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Effect of native and invasive populations of Ageratina adenophora on
the selectivity, ovarian protein and detoxification enzymes of
Procecidochares utilis

DIAO Yuehui, GAO Xin, SUN Yuanyuan, ZHAO Yunpeng, XU Gang, YANG Guogqing "
Horticulture and Plant Protection College, Yangzhou University, Yangzhou, Jiangsu 225009, China

Abstract: [ Aim] Ageratina adenophora is a serious invasive weed in China. Adaptation of the specific natural enemy, the tephritid
fly Procecidochares utilis to native vs. invasive host plant populations is one of the important points in exploring the invasive mecha-
nisms for this plant. [ Method] In this study, we determined the selectivity of P. utilis between native and invasive populations of A.
adenophora, and the ovarian protein content and acetylcholinesterase, carboxylesterase, glutathione S-transferase activities of P. uti-
lis reared on native vs.invasive populations of A. adenophora. [ Result] There was no significant difference in host selection by P.
utilis between the two kinds of host population. The ovarian protein content of P. utilis reared on invasive populations of A. adenopho-
ra was higher than when reared on natives. The carboxylesterase activities of P. utilis reared on invasive host plants was lower than on
native ones, but the glutathione S-transferase activity was higher in females. There was no significant difference in comparisons of the
acetylcholinesterase activity. [ Conclusion] The adaptation of A. adenophora to the specific natural enemy P. utilis decreased to some
extent, which confirms the natural Enemy Escape Hypothesis for the invasion mechanism of invasive plants.
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Fig.1 Number of galls (A) and emerged adults from each gall (B) in the native and invasive host individual of A. adenophora
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The same row with the different letters indicate significant difference (P<0.05).
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Fig.3 Activities of AChE in males (A) and females (B) of P. utilis raised on native and invasive host individuals of A. adenophora
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The same row with the different letters indicate significant difference (P<0.05).
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