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Comparison on Morphometry of White-backed Planthopper Adults with Different Wing Types
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Abstract [ Objective ] To understand the morphometric differences between long-winged and short-winged adults of white back planthopper.
[ Method ] Nikon digital sight DS-QilMC was used for the detailed observation and measurement of the forewings and hingwings of the long and
short-winged adults of the white back planthopper.[ Result] It was found that the ratio of hindwings to forewings of short-winged females was
0.29+0.03 , which was significantly different from that of long-winged females and males (0.83+0.01,0.84+0.02, respectively).The ratio of
forewings of long-winged females to short-winged females was 2.11+0.04, while the ratio of hindwings was 6.21+0.05, which reached a signifi-
cant level.In addition, the ratio of transverse veins- wing tail length to forewing length of female short-winged planthopper was only 0.231+
0.024, significantly lower than that of male long-winged planthopper and female long-winged planthopper (0.387+0.012,0.388+0.012, respec-
tively) ,and the difference reached a significant level.[ Conclusion ] The forewings and hindwings of the short-winged female adult were not re-
duced in the same proportion,and the transverse veins of the forewings of the short-winged female adult were closer to the wing tail. These re-

sults will help to understand the nature of the dimorphism of rice planthopper wings further.
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Note:a.Forewing of white back planthopper long-winged male;b.Hind wing of white back planthopper long-winged male ;c.Forewing of white back plan-

thopper long-winged female ;d.Hind wing of white back planthopper long-winged female ; e.Forewing of white back planthopper short-winged female;

f.Hind wing of white back planthopper short-winged female
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Fig.1 Wing morphology of adult planthopper with white back
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Table 1 Forewing and hindwing lengths of different wing types of fe-

male and male adults of white-backed planthopper mm
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23 gETANATHEREIRKESBEKERNI
B HE CElETE P AR bk A R K R R e
ULEE 20 p P 2 R, YL 2R e s o R S R
R EAE S 58 0.387+0.012.,0.388+0.012, 22 AN 2%, 1T
TR AU R L Y AR 0.231+0.024, i —H 25 5%
2.

0.4 = =
5B
= -9 L
#9;Q3
=~ =8 T
=E
%281
w 2 <7
%32
7o
gy 01F
£8
0
K St KA SRR
Male long-winged Female long-winged Female short-winged
adults adults adults
XA Type

E2 AT AEPNERESERKESIAKELE
Fig.2 Ratio of transverse vein to tail length to forewing length

in forewing of white-backed planthopper
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