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young trees on the survival rate, developmental duration, pupation rate and
emergence rate (A-D) of H. cunea larvae
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Fig. 2 Effects of 8 host young trees on body weight (A), body length (B), head and shell width (C) of 4th-6th
instar larvae of H. cunea
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Fig. 3 Effects of 8 host young trees on the nutritional effects (A-D) of 4th-6th instar larvae of H. cunea
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Effects of 8 Host Young Trees on Growth, Development and
Nutritional Efficiency of Hyphantria cunea Larvae

ZHANG Shu-man, FANG Jing, ZHAO Jia-qi, WANG Kai, REN Ying-jie, MENG Zhao-jun, YAN
Shan-chun

(Key Laboratory of Sustainable Forest Ecosystem Management (Northeast Forestry University), Ministry of Education,
Heilongjiang, Harbin, 150040)

Abstract: [Objects] To explore the adaptability of Hyphantria cunea to different host young trees, scientific-
ally protect trees and prevent and control Hyphantria cunea. [Methods] Based on eight species of trees
widely distributed and planted in Northeast China (Ulmus pumila, Juglans mandshurica, Salix matsudana,
Betula platyphylla, Fraxinus mandshurica, Larix olgensis, Albizia kalkora, Tilia amurensis), the growth, de-
velopment and nutritional effects of H. cunea larvae fed on leaves of different host young trees were meas-
ured. [Results] The survival rate of H. cunea larvae fed on U. pumila and J. mandshurica was the highest,
followed by F. mandshurica, S. matsudana and T. amurensis; Feeding on L. olgensis was lower than A.
kalkora. The larvae of H. cunea feeding on U. pumila and J. mandshurica had the highest values of weight,
body length and head shell width, followed by F. mandshurica and T. amurensis; The feeding rate of A.
kalkora was lower than B. platyphylla. The pupation rate and eclosion rate of H. cunea larvae fed on J.
mandshurica, U. pumila and F. mandshurica were higher, and the development period was shorter, than T.
amurensis; Feeding L. olgensis and A. kalkora could not pupate, and feeding B. platyphyilla, A. kalkora and
L. olgensis could not eclosion and had a long development period. H. cunea larvae fed the most on U.
pumila, J. mandshurica and F. mandshurica, followed by T. amurensis and S. matsudana; The food utiliza-
tion rate and food conversion rate of larvae feeding on U. pumila and J. mandshurica were at a high level,
followed by T. amurensis and F. mandshurica; The larvae fed the lowest amount of A. kalkora and B. platy-
phylla, and their food utilization rate and food conversion rate were at the lowest level; The results of larval
food consumption rate were contrary to their food utilization rate and food conversion rate. [Conclusion] U.
pumila and J. mandshurica are more suitable for the growth and development of H. cunea larvae, followed
by F. mandshurica and T. amurensis; However, L. olgensis and A. kalkora are not suitable for their growth;
The results show that the H. cunea has different adaptability and nutritional utilization strategies to a vari-
ety of hosts.

Keywords: Hyphantria cunea; host trees; growth and development; nutritional efficiency; adaptability
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