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Abstract

The lemon butterfly, Papilio demoleus is one of the most important citrus pests in nursery and newly planted
trees in most citrus growing areas of Iran, particularly in Mazandaran province. In this research, nutritional
indices of lemon butterfly larvae, was investigated on different host plants (Citrus sinensis c.v. Thompson
navel, C. aurantium, C. sinensis c.v. Sangin and C. reticulata) under the laboratory conditions (24 + 2°C, 65-
75% RH and photoperiod of 14L:10D h) in 2008. Results indicated that the relative growth rate (RGR),
efficiency of conversion of digested food (ECD) and approximate digestibility (AD) were significantly
different among host plants. However, there was no significant difference between relative consumption rate
(RCR) and efficiency of conversion of ingested food (ECI) among citrus varieties. The highest and lowest
relative consumption rate related to Thompson navel and Sangin as 6.92 + 0.36 and 3.71 + 0.19, respectively.
ECI and ECD were the highest on Thompson navel as 41.19 + 6.6 and 96.63 + 33.42, respectively.
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Table 1. Mean (£SE) comparison of Relative Consumption Rate, Relative Growth Rate, Efficiency of Conversion of Ingested food, Efficiency of Conversion of Digested food and
Approximate Digestibility (mg) of Papilio demoleus larvae on four citrus varieties.

Citrus species

Feeding Index C. reticulata C. sinensis c.v. Sangin C. aurantium C. sinensis c.v. Thompson CV. F.value
Relative Consumption Rate (RCR) 0.33+0.37a 0.36+0.04 a 0.33+0.09 a 0.27+0.05a 18.48 0.24
Relative Growth Rate (RGR) 0.05+0.01b 0.04+0.01c 0.05+0.01b 0.07£0.01a 5.052 0.01
Efficiency of Conversion of

Ingested food (ECI) 3350+ 3.32a 30.90+3.35a 34.62+9.42 a 41.19+6.60 a 17.74 0.17
Efficiency of Conversion of

Digested food (ECD) 54.07+7.29b 49.20+14.92b 53.75+ 1756 b 96.63+33.42a 14.812 0.03
Approximate Digestibility (AD) 62.15+ 3.42 a 65.88 +13.96 a 65.45+6.34a 45.63+12.74 Db 16.77 0.05

Means followed by the same letter within a row are not significantly different (Dancans multiple range test, P<0.05).
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Table 2. Mean (xSE) comparison of ingested food (1), frass (F) weight gain (B) of Papilio demoleus larvae on four citrus

varieties.
Host Plants Mean (£SE) per larvae (mg)
Biomass (B) Frass (F) Ingested food (1)
Citrus sinensis c.v.

Thompson 1.72+0.09a 2.23+0.59 a 425+051b
C. aurantium 1.37+0.18a 1.44+0.49b 426+1.47b
C. sinensis c.v. Sangin 1.67+0.15a 1.77+0.45b 548+ 1.04a
C. reticulata 1.65+0.15a 1.87+0.25b 497+0.73b

Means followed by the same letter within a column are not significantly different (Duncan's multiple range test, p < 0.05).
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