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Abstract: To clarify the effects of secondary endosymbiont Serratia symbiotica in Myzus persicae on
the host defense against adverse environment, the leaf disc method was used to measure parasitic and
feeding traits of Aphelinus asychi and parasitic traits of Aphidius gifuensis to M. persicae naturally in-
fected with S. symbiotica, M. persicae naturally uninfected with S. symbiotica, and M. persicae artifi-
cially infected with S. symbiotica. In addition, the growth and reproduction traits of the three S. symbiot-

ica treated M. persicae after heat stress were also assessed. The results showed that the oviposition rate
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and emergence rate of 4. asychi in M. persicae artificially infected with S. symbiotica were reduced by
about a half and one third, respectively, when compared with M. persicae naturally uninfected with S.
symbiotica, but the fatality rate, feeding rate and mummification rate were not reduced. The fatality rate,
oviposition rate, superparasitic rate, mummification rate, and emergence rate of 4. gifuensis had no dif-
ferences among the three M. persicae treated with S. symbiotica. Under heat stress of the 2nd instar
nymphs of the three M. persicae treated with S. symbiotica, the developmental duration and longevity
prolonged significantly, and the start-oviposition time delayed obviously, while the fecundity and daily
fecundity decreased greatly when compared with the untreated control but the oviposition days were not
affected. After heat treatment, adult start-oviposition time of M. persicae artificially infected with S.
symbiotica was 3.9 d earlier than M. persicae uninfected with S. symbiotica and its fecundity was 7.0
progenies more than M. persicae uninfected with S. symbiotica. The research indicated that artificial in-

fection of S. symbiotica could improve defense of M. persicae against A. asychi and heat stress, but have

no effect on 4. gifuensis.

Key words: Myzus persicae; Serratia symbiotica; Aphelinus asychi; Aphidius gifuensis; heat stress

Wk Myzus persicae J&38 H W RH&E g , 21
AT O E R R L — (Bass et al.,
2014) . Blf R —Fh BRI 2 k3 L AT S0 2
BHA00 ZFHEY) , AFE B S AETT SRR 2 AR
ZEBNETAEY) IR E LT i A #5485
Hoh s, DL CFR IR % 5 L (Andormo & Lopez,
2014), HIREMT IO PIHERK ST S Aa R IR, A
A DIHERRA 70N [R) 27 3= (R %, (53 o, HLil
T PRI 7 BN DA BE S A ZE AN RAER ISR 1Y
ZEMRIR B 255 BITG T RAR IR ME , 25 0l AR 7 38 B
FEE A (A WA, 1999 XIHEZ145,2018) . F4F
BRI Sy 54 ok 1 2 T4 2R 10%0~15% , 7™ 1N 35
50%~80% (i F| ZE 55, 2015) o Bl Bt ARl (1 &
JE ki SRk Bk, AR B IR I E Rk AT
FREL = OB IR 05 R Bz B e . A A
B HUE IR AR e A S R A R EEN
YERT, R, A TR A= W 9736 5 TR B A 2 (%) iy ]
Hi st (BRATAE,2018) o LABKT A b4 MR I e A TR X6
T FEHCAN R R A R IREE 5200, X F 57
MRAA Fy v 25 B 48 B LR BN T Bl S s A EE 28
SRR

M I (1) 10 352 A= e G 5 Jod 3 f /N W Aphelinus
asychi FIH8F # 4 Aphidius gifuensis. TE 1 1) i7F
fad R, iF B R B A AR I L AR R 55
HREA, A S A 800 HATIL T (Bensadia et
al.,2006; 5K % 5, 2016) , {HEIGEFI AR 3 1k AR
I A T P Bl W H HCAE A P B 38, 40 Oliver et al.
(2003 ) B YRR T i 52 8F Acyrthosiphon pisum {4 N
2 PR A e A T ——T BRI B R Hamiltonella

defensa FV) & [ B Serratia symbiotica BEWS 73 58 K&
H & W] IR 8% 85 8 Aphidius ervi %1 8, N3 55 10
Fx 7 A (Y HRAH BE T 5 Attia et al. (2016 ) F11 Frago
et al. (2017) FYMF ST 45 SR ARAESE 11X — 5 ; Oliver et
al.(2005) BIFFE 45 R W] T B LA AT 12 4 5: 30 52 %
XoF BT 7 0F PR B R e G, Btk R 5 3
AR R ARAT DG, W R R TE G JF i kg Ak A
WA SIS . H AT, BEE A e e F Pk
SEMBES A BTRA (Z1E45,2016) , KB R
AR TR A HRAE A7 AR MR DR, 40 U B AR AT T
Regiella insecticola 1] L) FEARRL 2 JE WF W 4. cole-
mani X A WF F1 & G W Aphis fabae 1) 25 42 %% (von
Burg et al., 2008 ; Vorburger et al.,2010) , t0 A L4
1 5 00 B0 7 ] 7% Mk #EME 1) F A (Oliver et al., 2010
Hansen et al.,2012) ; 7£ 3 K4 WF Sitobion avenae H
SRR ik A7 T BV AR I AT TR R U B R A= AT
W B TE X0 — R0 T A AR A AR R A HEHT )
(Ye et al.,2018) ; BB S0 Drosophila melanogaster
PR N YRR AR Spiroplasma poulsonii 8 i 5 25 A
T e EARE, T ORI 15 32 4 52 A H i /NP 982
¥ Leptopilina boulardi T 45 55 5 50 85 %% Asobara tab-
ida W R 35 A W6 10 25 4 (Paredes et al., 2016) . & T
AR, B HOC R i % 7 7R B 2 A I ] T
PO =B 1Y) SIS R S VA W= Y SIE L P ol N N e R N
WA SR i 25 5 22/E F (Feldhaar, 2011 ; Werne-
green,2012; FRZIAH55,2016) . W iR A, &b
iy QTR 1Y 590 2 8 ot 32 O 1Y 258 7 (Chen et all.,
2000 ; Montllor et al.,2002) ; V0 85 FC B A T B A= figg
FF B IL [R5 % (A 590 52 0 LU 5 TR A 59 7 I A T f 1)
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) SRR A /N 5 BB A Ry B AR -, H
FE PRI FH T SR 00 A e, Fh 340 BV A
LR AR B G . H W BREURIE AR 5
W30 KL, K AT B REAE BN 10 em FYAEZL,
PR AT 55 R, B T AR 28 Rr il
K2 2-3 HFIf, bR RS AL 2 B4 10 em AL
AL 71 LR R BERE IBAIREY,
BRI R 25+1°C ARX I EE A (70+5) % G R I

16 L:8 D4 AalifEhilFc RE N Hem beK, 52
JiE 1 100 mg/L w2 i AR sl 42 A5 A /K59 300 mL;
MR 2 5~6 M F TR

P U H AR ERYL UER EC B BRI DB P 48 ik
FH T8 X PG AU AR R 3 T RS L 7
HHE F L FE 3R L AR ARGV IR Bk
UeF DA 7248 0 72 05 T i B X P (R H R4 FE
W RIS SRR AL b N TRG VD 7R IR TR Bk 2
2% Oliver et al.(2010) /7345, UL H RIS VD 5
PRIBRIFVELLAR, DL A SRR B 1D 3R R AR A 1 22 1k
FH 5 AR S ASCR AR A AR B T 55 28] A2 A ) B S, G
VAT R, e H i LES T2 A~ H . iR
5% Liu et al.(2016) FIXHI£1 55 (2018) J7 ik Hi2
W7 58 &l XS (polymerase chain reaction, PCR)
TR A P VD 75 TR TR O . A7 AR I X R
IR2F EAAR R BIRE T, ik o H Ak i 55 1
A A W X X 3 P Ak B M ) v A A R T T K
A A TR B i 1 EHRAE A1 SR FHAE SRR
L LR PR LN < I REis e v75e | L7 NN
SRR B AT, T kA 2 AR P
F160 cmx60 cmx60 cm %8 5ok |, B TR 25+
1°C AHXTR S (70+5) % DG A9 16 L:8 D4 A 5l
P il 35 W 2 T R SR

R S A X E 40 Frali. YCS-16 42
H shf il 75 iU m TR R A5 il g B 7] 5
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/NGNS 3 A A OB AT 0 P AR R RO R . R
#:3.5 e B FRMAIA 1% /K 3500 , SEE 5 A 14>
B4R 3.5 em A H RN, A H /RS F 303k
RIS R AEF | L0 1 d S R U , B 2 d S
SRR 30 3k 2 8 #WA . FFP b FRAYBREF 15 161~
REFRIL, BB FR LA 13630140 2 d B3 e Y
/N | AR 1 AR RS AR AR e, B A I
/NI 1 d e SRR RO T SO E R R
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8 A5 FF LA A Bk I 4k 221 37 , 10 d 5 i s Am a4k
i, P /N B AR AR T Bk Pk 2 PCRAS
FERMEE, R HOPIME, 17 d 0 St i /N e P KL
o AR A TR /N Xk ) SO AR L
T3 R B SR /N T 7 DR AP AR . 3
FER=PIF FET - H i R B < 100% , BUE S R=HL
1Bk I Ky B R X 1009% , {5 00 5 =1 df i/
CRERIF Bl - R F SE T4 ) < 100% , 77 B =1k 7™
P Py EF R /i ) A PR R < 100% , P Ak 3R =T
e /NI P4 B A I KU < 100% . J 3 0 /N i
FL3E ak B A R A 2 RO SR AR AT L H R
SRR It 25 A0 7 2, T LA S 3 00 /) e oAk
[ EIE R A FE IR SRRSO
1.2.2 AR T E KA A I 6 A4

SR PRS2 0 5 R o 20 XoF 3 oo Ack BB A 1) B
AR, JTEEREAR[R] 1.2.1, SRR BRI [RIRE S 161
BRI, SRR BE R L os 1 3k 3P4k 2 d © 35S BE Y
A Bof B e e | P54 8 RS A AR e B AR g
O 3 d 5 iE SRR AU T AR AR L 8
FEMLAP AT , e 285 B o 1A= BEER K, T
AR T S BRI U LE N AR 4
PRI R, WS R e 40y A B 28 010 SR AR i
W4y A AR ESE , FRL SR RSE B A B AR /DN, T4 i
AR L= IR A i 5 H e 8 N H5 I L (A A df 4k 5247
75,10 dJeic AR HCR , 17 dJ5 i e AR g P b
o, HUERICER , MOCEE R RIE AT
AR A XTRR A P B B AR BRI AR L) K
R P e () 7= B R AP, BRI (el
KPR EARF 1.2.1, 1 %8 R=p = 2>
2 007 B 1AM HEOBSCER: /T A ™ B A FRUBSCEE < 100%
123 ZiB b sty & KA AL B AR 6 R

SR FH B0 2 v R A8 T 3 Ak BRABR A 2 %
3 I I I A A R AR . B 2 WA R U
KA 1.2.1. FEEAHEE/NHE EAOA 30 LBk i
ok, REH W 1 d S5 A5 BUBE , Tl S d R DR BE 30 %
3R . KEBRE 2 0% |3 W I AN T A
PEAT AL R N E R T 2 37.5°C, ARG TE
37.5CHYEFE2 h, Z J5 AR E 25+ 1°C  AH X
(60+5)% JEJEI 16 L:8 DN T A48 w3 5 LA
— FLTE 25 C N TSR i 55 AR 5 47 Sk Xof B
B Ak FEARACE 1) 2 A 0 3 8  UF  YRL A R XS B
A3 10 A REFR I, A R EE T 55 /N B o i e
MAET U W R R B OB, R R

TR K B R A HL S d PN RO B N T
1k, PAREAS /N 8 4 28 B B[] 1 AT 1
BRI MRIE 1Y) 2 7 I 1) 5 B /Nl e B R R G
UOF PRI B RS A T /NI A S s T R I
] . HZaE 5 B B D R A
1.3 BiRES R

TE 5 BT B0 1 FH KS test (Kolmogorov-Smirnov
test) K HAE 5040 , A AT IER 5340, 117 arc-
sin e df , ELEATA IR0 o SR HI SPSS 19.0 4144
AT R 7 22534, v Tukey WEE 722 55 10 2%
PR

2 ERESH

2.1 SRR NEE T R A E A A M A BN R R
JeL RIS /N X 3 Ak BRR A7 P SEOE S RN R
TWFEET (T D), EWEE/NEXT [ IRARBRY VT
TR BRIT . B 2R B V0 3 QR BRI AN TR 1D T
G B A A EHE R 5031 R 9.229% . 8.96% F113.53% ,
XTSRRI DB TR A ) SRR VD 7 TG
B BOFE 11 = 2 i PR B, B R AR 6.67%
F15.00%, 53 51 5 BOCRM 2/3 2247, TECE A A
TGV R SO0 R R RE RN
4.61% A5 BOERM 1/3 247, BRSO T BE 1%
VO TR AL BEB I S0 A T2 RN . R /N A
N TIRGL VT QBRI A SR AR YL VTR R R Bk
A O ZEA3 Wh 36.26% F170.81% , B i E A
TIE# (P<0.05) , {HIETE [ SR L Vb 7 [ R Bk A
F AR AR V0 75 TC R AR E b 0 7= DR T i 3 25 57
(F 1), RN TG VD T5 [C A 1T f 3 5 I if
JNE (R PR IR R T 172, (HR: 1 SRR v TR TG
R I B AR /NI (1 P B I /N 1
SRR VD 7R IR AT | [ SRR YL Vb 35 [ Bk g
N TBRYe Vb 38 [ R b B 2R 43R 42.31%
38.25% F148.05% , Tt . % 22 5% , UL FHBREF APy 1/2 DA
SR N TE S S B AR T, R NI E N
TGP TR R R AN SR AR YL VDR FC BRI I
(I PIAE 4351 A 50.01% F1 80.58% , il & ‘2 # K T
J& # (P<0.05) , {A7E 3 SR YL VB FC B AN B 2R A JER
YeUb TR AR LRk o R E 2 5, R AT
TR VD TR B TR AT BRI A N Y PR R
B 1/3 27 AE2 A AR B GL vb a TR A R I 25 P A1
TR /N SPIA R, 3 A B 3 Ak A A A
PR R /) W ) B ) S A TR, B4R, 5 KK
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Table 1 Parasitic and feeding traits of Aphelinus asychi in Myzus persicae with three treatments %
Bt sgER WK g i 3¢ P
Mpyzus persicae Fatality rate ~ Feeding rate  Oviposition rate Mummification rate  Emergence rate
H AR ARG VDR QA 922+1.77a 6.67l.14a  70.81£5.89 a 42.31+6.95 a 80.58+4.60 a
Naturally uninfected with S. symbiotica
H ARG VDB TR 8.96+1.13a 5.00+1.25a  62.52+7.04a 38.25+7.09 a 77.20+8.10 a
Naturally infected with S. symbiotica
N TG A 13.53£1.32a  4.61+1.04a  36.265.14b 48.05+8.40 a 50.0149.01 b

Artificially infected with S. symbiotica

R R AE bR AE D . R B AS [R) B 7R 48 Tukey IR B0 7E P<0.05 /K F- 2557 B3 . Data are mean+SE. Different

letters in the same column indicate significant difference at P<0.05 level by Tukey test.

Fig. 1 Morphs of Aphelinus asychi eggs in Myzus persicae nat-

urally infected with Serratia symbiotica

2.2 fREFEEERT D E RE BT A0S £
AT B X [ SR AR YL VD 7R R RIS | 1 SRR
Yeybae TC BRI AN TR Vb8 E A A A S5t
I3 5K 14.63% .20.00% F118.89% , = # 2 [a] JC i &
FE5E (), JHIF B 3 Fh A BEBRISE | 77 Bl R

439K 80.44% .56.27% K1 81.29% , = # 2 18] JC i &

S, ik AR AR IR N 44.17% . 41.30% F127.65%,
PEPEIR 13, =F 2B & =R,
SIS P AR A SRR VD T TR R | 1 SRR v
TG BRI RN TGS VD TRk - A {32 53
MK 26.84% .33.46% F125.92% , =F Z 8] JC i & 2=
S, UL BE A Y 172 LA A 40 e 5 e A 40 o B BB
FET . MR AR I 3 ARSI 1 ) B AR 53 5
}57.00% .36.46% F167.79% , =# Z [ JC i & 2 5
(%2), RUIN TGP T IR A RG>
PRI W25 B Bk X AR A A B AR . 3
1 B0 3 ol Ak AR I A PN P R 5 e 3 1 R 4D
HOB SR, 05 HCR, SRR i — RS
FI A, A AT A T SRR A P ) 2] 2 Sk 8 2 Sk DAL
SR ey WU (T 2) o

R 2 MR EEE X 3 FhALEAREF Y E A R

Table 2 Parasitic traits of Aphidius gifuensis in Myzus persicae with three treatments %
%) B NRES AR (ELIES P

Myzus persicae Fatality rate  Oviposition rate Superparasitic rate Mummification rate Emergence rate
FAR RSP TR R R 14.63£3.92a  80.44+527a  44.17+7.06 a 26.84+5.83 a 57.00+11.86 a
Naturally uninfected with S. symbiotica
F AR U TR 20.00+5.44a  56.27+16.68a  41.30£11.60 a 33.46£18.50a  36.46+13.54a
Naturally infected with S. symbiotica
N TGV & R 18.894332a 81.29+12.18a  27.65+13.07a 25.9246.10 a 67.79£11.69 a

Artificially infected with S. symbiotica

PR T I B bR R . [FIBAS [R] 7B 7R 48 Tukey A 50 7E P<0.05 /K F-22 5% % . Data are mean+SE. Different

letters in the same column indicate significant difference at P<0.05 level by Tukey test.

2.3 SiRAMBEDE KE S BN £ K EER

o RO 2 AR L SRR B VD T TR Ak
o | A SR VD TR BRI AN TRV R B
F Y K & ] 4> 50 i 6.8.6.8 F17.0 d B FIEK &
10.7.9.6 f19.4 d, ¥JIE K 3 d £ 47 (P<0.05) ; JF4h =

USRI ] H 6.8.6.9 F17.0 d B EHEIR T 14.2 .13.3 I
10.3 d(P<0.05) ; H T & & W [ 2B, Fir A e i 38
22U IS, A SRARIERGL VD B TG B BRE FI [ SRR
T I Y A 16.3 dFT 19.3 d 435 i 25 4E K-
%26.8 d f125.7 d(P<0.05) , N T YLy 85 [ 2 i
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AW 25 R i W I BRI A R R A B AR B
J1H121.9.27.7 7139.3 3k B Wk 2 5.6 4.9 F112.6 %
(P<0.05) , 73 8/ T 16.3.22.8 F126.7 3k ; H 5
RO 1.9.2.2 F13.2 3k/d .3 0820 51 0.8.0.9 il
1.33k/d(P<0.05) , {25 X% HEAH L 2851 g A 34 C .
FS(FR3) . RUIEIRMIE 3 Fh b BB LF 2
W I, BRAER 11 2 o ) A gy B S B I U = i e
[ B S AR, A RN H B R S R
TR 3 I AR IS, 3 b Ak BRI 1) %
IR/ ey NN -7 IR INE R Y B e ol
TCEZES s ARG VD TR IR TEBRAT | F AR v
T EQ TR P AN T JBR e Vb B FC TR Ak I 1) 244 ) thy
21.9.27.7 F139.3 38/ %) 11.0.,8.1 1 15.0 3k , 4351
WD T 10.9,19.6 F1124.3 3 H AT 2 15528 00 v T

G I T 16.3.22.8 F126.7 Sk ) U820 ) e 5
K(FE3), LU EIRMNN 3 8Bk HOX R ) 258
JIA R, X & B M LT RRIC R, 2 05 1 L
3 iy MO o v T B R

2 BRI E IR MRAT O P AR BF B 4 BTS2
Fig. 2 Morphs of Aphidius gifuensis larvae in Myzus persicae

naturally infected with Serratia symbiotica
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Table 3 The growth and reproduction traits of Myzus persicae with three treatments after heat stress

Bk Ab PRHE A K ] FEUf 7 g i ) a1 (k)
Myzus persicae Treated instar Developmental time (d) Start-oviposition time (d)  Fecundity (offspring)

ASRRBYPERICE 2% 2nd instar 10.7+0.5 Aa 14.241.2 Aa 5.6£1.8 Bb
Naturally uninfected 3 % 3rd instar 7.4+0.1b 7.7£0.2 b 11.0£1.1b
with S. symbiotica X E CK 6.8+0.1 b 6.840.1b 21.9+4.8 a
EENRY M| 2% 2nd instar 9.6+0.4 Aa 13.3+0.9 ABa 4.9+0.6 Bb
Naturally infected 3 % 3rd instar 7.4+0.1 b 8.5£0.5b 8.1+1.6 b
with S. symbiotica X CK 6.8+0.2 b 6.9+0.2 b 27.7+4.5a
VN W SN 2% 2nd instar 9.4+0.6 Aa 10.3+0.6 Ba 12.6£0.2 Ab
Artificially infected 3 % 3rd instar 8.3+0.8 ab 8.2+0.5b 15.0£1.1b
with S. symbiotica X IR CK 7.0£0.1 b 7.0£0.0 b 39.3+8.7 a

Hhigf AL FRHE I iG] H %5 (k/d) FFfi

Myzus persicae Treated instar Oviposition days (d) Daily fecundity (offspring/d) Longevity (d)

HARRIEPADTEIRA 24% 2nd instar 10.0+2.7 Aa 0.8+0.3 Ab 26.8+1.2 Aa
Naturally uninfected 3 % 3rd instar 11.1£1.7 a 1.4+0.2 a 18.8£1.7b
with S. symbiotica X HE CK 10.5+19 a 1.9£0.2 a 16.3£1.9D
FIAR GV T RN 2% 2nd instar 12.6+1.5 Aa 0.9+0.2 Ab 25.7+1.0 Aa
Naturally infected 3% 3rd instar 124+14a 1.34+0.2 ab 19.9+1.1b
with S. symbiotica Xt CK 13.4+1.2 a 2.240.1a 19.3+1.2b
N TG TR 21#% 2nd instar 15.0£1.1 Aa 1.3£0.4 Ab 21.542.4 Aa
Artificially infected 3 % 3rd instar 12.0£3.2a 1.4+0.4 b 19.1+2.5a
with S. symbiotica XTHE CK 124+£25a 32+04 a 18.4£2.5a

T BRI bR R . RPN K S E R FR AR AL BEZE Tukey SRR AE P<0.05 /K- 2453 .3, AR R/ING 5
B JER [A FP BRI A 25 Tukey 15 56 7E P<0.05 7KF-22 5% . 3% . Data are mean=SE. Different uppercase letters in the same col-
umn indicate significant difference among different treatments at P<0.05 level by Tukey test. Different lowercase letters in the same

column indicate significant difference of the same S. symbiotica treated M. persicae at P<0.05 level by Tukey test.

2 RO T, ARG TR ICIE . 15 FARARIBRL VDR I N TR b 3 QA Ak i
N TRy 8 G F 46 7= W 6] 20 0o 14.2 . BB S0 010 5.6.12.6 3, 5 F AT & 4 hn 17
103 d,J5 B EATE WE AT 17 3.9 d(P<0.05) ,{H2  7.03k(P<0.05), 1M [ SRIEGL VD75 [C A I Y Z 5 )
A ARG VD T FCRAR I (O TF U = i R AR B R AR 5 A SR ARGV TR IR BRI 1 B2 2 [ T 3 2%
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S N TR v 8 TG I Bk 2 & B 1) L B85 1
W1 H AR Fear 5 H AR BV R L A
SRRV TR GBI Z R4 o o 2 22 57 (3R 3) , &
W N TR VD TR TR TRt a1 RAEE 2 5 I 1) v TR
ZE
3 i

A BT R TG VR BT DL SO A A
W IR ORI e ek A PR B 3 1y T A 7 A HH (Hey-
worth & Ferrari, 2015) . IR A= He A B0 R Uiy
AREHIFELT  (HEORE Z (W RFFEIE B A 38
A TRAE TR 5 B B AR ) rh AR AN 25 240 (Oli-
ver et al.,2010) . AAFFEEE R FT AN TR HIT
A AT LA B A A S o /)N e 11 7 B K2 2RI AE 5 Ol-
iver et al.(2003) FI Attia et al. (2016) #ff 5% 45 SRt 3%
BV E EG PR T LA (0 M 32 590 M0 T BT I M e P 41K
L, SAMFR G R, i G N TD E
QR AN REHRHL 25 2R 1) 7 B (H AT LR IE R B A 1Y
BiJ SR MEF PRI ) L BRI R s Niyabuga et al. (2010)
T4l R F 0, Vs [ R i 5 00 G ] /i o 2 e
To i EVEH B AT LARGARZT AR B (0 PR, SARHESY
2t B — % . Nyabuga et al. (2010) fil Schmid et al.
(2012) W 5R 45 SR o, BT JR IF B el T AU AR
FF DRG0 58 A PN 1Y) B I [) e AE AR B ik A 2
A ARG A B L | S AT P A SRR A, e
AMARAE /N B AR R, SRR AE AR TR AU
REE oy I0F o027 A 8 (g v T LA 52 ) 2 2 B A
e SR PN PR s AR IE 45 R s, 5N TR v R
QTR BR A A Rl Y A2, 9 AR IR 10 7 TR TR Ak I AN BEHIK
TN R S /N e 1 7 BRI P4, 3R BV B TR R A A
W BEAE I n] RE SRR B O T HIL T A
FP S TR SR R AR S5 3 A PP A B T A 2 IX.
KAk ; Attia et al. (2016) WP T 45 R W7, [ SE[H 5]
AR S OB T E S A 22 bR A 1 21 64 B i
IR IR VD T QT , DB R M A Y AR S, 2 2
WS RANE], O] BE AR A e F AR 5 W B R AR e
4 ML T — AN AT ER AN [ F o ) A 38 4%
AT e A A AL [ 5 o 25 AR B (R A , R
AP eF o Xof 27 A= e B HRBTAE P — 5 TR T P 9 2
AT, T — 5 T S W R G

AT AR R TCi e N TG vb 7 TQ R Ak
UgF | A0 B AR U R TR PR O 347 o8 0 A s e T
B S P B A P R A o) N TR Vb TG T Bk
USF N F AR B IR AT I BOE R 77 O i 7

A R R AR A SRR VD T R R Ak
#YJC i 3% 22 5 ; Cayetano & Vorburger (2015) fiff 57 45
AW, 07 AR A I A T TR T A 1 2 AR
WA I B, R A 34 T B A 7 T 16
TR R X 24 U9 XU W ¥ %% Binodoxys angelicae FIHE K
W /N Aphelinus chaonia 1832 30 H Ptk 5 X b4k
A5 Oliver et al.(2005) $2 H 19 T B4 74T -5
() % 2 A W (A TP R ks Y BRI AN [R] , AT g
TAESEb R o e B 0 B0l ) A5 A e 1 L
T Ak I %o 2 A e B4 R S R T, R TR ARG T X
I A B AR 4 VR A9 K f (Cayetano & Vorburger,
2015) . Ferrari et al.(2004) 0/ 5 4% 5 3% B 75 H [|] 157
W28 2332 BN R) 27 AR W A el Uk A A TRl g
HOGEAN ] 2 AR e AT AN [A] 5 ASBIF e 4 Rl &
PRVD R TG A (A g Xo) e o i /N e g B P v, (L
X HRACF PR ) 2 A T AT HRARAE FH 5 X HE 2155 (2018)
SR 45 R IR G4 B PH A% i X BF Mg S L i pk
L7 N o PAY R AN I (e e M e i R L
BT AR BT AR 22, R S /N e A A ) AR
WA X 4% 70> s Ferrari et al. (2004) HAR3E T % & 47 4
DA T 2 A i T TR R B 7R F e R 7 4 A I e
Aphidius eadyi PAFN2FAE 1 BT TR], X R A I
BRI BT R R i, KT B ZR W O BT IR Z 5 Cayet-
ano & Vorburger(2015) i 57 45 5% 3¢ W 28 G R Py Y
30k T RS AE 7 KT 51 T AR E FIRAED 4 b2 AF i rh R 3
SORFIRAE R, AT A Bl A 32 0GR AR IR F O Ly-
siphlebus fabarum FNF}51 I « B 47 $7 /)N ¥ Aphidius
colemani , {HJ2& X 25 IS XUIRE W0 #1061 RE) A 10 /)N e A
TP 5 3X AT AE 5 i A B R sl A | A A i
PRI Y Bl A ) 2 R PR DA e A TR AR Z 18] 1 AR
Koo VDR IRTRN A 32 180 2 A 06 i ELAARA FH v AV
H AT REE L A — SR A AR K R R, B S K
AL 0 ZF AR W5 A R Ok B A s L i
A gl i O i E AT B s R T RE Dl
fid 3 4 T A0 AR W 1 ¥ 2 (Haine, 2008 5 £1 B 55
2009; 25145, 2016)

V2 HOG) il LR RURR SR AT 30 B0
J1 RHE R Ak E I A AE 4K (Chen et al.,
2000; Oliver et al.,2010) . ASAFFE A B o il 61 2 1%
AW 5 N TR Vb E QR BRI ™ W i 1] k2 44
I, Z5 038, AR TR Vb G A St i 1
Bk XoJ 5 5 Y T 52 BE /7 o Chen et al. (2000) F1 Rus-
sell & Moran (2006 ) f1F 7% 4% -t 2 W 7k i TR G %
T, S AU E TR Y 5 57 05 A 0 i 1) A A
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4 s McLean et al. (2016) BT 5% & BU & 16 T S b X
F e A A YD TG Y SRR S8 LR AT b DX 7, X AT g
510 R B dU R s i i aa A 5¢ . thah, X
TR R AT A s I 9 G ) 258 7 (Hey-
worth & Ferrari, 2015) . ¥R A4E e AE AR 418 AU
BRAILE] v AN AE (B2 B RTACHVE IREAE = iR T
Al e A — e EE b -6- B TR CRME L N- £ B
LAY, X e R Y rl e o4 S e BRI T
(1438 137 P (Kim et al., 2013 ) S o 7= A — 2225 5153
TR PR PR AR PO W) A A TR A R A
[ T# Buchnera aphidicola 1553 , 0] GEACEE 32
) A A B AT E (McLean et al., 2016) o

AL R, N TG Vb 75 QB v AR
ARG Xt S /N e 1) B AR 55 e iR e 2 EL)
IGO0 T S 2 RIOR , AR B GL VD R TR TA BRI 7R K
TS /N e 7 B P R v IR 38 TRT YA JC B I
VEF, U0 7 TG TR A A 1A 2 A= e R s i 7 T A
FHAEAS[R) 2 BBk o (1] 19 22 S AT 75 i — 20 R0k
W, A e AR — 2D G AN [R) 27 AR AR R 4
My AN TR ARt S IRk | e A B TR AR R 2 AR B R
YA R KRR O A AR TR AU T 5 F e gt
A TR T 1 AR FEURN 2 A M 5 B S i AR e 3R
TR AR A AR BE DA TR, LA 5 4 TR A o R VD
B TQ TR 7R I HIRAE 2 A e R e 3 b VR FH o
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