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Larval stage related cannibalism in the fall armyworm, Spodoptera frugiperda
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Abstract The cannibalistic behaviors of Spodoptera frugiperda larvae reared under different densities were inves-
tigated. The results showed that when reared under four different densities (5, 10, 20 and 30 larvae/jar) the can-
nibalism rates among different instars were significantly different with most of the cannibalistic behaviors occurred
at 5th instar. The cannibalism rates of the larvae reared under the four different densities all reached the highest
at the 5th instar 2nd day, which was (14.3443.28)%, (17.94+3.26)%., (18.2143.47)%. and (27. 05+
5.52)% , respectively. The cannibalistic behaviors before the 5th instar were not obvious. Further, when same
numbers of 4th and 5th instar were mixed and reared at three densities (4, 10 and 20 larvae/jar) respectively, the
cannibalism rates showed no significant difference (F=2.29, df=2, P>>0.05), but with the increase of larvac
density, the proportion of 4th instar in the total death increased, while the proportion of 5th instar declined.
These results indicate that the cannibalism of the larvae is obviously age-dependent, and the cannibalistic behavior
mainly occurs for older larvae. When young larvae and older larvae were reared together, the mortality of the
young larvae increased with the increase of the density. The results provided useful information for the mass rea-
ring of the Spodoptera frugiperda in laboratory.
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Fig. 1 Corrected cannibalism rates in different instars of Spodoptera frugiperda larvae at each density
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