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Predation and behavior of Arma chinensis to
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Abstract In order to investigate the predation potential of Arma chinensis (Fallou) 5th instar nymph to 6th instar
larvae of Spodoptera frugiperda (J.E. Smith), the functional responses and predation behavior of A. chinensis
were studied in laboratory. The results show that predator exhibited Holling [ functional response, with the max-
imum daily predation number, the sequence of attacking efficiency and handling time were 3. 175 individuals,
1.344 and 0. 315 d respectively. After locking the prey, A. chinensis could pierce its stylet into the head, chest or
abdomen of S. frugiperda. 1f the prey tried to get rid of the predator, A. chinensis moved with the prey. maintai-
ning the state of the stylet stretching into the prey until S. frugiperda was conquered and lost its vitality. The suck-
ing time lasted for a long time, until the body of S. frugiperda was empty and dry. Then A. chinensis withdrew
the stylet, moved to search and attack the next prey. The study proved that A. chinensis is efficient for the con-
trol of S. frugiperda, and can be used in field.
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a-b: Sth instar nymph of A4.chinensis attack the head of 6th instar larvae of
S. frugiperda; c: 5th instar nymph of 4.chinensis attack the back of 6th instar
larvae of S. frugiperda
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Fig. 1 Arma chinensis attack Spodoptera frugiperda larva
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Fig. 2 Functional response of 5th instar nymph of Arma chinensis
to 6th instar larvae of Spodoptera frugiperda

Ml S=a/ (1+aTy NI H Mg 5 %5 1R
X G BT 6 Wl U RO 1B 3 7 H i
5 Iy IR R BRI 6 1l KL A0 R e
DR IR B A IR . R B A R LT
B 6 W) B E g 1.2.4..6 1 8 Sk /Gy, ik i)

8 N 43530 A 0. 944.,0. 728.,0. 499.,0. 379 F1 0. 307,
1.0

e
%

IR
=)
=

Searching efficiency

N
'S
T

R
[}
T

e
=3

2 4 6 8 10
% B/ 3k - £ Density of prey

B3 5 S IE RN E R 6 14 R IR
Fig. 3 Searching efficiency of Sth instar nymph of Arma chinensis
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to 6th instar larvae of Spodoptera frugiperda
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