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In this article, hemigossypolone results were incorrectly
mentioned in several occurrences. Under the heading
‘Effects of prior herbivory on wild cotton induced defences’
it is given as ‘Specifically, aphid and caterpillar herbivory
drove significant increases (24% and 15%, respectively) in
the concentration of hemigossypolone relative to controls
(aphid herbivory: 1457.7 + 69 pg/g; caterpillar herbivory:
1345.5 +64.4 pg/g; control: 1169.7 +£55.7 pg/g; Fig. 1a).’

The correct text should read as “Specifically, caterpillar
herbivory drove a significant 126% increase in the concen-
tration of hemigossypolone (190.13 +24.09 pg/g) relative
to controls (84.09 +23.84 pg/g), whereas aphid herbivory
(118.56+23.84 ng/g) showed the same trend (41% higher
mean value) but did not differ from controls (Fig. 1a). The
herbivory treatments differed significantly (Fig. 1a).”

The original article can be found online at https://doi.org/10.1007/
500425-023-04266-1.

< Luis Abdala-Roberts
luis.abdala@correo.uady.mx; abdala.luis @yahoo.com

Departamento de Ecologia Tropical, Campus de Ciencias
Bioldgicas y Agropecuarias, Universidad Auténoma de
Yucatan, Apartado Postal 4-116, Itzimna, Mérida 97000,
Yucatan, México

Fundamental and Applied Research in Chemical Ecology
(FARCE Lab), Institute of Biology, University of Neuchatel,
Rue Emile-Argand 11, 2000 Neuchatel, Switzerland

3 Misi6n Bioldgica de Galicia (MBG-CSIC), Apdo 28,
36080 Pontevedra, Spain

Under the heading ‘Effects of caterpillar and aphid herbivory
on cotton defence induction’ it is given as ‘“We found that
hemigossypolone, flavonoids, and hydroxycinnamic acids
were significantly induced after prior herbivory in wild cot-
ton, and in most cases, caterpillar and aphid feeding pro-
duced a similar level of induction of these compounds.’

The correct text should read as “We found that flavonoids,
hydroxycinnamic acids, and hemigossypolone were sig-
nificantly induced after prior herbivory in wild cotton, and
in most cases, caterpillar and aphid feeding produced a
similar level of induction of these compounds. In the case
of hemigossypolone, caterpillar feeding drove a stronger
induction though a trend for induction by aphids was also
observed (albeit non-significant).’

Under the same heading, the text incorrectly given as ‘In
addition, Eisenring et al. (2018) found that A. gossypii
reduced cotton SA levels and did not induce terpenoids.’

The correct text should read as ‘In addition, Eisenring et al.
(2018) found that A. gossypii reduced cotton SA levels and
did not induce terpenoids, the latter coinciding with our

hemigossypolone results.’

The hemigossypolone results were incorrectly given in
Table 1 and Fig. 1.

The corrected Table 1 and Fig. 1 are given below.
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Table1 Results from general or generalized linear mixed models leaf concentration of terpenoids (ug/g FW), (b) leaf concentration of
testing for effects of wild cotton (Gossypium hirsutum) prior her- phenolic compounds (ug/g DW), and (c) performance-related vari-
bivory treatment (caterpillars, aphids, or undamaged control) on (a) ables for subsequently feeding Spodoptera frugiperda caterpillars
Response Prior herbivory effect

DFnum,den F P

(a) Terpenoids

Hemigossypolone 2,113 6.09 0.003
Heliocides 2,113 0.12 0.887
Gossypol 2,113 1.35 0.263
(b) Phenolic compounds

Flavonoids 2,114 14.43 <0.001
Hydroxycinnamic acids 2,114 15.69 <0.001
(c) Caterpillar performance

Area consumed 2,49 5.65 0.006
Mass gain 2,39 3.94 0.028
Survival 2,50 3.35 0.043

Degrees of freedom (numerator, denominator), F-values and associated significance levels (P-values) are shown
Significant P-values (P <0.05) are in bold
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Fig. 1 Effects of wild cotton (Gossypium hirsutum) prior herbivory and standard errors (n=>58 plants for undamaged control, n=59 for
treatment, namely: undamaged, caterpillar feeding (Spodoptera fru- aphid treatment and n =65 plants for caterpillar treatment). Different
giperda) or aphid feeding (Aphis gossypii) on the concentration of (a, letters above the bars indicate statistically significant differences (at

b, ¢) terpenoid aldehydes and (d, e) phenolic compounds expressed P <0.05) between treatments
as pg/g FW or DW, respectively. Bars are model least-square means
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