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Infestation and instar distribution of Maruca vitrata during the flowering

and pods formation stage of cowpea
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(1. Institute of Vegetables, Wuhan Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Wuhan 430345, China;
2. College of Plant Science & Technology of Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan 430070, China)
Abstract; In this paper, we investigated the infestation of Maruca vitrata during the flowering and pods
formation stage using a five-point sampling method and analyzed the instar distribution of larvae. The
damage rate of M. witrata on flowers was significantly higher than that of pods during the flowering and
pods formation stage. The highest numbers of 65 and 15 insects per hundred flowers and pods,
respectively, were located at the end of flowering and middle to late pods. The proportion of 1% instar
larvae in the flowers was significantly higher than that of 3" to 5" instars, while the pods were dominated
by higher instar larvae, with the proportion of 4™ and 5" instar larvae significantly higher than that of lower
instars (1% to 3" instars). There were significant differences in the instar distribution of M. vitrata on
cowpea flowers. The proportion of 1* instar larvae in anthers was significantly higher than that of higher
instar larvae. The proportion of 1™ to 3" instar larvae in calyx was significantly higher than that of higher
instar larvae (4" to 5" instar). There was no significant difference in the proportion of all instars
distributed in ovary. The proportion of larvae of all instars in the calyx was significantly higher than that in
the anthers and ovaries. The results clarify the infestation and instar distribution of M. witrata larvae during
the flowering and pods formation stage of cowpea, which is an important guideline for scientifically
formulate prevention and control strategies.
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Fig. 1  Symptom on flower and pod damaged by Maruca vitrata larvae during the flowering and pods formation stage of cowpea
TE: A, IR F AR BOESL; B, A MAEEERHRE N ERN AL AR, C, S AR ) SRR N
D, gt gk A 532 FE . Note: A, Borer holes on flowers caused by newly hatched larvae; B, Larvae ties the flower

together as they diverting harm; C, Larvae transferred from flower to pod; D, Larvae boring into the pod.
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Fig. 2 Percentage of flower and pod damaged by Maruca vitrata
larvae during the flowering and pods formation stage of
cowpea in the field
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figure were mean * SE. " indicated significant difference

between different flower and pods (Independent sample -test,

P<0.05).
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Fig. 3 Occurrence dynamics of Maruca vitrata larvae during the flowering and pods formation stage of cowpea in the field
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Fig. 4 Instar distribution of Maruca vitrata larvae on flower and pod during the flowering and pods formation stage of cowpea in the field
T BB P ME « b, A B AR R RS - BE RN G S R/E 53 51 3 R AN 18] i 0 4 e A A8 R 38 o 10 43 A 22 5 o 3
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figure were mean + SE. Histograms with different uppercase letters were significantly different on flowers among different instars, and
histograms with different lowercase letters are significantly different on pods among different instars ( Tukey’s HSD test, P <0.05). *

indicated significant difference between different flower (pods) (Independent sample i-test, P <0.05).
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Fig. 5 Instar distribution of Maruca vitrata larvae on different parts of flower during the flowering and pods
formation stage of cowpea in the field
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