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Effects of individually reared female Arma chinensis Fallou (Hemiptera:
Pentatomidae) on its longevity and reproductive potential
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Abstract The parameters of longevity and reproductive capacity of female Arma chinensis raised individually
were analyzed. The results showed that, after valid mating, every female in individually rearing group laid 343. 80
eggs in 14. 83 times, with a longevity of 53. 13 d, which were significantly higher than in the control group
(258. 20 eggs in 10. 63 times and 45. 30 d, respectively). The fecundity, egg hatching rate and egg diameter all
decreased with the spawning times, and the decreasing trend in individually rearing group was more pronounced.
The egg hatching rate in individually rearing group was 59.58% , which was significantly lower than 68.89% in
control group, but the number of eggs hatched in individually rearing group (192. 95) was higher than that in
control group (177. 87). The individually reared females tended to prolong their longevity and improve their
reproductive capacity.
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Fig.3 Survival curves of female Arma chinensis

under different feeding modes(n=30)
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Table 1 Effects of individually reared females on their reproductive ability after effective spawning
Ab3 FAE S B /KL 7R RE/ IR AV B R /KL GRSEAL TS /d
Treatment Fecundity per female Times of egg laying Fecundity per times Prophase of egg hatching
X 8 Control 258.20+18. 82 10. 6340. 72 25.22%0. 56 8.27+0.12
B3l FE Individually rearing 343.80+19. 46* 14, 8340. 84 * 23.5140. 83 8.4940.13
t 3.16 3.79 1.72 1. 26
df 58. 00 58. 00 50. 58 198. 00
P 0.002 5 0. 000 4 0.092 4 0.209 8

D) B P AR FFIEAR G » 2R % ¢ MIRTE 0. 05 KP E2ER 3,

Data are mean=SE. Data followed by * in the same column are significant difference at 0. 05 level (¢ test).
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Table 2 Egg hatchability under different
feeding modes (n=30)
UsEAL 2/ % Egg hatchability

WA payiis EE NG t df P

Time Control  Individually rearing
1 72.63+1.59 72.834+1.44 0.09 58.00 0.9280
2 71.67+£1.91 72.074+1.86 0.15 58.00 0.8800
3 70.64+2.02 65.36+2.85 1.51 58.00 0.1361
4 68.87+2.35 65.78+1.85 1.04 58.00 0.3029
5 68.7141.86  60.30+2.75* 2.54 50.61 0.014 3
6 69.16+1.74 57.71+2.44* 3.82 50.80 0.000 4
7 68.84+2.43 56.9742.45* 3.39 52.00 0.001 3
8 69.50+2.40 57.15%2.24* 3.72 50.00 0.000 5
9 69.8743.09 56.10+2.31* 3.64 48.00 0.000 7
10 70.20+E1.78  54.80+2.49* 5.03 46,42 <<0.000 1
11 67.47+2.74  53.00+1.87* 4.48 41.00 <<0.000 1
12 69.79%2.53 51.52+2.71* 4.66 28.00 <C0.000 1
13 69.31+3.58  52.05+2.64* 3.96 26.00 0.000 5
14 70.74+3.96  50.164+3.73* 3.49 21.00 0.002 2
15 68.78+2.01 51.58+3.45* 2.97 16.00 <<0.000 1

D) Bl P E R R R TR S * FoR g  WERAE 0. 05 K
FEREE.
Data are mean=SE. Data followed by * in the same row are
significant difference at 0. 05 level (¢ test).
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Table 3 Change in the egg diameters at different
egg-laying stages (n=30)

SR E A% /nm
PRI ES Egg diameter
Egg-laying stage gl LGP
Control Individually rearing
1~15d (919. 4044, 84)a (917. 404, 94)a
16~30 d (913.10%6. 21)a (875.90%5. 62)b
31~45d (908. 3646.72)a (836.30%7. 23)c
46~60 d (908. 8045. 10)a (808. 30£6. 46)d
ESNA RN F3,116=0. 76, F3,115=560. 18,
Statistical result P=0.517 1 P<C0.000 1

D BN TFHE R, FIIAFR/NG FRFRREREET
FZEHTTE 0. 05 K22 573 3
Data are mean=SE. Data with different lowercase letters in the
same column are significant difference at 0. 05 level (One-way

ANOVA).
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Fig. 5 Comparison of Arma chinensis egg diameters

between individually rearing and control (n=30)
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Table 4 Effects of individually reared females on their

reproductive ability after effective oviposition

B {1 0 BT
i N BN
fb P ey SRRt/ 0 WEAk R/ Sk
Egg Number of
Treatment Number of eggs .
. hatching rate hatched eggs
laid per female
per female
i IR 4
HHEAL 258.20+18.82  68.89=+0. 60 177. 87
Control
S| A
BRER s go+10.46% 59.58+0.71% 19295
Individually rearing
t 3. 16 11. 09
df 58. 00 697. 50
P 0.002 5 <20. 000 1

D B8l J M AR R RIFEAR S x FR &  MERTE 0. 05 7K
FrhEFRE,
Data are mean®SE. Data followed by * in the same column
are significant difference at 0. 05 level (z test).
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