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Changes of physiological indices of host plants infested by Lygus

lucorum Meyer-Diir ( Hemiptera: Miridae)
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Abstract; Using biochemical analysis method, the changes of physiological indices of five different host

plants which Lygus lucorum prefers differently were studied. After the host plants were infested by L. lu-

corum , both the chlorophyll and protein contents decreased 10% —-40% . Soluble sugar contents in alfalfa

and mung bean increased 62. 10% and 31.90% , respectively. Proline contents increased in all host

plants except for Bt cotton, especially the soybean increased 53.47% . The POD activities in all host

plants increased, as well as the SOD activities except soybean, which decreased 3.17% , the CAT activi-

ties, however, decreased in the host plants of alfalfa, soybean and stevia.
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Table 1 Changes of chlorophyll content in different host plants infested by Lygus lucorum

) B2t K & i Chlorophyll (mg/g) 75 Ak % ) JF 4K & Chlorophyll (mg/g) I
FE . s .

ZUH KEWH(CK)  Changes Tt KREWH(CK)  Changes

Host plant Host plant
Injured plant Uninjured plant  rate (%) Injured plant Uninjured plant  rate (%)
B 45 Alfalfa 6.03+0.08 b 6.88+0.19 a -12.29 K & Soybean 5.52+0.33 b 6.19+0.07 a -10.82
£ & Mung bean 2.91+0.03 B 4.19+0.07 A -30.46 Eif 24 Stevia 4.94+0.26 a 5.62+0.09 a -12.10

Bt # Bt cotton 5.45+0.06 B 6.08 +0.06 A -10.43

T 3R U RR VB = FRUE R 5 2 Duncan [CBF S 22 W0 56, 847 8008 J5 AN 6] RN 52 8E 43 50 3R 7R 22 5 A0 B 3 sl 35 (P, 5
P, ) o Note: Data in the table means average = SE, data followed by the same uppercase letters or lowercase letters in the same line indicated

no significant difference at P, ,, or P,

001 .05 Dy Duncan’s multiple range test, respectively.
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Table 2 Changes of soluble sugar content in different host plants infested by Lygus lucorum

AR (% ) AT (% )

2% g Soluble sugar content AR 2% 3 Soluble sugar content LR

Changes Changes

Host plant 7% RZEBCCK) e (gpy| oSt plant 7%t REZERCK) e (%)

Injured plant Uninjured plant Injured plant Uninjured plant

H 15 Alfalfa 0.60 £0.08 a 0.37+0.02 b 62.10 K 5 Soybean 1.33£0.05 a 1.43£0.02 a -7.40

£g 7. Mung bean 0.46 £0.02 A 0.35+0.02 B 31.90 #if 24 Stevia 1.98+0.04 b 3.15+0.46 a -37.20
Bt # Bt cotton 0.31+0.02 b 0.49+£0.06 a -37.20

TE - 2 T B 2R BB = AR iR 5 28 Duncan TR S22 056, 1R 47 B0 J5 A [ O/ 7 B 23 0l 3 7R 22 S W 3 i i 2 (P, B
P, ) o Note: Data in the table means average + SE, data followed by the same uppercase letters or lowercase letters in the same line indicated

no significant difference at P, or P, s by Duncan’s multiple range test, respectively.
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Table 3 Changes of protein content in different host plants infested by Lygus lucorum

‘ & [ Jii &% 1 Protein content (% ) 75 Ak % ) % [ i &% & Protein content (% ) 75 Ak 2
RiES — i E -
%% b REUHBE(CK)  Changes T % b KT AEB(CK)  Changes
Host plant Host plant
Injured plant Uninjured plant rate (%) Injured plant Uninjured plant rate (%)
B1E Alfalfa 5.24+0.36 b 6.06 £0.04 a -13.66 K & Soybean 6.58 £0.20 b 7.44 £0.38 a -11.44
£§ 7. Mung bean 0.65+0.09 b 1.06 £0.04 a -38.20 H 2§ Stevia 4.75+0.24 b 5.63+0.10 a -15.67
Bt # Bt cotton 2.78 +0.16 B 4.15+0.09 A -33.15

TE = 2 B 2R S B = AR EDR 5 28 Duncan [OBTS M0 22 W0 4, IR A7 B8 J5 A 1] R/INE 5 B 3 3 3R 7R 22 S i 35 sl i 35 (P, B
P, ,s) o Note: Data in the table means average + SE, data followed by the same uppercase letters or lowercase letters in the same line indicated

no significant difference at P, ,, or P, ,; by Duncan’s multiple range test, respectively.
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Table 4 Changes of proline content in different host plants infested by Lygus lucorum

. Ui 25 i &2 Proline content (pg/g) A5 AR . Jif# 25 i &2 Proline content (pg/g) A5 b R
3 F KZEH(CK)  Changes ZEH® HZEH(CK)  Changes
Host plant Host plant
Injured plant Uninjured plant rate (%) Injured plant Uninjured plant rate (% )
B g Alfalfa 48.64 £0.57 A 41.52+0.49 B 17.15 K & Soybean 14.56 £0.73 A 9.49+0.63 B 53.47
%% . Mung bean 19.98 +0.76 a 16.76 +0.51 b 19.29 EH 25 Stevia 14.74 £0.24 a 13.96 +0.78 a 5.60
Bt £ Bt cotton 6.80£0.58 b 9.55+£0.69 a -28.79

T R P RO 2R P BB+ BRI 5 28 Duncan [CHT A2 M 220056, 19 47 2O J5 A TR) K/ 708 50 591 R 22 5 1 8 38 B R 38 (P, 2K

P, ,s) o Note: Data in the table means average + SE, data followed by the same uppercase letters or lowercase letters in the same line indicated

no significant difference at P, or P, ;. by Duncan’s multiple range test, respectively.
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Fig.1 Changes of SOD, POD or CAT activities in different
host plants infested by Lygus lucorum
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at P, or P, by Duncan’s multiple range test, respectively.
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