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Recruitment effect of female adult individuals and honeydew of

Phenacoccus solenopsis Tinsley to the workers of Solenopsis invicta Buren
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Abstract: In order to clarify the recruitment effect of female adult and honeydew of Phenacoccus
solenopsis Tinsley to red imported fire ant Solenopsis invicta Buren, the dynamics of captured worker of S.
invicta attracted by female adult individuals and honeydew of P. solenopsis were measured using a man-—
made bidirectional choice device. The results were as follows: (1) Honeydew secreted by P. solenopsis
had a strong recruitment to the fire ant workers. Highest density of the fire ant foraging workers appeared
in 10 ~20 minutes regardless of the absence or presence of mealybug. Then the captured number of fire
ant workers decreased gradually as the amount of honeydew shrank, significantly higher than that of the

control. (2) When only the female adult of mealybug existed, population quantity of the fire ant foraging

AW FEFESH A (2021YFD1000500, 2022YFC2601400) 5 [H5 [ R BH#3E 4 (31801805) ;[ R4 BUACAR ML ™ b He 4k e s 1
R LA H A AT H  (2022K]134)

TR MEE TR, A, 1995 4R, Wik, BRRESE B, EEMFRBES I, E - mail: guanzy@ gdppri com; FRARR, 4,
1995 4F/f, fit:, FEEMNFRAESFIF5, E-mail: 1409629130@ qq. com

*FIBIEE Author for correspondence: FFEE, 55, AIBFFLS, LEMNGRMAEZWIS, E-mail: qigi@ gdppri. com

Wihe H 1 Received: 2022 —10 - 15; 252 H ] Accepted: 2022 —10 -26



6 1] KT B PRI SO ER X L0 KO H A 1487

workers showed gradually increasing trend, and reached a quantity peak at 50 minutes, with no

significant downward trend. ( 3) Compared with female adult of P. solenopsis, honeydew was an

important factor to attract fire ant to feed. The captured quantity peak of 91. 50 fire ant worker individuals

attracted by honeydew appeared at 10 minutes, while the peak of 39.17 fire ant worker individuals

attracted by mealybug appeared at 42 minutes. Therefore, both female adult and honeydew of P.

solenopsis showed obvious recruitment to fire ant workers. Honeydew had a significantly strong recruitment

to the fire ant workers at first, while the recruitment of mealybug female adult was relatively stable and

did not show the descent tendency over time.

Key words: Phenacoccus solenopsis Tinsley; honeydew; Solenopsis invicta Buren; recruitment
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Fig. 1  Dynamics of captured worker of Solenopsts invicta attracted by female adult and honeydew of Phenacoccus solenopsis
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Fig.2  Peak number of captured workers of Solenopsis invicta attracted by different treatments
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