 1 min, 35 4MFFF ; 72 C A AEfif
10 min, B98I PCR P46 TR Y1 A R FE IR}
HABRAGIHEATIEANAE o X 7 3545 A df i fn 2
A W Ty A AT A A I | 5 BioEdit 7.0 #1444y
SIEAT LEXT, MR A E A5 B SR R A B A
I A SRR RS Y. i Primer Pre-
mier 5.0 BTG [ Wi EATITAL , A& RS L ECH
PRI 19, %o FLEA TR S 1 R SR AR A

10 pL #f 1 Z 55 PCR S i & (cMP1) 110 pL
W4 75 A e 22 75 PCR J B AR % (cPriMP2) A [A] , 1
A1 2xMultiplex PCR Master Mix 5.0 pL 10 pg/uL 4
7% F & 0.5 uL 45 9 Fh 5| 9 %t R & W Primer
Mix 1 pL AR 47 Ff DNA #8245 1.5 pL.ddH,0 2 pL.
10 pL # A A1 2 8 PCR /A R (cHypMP3 ) : 2xMullti-
plex PCR Master Mix 5.0 pL 10 pg/pL 4 I35 F & H
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0.5 pL 4 P8 2 A 165 | P X HE A Primer Mix 1 pL .
5 umol/L VY H FEGE AL B A7 0.02 L | 5 274 1€ DNA
BEMR 1.5 pL, JF LA ddH,0 #b /& 10 pLo 10 pL L —
PCR & & (¢SP1) 5 COIF A ¥ 4k ZAHIA] . PCR
P88 2 95°C TS 15 min; 94°C 754 30 s, AH
B K JEJE (cMP1 . cPriMP2 .cHypMP3 il ¢SP1 /& £ B
KR JE 4391 R 62°C .58°C . 60°C F158°C )iE K 90 s,
72 CHEAH 1 min, 3135 MEFR; 72 CLAE(H 10 min,
1.2.3 P PCRAK & 9 R A

R FEFH PCRAK Z 9 AT {75 BE LA 851 , 2% Sint
et al.(2012) J7¥:%F £ 8 PCR K R RAGE ATk .
5, A 518 LCO1490 F1 HCO2198 914 4%
EL U COTEEIR 338 7 )44 i DNA g [ it
VLB T4l A L L PR SRR A5 A 1 5 | W sl 1
iR, W 2k 5 i DNA B, -4 1] DNA cal-
culator /4 155 DNA 4z H 4 #5 D1 % (Sint et al.,
2012) . BRJG KA DRI DNA #5 D1EGHEAT R
LB RRREA 1107, 1x10° 1107 . 1x10°,1x10°, 1x
10*,1x10°, 1x10%.10 copies/uL i FHebrvfEAL , br i1k
JE B TR S R EE ., ZFEPCRIARR
TECRE IR T B IR A 5 ) A 6 5 W B R B X R
0.2 pmol/L, NIKTIIR A 5| Wb £ 51 ik B, S i
fdi A 2 P & AR L B DNA G HBR — 3, 5 iy )
A A e RN T AR e AR RIE ST W R R A
S, IRV 2% 2 A MR S k5 | B sk ™ 3 s i) 22
JEVEATINE | R AR 2 AR P S5 IR A5 | 25 Al {4
EV IR
1.2.4 P32 PCRAK 2 6945 S 4em)

BT 12346 B PCR Vi iR % , % £ 5 PCR
R Z IR AT W24 08— PCRAK & P Y 51 4 % E
PR EAS I o ARSI A A 1.2.1 w25 B4 S A H
5 GE R 2 A W SR A, LA ) s U SR 4 1) 0 e
P ) 45 FO b A A e Sk B X BE, L ddH,O AR AR
M DNA R BAHEXTRE . RAF 5 96 sk &5 14
R IR B AT 334 H AR % Hp AR f AR R e
BRCR . 2R, PR ARSI 2 7 U FE ko
MR 2P AR R A
1.2.5 P PCRAK Z o4 & 8] v JH 508 ) 2

I 1.2.4 Ak )5 B9 4% PCR 43 F R AR 2 %) A
BB FH R 2 383 Sk AR FE A AT PCR A .
G N Bsf 35 i B X BRI BE P o B B P X R LA
ddH,O fCH: DNA B, FHM: xBTS H Ar B
DNA #7914, HAh A 415> AR EI AR . £22%

E IS HL VIR I B ARAS 3 H bR Sy AR s T
Y HT . K RiE 5 1 bipartite package 4 &
gk v 2y AR e ) I A B AT AR R T ] —
EFRRA AR B H A5 5 BE AR AR X Hic e Ll
ANFVEFRIZ I U AR LY AL B S 5+
KHo

2 BERE5HM

2.1 PCR&MMEREL

cMP1 {4 22 FH TR A FH e iy 4 g e, /)
R A I RIS i S R | X6 1 AR SRS 1 )
SF3 AT P14 149 191,291 F11469 bp 1 H #9454
cPriMP2 1k A0 B 4 X9 aF A= IR R 5 14, T LA
5T U W 3] A 4% (233 bp) | AR I A 0% (322 bp) |
AP = SCUF A 0% (453 bp) R 2547 41 % (164 bp)
56 . HE AR R IR R i 1A~ £ & PCR
(cHypMP3) #il 1 21— PCR (cSP1)#4 i, , cHypMP3
AT FH T2 08 08 0 G 20— b R e f B
S5 4/ INWE N 3 P Rk /NI L 3 3 Ao i /)N 0y
HoF o Mop e Bk /N6 | S, taeniatus F1 Syrphophagus sp.
Hi— PCR (cSP1) H T %5 7 d A7 A 05 5 Bl 90 4 /)N
i AT GRS AN R 163 bp I H A1 (F6 1),
22 FIZPCRERMREE

Iof U AR R cMPL HY, 4 FOEF B DNA K H
FRRFE— 2, B0 i L DNA 35 21 500 #5 DU
RIAT B AG I 3 o 400 % 2 A IR A 2R cPriMP2 Hp
2 AF A R S R 5 ) B A B DNA K 1 BR 34
k1000 5 U1K, 4 B 25 A 1 IR A 5 11 1Y) DNA K i
PRk 5 00045 D%k, FEAF £ L H PCRIKZR cHypMP3
H 45 AF A W B — 5 | I REAS FE R A DNA S 10045 D
BT RN SE B AE L TR A5 111 DNA K H R 500 5
VUK. B8 I8 BT 90 4 /N i 04 R 5 51 4 (eSP1) 11
DNA i BRIA 5] 10042 1%k (F£2) .
23 FTZPCREZRMFFRME

Igf Bt cMP1 £ 8 PCRAKZ W] LUE 1 14> 52 48
FE 4G L, PCR 45 5 0] 75 B /R 4 250 Hu e S vk
gt , R HARYE R AP (B 1) o W1 AF A2 8% cPriMP2
2 PCRAKZ AT Ll it 1A SR 58 i 4 Pl 9 27 4=
WER S 0E IR R TR AR B H (5 e K o 2 A e )
PIARREY B 255 (81 2) . HE 754 cHypMP3 £ 5
PCR AR TE 1A SR H AT DA SE B HE JE 40 i 4 g\ —
Tt S UPF B 0 3 o g e S /)~ e R GE ol B 2% 4 /NI
% IR R DA RAFIRE S A B ARy
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B R S A (1 3-A) , TR PR eSPL B— R UJEH ROUR (81 3-B).
PCR A Z AT 43 H b 25 A 0 T JA B0 /NI % L
1 FEBREGH-FEEPCRENEZFITASIWER
Table 1 The primers used in the PCR detection systems for cotton aphid-parasitoid in Xinjiang
k% e SR (5-3) SIBRHE  JTEA/D,
System Species Primer sequence (5'-3") Wo.rkmg concen- Pr.oduct
tration/( umol/L ) size/bp
cMP1 A F: TTATAATATAAAATTAAATCAAATCCCACTC 0.6 149
Acyrthosiphon gossypii  R: CTGGATCAAAGAATGATGTATTTAAGT
o F: CAATTTTAGGAGCAATTAATTTCATC 1.4 191
Aphis gossypii R: AAAAAATGATGTATTTAAATTTCGATCT
Fé5 PR f F: GATTACTACCACCTTCATTAATAATAATAATCT 0.4 291
Aphis craccivora R: GTAATGATAAAATTAATAATATAGCTGTAATTAGG
Bk F: GATCATCACTTAGAATCTTAATTCGTC 0.8 469
Myzus persicae R: CATGGAAATAAAGGGATTTGG
cPriMP2  Aiflef o B e F: CCTTCTTTAATTTTATTATTAGTTAGGGGA 1.2 233
Binodoxys communis R: AATAATGAAATCTGATCTATAGATACTCTATAAGA
AR F A F: ATTATTCGTATAGAACTAAGAGTAGCAGG 0.8 322
Lysiphlebus fabarum R: CAGCAACACCTCTATGTCCTAAAG
P = S F: GGTTTATCTATGAGTTTAATTATTCGTATG 0.5 453
Trioxys asiaticus R: TTGATCTATAGAAATATTATAAGCACGC
P LIPS F: ATTCCTTCATTAAGTTTATTATTATTTAGTAATG 2.0 164
Praon barbatum R: CCTATAATTGAAGAAATTCCAGCC
cHypMP3 B /273 & 2 i F: AAGTTATTTCACTCTAAAAATCTATTAGAGTAAA 0.2 534
Dendrocerus laticeps R: AAGTATTTAGGTGAATAGCCACATTC
R IN L 2 F: CAACTAAATAATGAAATTTTATCTATAGATAATTTT 0.2 362
Alloxysta sp. R: TTTGGAAATTATATAATTCCTTTAATATTATC
JURh e /) i F: AATTGAATTATTTAAATTTTTTATAAATAATACAC 0.2 425
Syrphophagus spp. R: GCGGGTTAACTGGAATCATA
UF TR 2% N F: AAAAAATTGATAAATCAACAGATGG 0.2 216
Pachyneuron aphidis R: GATTTGGAAATTATTTAATTCCTATATTTC
cSP1 Vi B /N i F: CAGATTCATATTTATGTTGAAACATAATT 1.0 163
Asaphes suspensus R: TAAGAACTTAATCATTCAATTGAATTATTAA
*2 ZEPCRMHE—PCRIERAPHIBIRILEF RFNE 4% DNA RELER H R
Table 2 Detection limits of the multiplex PCRs and singleplex PCR for cotton aphid and parasitoid DNAs in Xinjiang
e - DNA f’ifjﬂi*ﬁtﬂ [ DNA detection lin‘lét (coi)ies)
System Species PR - iREER
Single template DNA Mixed template DNA
cMP1 M AE IF Acyrthosiphon gossypii 500 1000
MR Aphis gossypii 500
TSR Aphis craccivora 500
WEF Myzus persicae 500
cPriMP2 H B i) 25 9% Binodoxys communis 1 000 5000
TIATIRISF B3 Lysiphlebus fabarum 1000
WP = SIS # 8% Trioxys asiaticus 1000
IS EE Praon barbatum 1 000
cHypMP3 L5 IE Y Dendrocerus laticeps 100 500
— PP BRI R Alloxysta sp. 1 00
JURP I gk /NI Syrphophagus spp. 100
"oF i D 2k 45 /NIE Pachyneuron aphidis 100
cSP1 o JE BTV 4 /N Asaphes suspensus 100
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e ARIAHI A s 2 GRS A 5 3. SO = U O 4.
A SN s 5. RRIAE DT 5 62 NI 7. FRIRIE; 8. Bk
9: B ITIE A 10 JLAPEFREEE/ NG 11 —Bh SRR BFEE
U5 12 WP TESR /N 5 13 TEIR BTYb /N s 14 MRS
B M: DNA 43 F & A5, 1: Binodoxys communis; 2: Lysi-
phlebus fabarum; 3: Trioxys asiaticus; 4: Praon barbatum; 5:
Acyrthosiphon gossypii; 6: Aphis gossypii; 7: Aphis craccivora;
8: Myzus persicae; 9: Dendrocerus laticeps; 10: Syrphophagus
spp.; 11: Alloxysta sp.; 12: Pachyneuron aphidis; 13: Asaphes
suspensus; 14: negative control; M: DNA marker.
E1 #FEFETRSEPCREINEZR cMP1H
FRUERNER
Fig. 1 Specificity of multiplex PCR system cMP1 for aphid

detection in Xinjiang cotton fields
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bp
700
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1~2: MASFR e 5 3~4. AR WF B8 5 5~6 SV —SUEF i
s 7~8: AFAPEE s 90 KRR 10 ARE; 11 ARIR
by 12 BERF; 13 BRI EANSE; 14: JLFREF BBk
15: —FhSORIRBLE 5 16: BF U5k /N5 17 SR B o5
G/ 18 BHPEXT 8 5 M: DNA 4> F i ARifE . 1-2: Bino-
doxys communis; 3—4: Lysiphlebus fabarum; 5-6: Trioxys asiat-
icus; 7-8: Praon barbatum; 9: Acyrthosiphon gossypii; 10:
Aphis gossypii; 11: Aphis craccivora; 12: Myzus persicae; 13:
Dendrocerus laticeps; 14: Syrphophagus spp.; 15: Alloxysta
sp.; 16: Pachyneuron aphidis; 17: Asaphes suspensus; 18: nega-
tive control; M: DNA marker.

2 HEREYRETEESEPCRENER cPriIP2 i

SR R
Fig. 2 Specificity of multiplex PCR system cPriMP2 for

detecting aphid primary parasitoids in Xinjiang cotton fields
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1: MRIFAA A 5 20 GATREIT A s 3 VN = UM AR s 4 A UFA HOE ; 5: ARRATIE 6. AT 7. ARREA; 8 BkIA; 9. B
ARG AN 10 JURMBFREBE/NIE 11 —FhSRWREINE s 12, W UGB/ N 13 SR BV a /N 14 BIPEXS IR M
DNA Z3Fihpifi . 1: Binodoxys communis; 2: Lysiphlebus fabarum; 3: Trioxys asiaticus; 4: Praon barbatum; 5: Acyrthosiphon gos-

sypii; 6: Aphis gossypii; 7: Aphis craccivora; 8: Myzus persicae; 9: Dendrocerus laticeps; 10: Syrphophagus spp.; 11: Alloxysta sp.;

12: Pachyneuron aphidis; 13: Asaphes suspensus; 14: negative control; M: DNA marker.
E3 #FEEEHEFTEESEPCRENE R cHypMP3(A)FN1E —PCRANKZ cSP1(B) By R AN £ R
Fig. 3 Specificity of multiplex PCR system cHypMP3 (A) and singleplex PCR system cSP1 (B)

for hyperparasitoid detection in Xinjiang cotton fields
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bars represent aphids, the middle bars represent primary parasitoids, and the upper bars represent hyperparasitoids. The

links indicate the direct interactions between two species.
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Fig. 4 Quantitative food web for cotton aphids, primary parasitoids, and hyperparasitoids in cotton fields in Xinjiang
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