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Abstract  Spodoptera frugiperda has invaded China and spread rapidly, the discovery and protection of native nat-
ural enemies is a significant way to effectively suppress its outbreaks. In this study, the parasitic behavior of Mi-
croplitis similis collected from Changsha, China on different instar larvae of S. frugiperda was observed. And the
change of the body weight and feed intake of the parasitized larvae were measured. The results showed that M. si-
milis could successfully parasitized the 2nd to 4th instars larvae of S. frugiperda, significantly inhibited the body
weight gain and food intake of larvae. Parasitics effectively suppressed food intake of larvae and eventually led to
its death. The results indicated that the native M. similis could effectively parasitize the larvae of S. frugiperda ,
and inhibited its growth and food intake. Obviously, M. similis has certain biological control ability and is worthy
of protection and utilization.
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a: Searching of M. similis for the larva of S. frugiperda; b: Probing of M. similis to the larva of S. frugiperda; c: Spawning of M. similis in S. frugiperda; d:

Strike back of S. frugiperda larva against M. similis
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Fig. 1 Parasitic behavior of Microplitis similis on Spodoptera frugiperda larva
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a: The hole in the body wall of S. frugiperda for M. similis out; b: Cocoon of
M. similis near the abdomen end of S. frugiperda; c: The cocoon of M. similis
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Fig. 2 Cocooning behaviors of Microplitis similis
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Fig. 3 Effects of parasitic by Microplitis similis on the body weight of Spodoptera frugiperda larvae

ESRTIRALAH L B ST A e g OB A A JE L B 2 %
LR AES 1 RIMIE &R RO =1. 772,
df=14,P>0. 05) , HAthl 25 A= 2y sy i) F B 2 i 3
W/ (3 9 6=5. 418,d =15, P<C0. 0534 #& :2=14. 570,
df=10,P<<0.05), 2.3 ¥4 754 2 H HUE e 2f 6

FIRFN B AR 4357 (26. 46+ 3. 38) (32, 90+ 3. 95)
mg;4 WEAF AN 7 IR BN KAE (23, 6449, 59)mg
(4, M2rAea) N ZF RN B 5 75 4501
L HBIETS. BATERY 2,34 3T 4 P R
T FORTBEZH 23 b 89. 62%4.94. 86%6.92.17%,



5 4Ly

2019

= 3 CK
w2542 Parasitic

HER i /mg
Daily food consumption

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
F4ER%/d Parasitic days

9

H Rt/ mg

Daily food consumption

a

800

600

o
(=3
S

393
=3
(=3

(=)

1

- R CK
w2742 Parasitic *

2 3 4 5 6 7
A REL/d Parasitic days

8

H R/ mg

Daily food consumption

b

600

400

200

- % CK K.
w27/ Parasitic

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ¢
AHEREL/d Parasitic days

4 HRMAREESFENEMIRHELS RSN
Fig. 4 Effects of parasitic by Microplitis similis on the food intake of Spodoptera frugiperda larvae
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