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Life table of Spodoptera litura on grape
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Abstract Spodoptera litura (Fabricius) is a worldwide pest. In recent years, there has been an increasing trend in

the occurrence area and population size of S. litura on the grape. In order to understand the adaptability of S. li-

tura to grapes, the age-stage, two-sex life tables were used in this study. Compared to rearing on cotton, the sur-

vival rate and fecundity of S. litura were decreased. and the developmental duration of larvae and larval instar

number were increased on grape. The fecundity of S. litura reared on cotton, ‘Kyoho’ and ‘Red Earth’ grape
leaves were 786.804-41. 88, 581.274-20.03 and 619+17.99 eggs, respectively. The intrinsic rates of S. litura
were lowest in ‘Red Earth’ (0.114 1), but highest in cotton (0.149 7). Though S. litura could normally complete

the life history on the grape, its fitness on the grape was lower than on cotton.
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Table 1 Life table parameters of Spodoptera litura fed on different host plants
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The data in the table are means#+SE; different lowercase letters indicate significant difference at P<C0. 05 by LSD test.
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Table 2 Population parameters of Spodoptera litura fed on different host plants
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