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The Effect of Feeding Experiences on Host
Adaptation of Bemisia tabaci

AN Xin-cheng' , REN Shun-xiang’
(1 Guangdong Entomological Institute, Guangzhou 510260, China;

2 College of Resources and Environment, South China Agricultural University, Guangzhou 510642, China)

Abstract ; Host performance of whitefly , Bemisia tabaci on Phaseolus vulgaris, Hibiscus mutabilis, Hibiscus
rosa-sinensts and Nicotiana tabacum were evaluated by the models developed previously. The results indi-
cated that whitefly populations were able to improve the host performance dramatically since continuously
feeding on particular host species, but the improving process was different among the host plants. With
the host transferring experiments, the improved host performance by accumulation of feeding experience
could not inherit, and the host performance would return to primary level as long as disappearing selection
pressure. it was implicated that the whitefly populations could be able to adjust their host performance

and have its host adaptation rapidly without any transformation of genetic structure.
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Tab.1 Host performance of whitefly rearing on 4 hosts with generations
(LR & FHY) 7 BR it/ R R ERES 2 F3E N (W)
1 & & Phaseolus vulgaris 77.1 £14.9 0.72 0.72 ]
2 Hibiscus mutabilis 55.9+3.7 0.59 0.60
FA Hibiscus rosa-sinensis 11.0 2.1 0.64 0.48
{NEL Nicotiana tabacum 14.4 +2.3 0.62 0.49
2 % & Phaseolus vulgaris 106.54 +16.4 0.75 0.91
k22 Hibiscus mutabilis 63.2+3.9 0.64 0.63
3275 Hibiscus rosa-sinensis 23.21 £3.6 0.68 0.52
fHEL Nicotiana tabacum 31.4 £3.6 0. 66 0.54
3 T & Phaseolus vulgaris 126.3 £16.6 0.84 1.19
& Hibiscus mutabilis 62.5 £3.6 0.66 0.64
XA Hibiscus rosa-sinensis 76.0+6.1 0.78 0.75
{HE Nicotiana tabacum 48.2 +3. 8 0.75 0.61
4 %G Phaseolus vulgaris 121.4 +18.6 0. 85 1.16
% Z& Hibiscus mutabilis 71.5 +3.1 0.68 0.68
FE7Ze Hibiscus rosa-sinensis 63.0 +6.4 0.78 0. 68
{HEL Nicotiana tabacum 59.6 +5.1 0.82 0. 68
5 & Hibiscus mutabilis 75.6+3.9 0.74 0.72
F 2% Hibiscus rosa-sinensis 87.0+5.8 0.75 0.79
6 28 Hibiscus mutabilis 84.0 +4.2 0. 80 0. 80
FE X Hibiscus rosa-sinensis 81.0+6.7 0.78 0.77
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Tab.2 Host performance of whitefly population with transferring host
X} FEHEY a5 7% FTE R & EAMBE(W)
1 ‘H ¥ Brassica oleracea var. capitata 158.7 +17.9 0.975 1.97
2 KR Hibiscus mutabilis 55.9+£3.7 0.592 0.58
3 & Hibiscus mutabilis 63.2 +3.9 0. 641 - 0.62
4 322 Hibiscus mutabilis 62.5+3.6 0. 663 0.62
5 R Hibiscus mutabilis 71.5 3.1 0. 682 0. 66
6 %R Hibiscus mutabilis 75.6 +£3.9 0.740 0.69
7 2 Hibiscus mutabilis 84.0+4.2 0. 800 0.76
8 H & Brassica oleracea var. capitata 124.3 £16.4 0.912 1.16
9 H & Brassica oleracea var. capitata 156.7 +18.2 0. 955 1.81
10 H 1% Brassica oleracea var. capitata 166.7 +18.7 0.941 2.05
11 2 Hibiscus mutabilis 51.5+3.2 0. 660 0.59
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