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Potential geographical distribution of the fall armyworm
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Abstract  Spodoptera frugiperda (J. E. Smith) (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) , the fall armyworm, native to America,

has invaded and spread throughout sub-Saharan Africa within two years. It has invaded China in the end of 2018,
and spread to ten more provinces within five months. This study used two datasets of all distribution and year-
round distribution worldwide of the fall armyworm respectively to predict its potential geographical distribution in
China based on MaxEnt in order to offer the theory evidence to the related departments. The results showed that
year-round surveillance should be done in Hainan, Yunnan, Guangxi, Guangdong, Fujian, Zhejiang. Jiangxi,
Hunan, Guizhou, Sichuan, Chongqing, Hubei, Anhui, Jiangsu provinces, and seasonal surveillance in spring.,
summer and autumn should be done in Shandong, Henan, Hebei, Beijing, Tianjin, Shanxi, Shaanxi, Ningxia,
Gansu, Qinghai, Inner Mongolia, Xinjiang and Liaoning. Further research of potential geographical distribution
and potential economic loss are needed.
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Fig. 1 Global distribution of the fall armyworm
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Fig. 2 Year-round and seasonal distributions of the fall armyworm
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Fig. 3 Potential geographical distribution of the fall armyworm (based on dataset of all distribution)
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Fig. 4 Potential geographical distribution of the fall armyworm (based on dataset of year-round distribution)
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