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Potential resistance of tannins-flavoniods in upland cotton against

Helicpverpa armigera (Hubner)
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Abstract ;: Cotton tannins-flavoniods are important compounds associating with the host plant resistant to
insect pests and diseases including Heliothis sp. and Helicoverpa sp.. The dosage responses on H.
armigera larvae of different compounds are tested. After the 1st instar larvae fed 5 days on the diets con-
tained compounds, the EDs, of larvae on gallocatechin, condensed tannins, rutin and isoquercitrin were
0.81%, 0.49%, 0.57% and 0. 83% respectively. The results indicated that there were significantly nega-
tive correlation between the concentration of these compounds and the body weight of larvae. But there
was irrelevant between concentration of catechin and larvae body weight. The increase of relative larval
growth rate was significantly lower than that of the control as the increase of larval feeding amount on the
diet separately contained 0. 8% gallocatechin, condensed tannins, rutin and isoquercitrin. The results indi-
cated that these compounds are chronic toxins.
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Fig. 1 The dosage responses of Helicoverpa P s
armigera larva growth to condensed tannins and s B
flavoniods in the artificial diet
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Table 1 T-tests on slopes of regressions for Helicoverpa armigera larvae relative growth rate
and relative consumption rate
b b p)
N
Treatments Slope Intercept Significance (p)
L 10 0.130 —0. 045
) 10 0.076 —0.067 P<<0.01
O 10 0. 039 —0.106 P<0.01
@ 11 0.109 —0.126 P<C0.05
© 10 0.103 —0.026 P<0.01
© 10 0111 —0.059 P=0. 05No significance
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Fig. 2 The regressions for Helicoverpa armigera

larva relative rate and relative consumption rate

on the artificial diet contained condensed

tannins and flavoniods
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Table 2 Active traits of metabolic substances effecting insect herbivores
Traits of effects Pre-ingestive Post-ingestive
Active results Detterents or repellence Acute Chronic
Approach of effects Feeding behavior Physiologic metabolize Digestibility
( ) ( ) ( )
Express of plant Antixenosis or non- Antibiotic (qualitative Antibiotic (quantitative
resistance preference defense) defense)
Evolution of reaction between Easily adaptation on Easily adaptation on Not easily adaptation on
plants and insects insects insects insects
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