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Abstract To clarify the predatory potential of Propylaea japonica against Spodoptera frugiperda ,the predation
and control ability of fourth instar, female and male adults of P. japonica against the eggs and young larvae of
S. frugiperda were studied under conditions of (25+1)C, L/D=16 h//8 h, RH (60%5)%. The results showed
that the functional response of P. japonica female, male adults and fourth instar against the eggs, first and second
instar of S. frugiperda all fitted well with Holling [ model. The maximum daily predation numbers of P. japonica
female, male adults and fourth instar to the eggs of S. frugiperda were 204.6, 110.9 and 124.7, respectively; the
instantaneous attack rates were 1.125, 1.658 and 1.429, respectively and the handling time were 0.004 9, 0.009 0 and
0.008 0 d, respectively. The maximum daily predation numbers of P. japonica female, male adults and fourth instar to
the first instar of S. frugiperda were 242.4, 265.5 and 109.4, respectively; the instantancous attack rates were 1.233,
1.038 and 1.411 respectively and the handling time were 0.004 1, 0.003 8 and 0.009 1 d. The maximum daily preda-
tion numbers of P. japonica female. male adults and fourth instar to second instar of S. frugiperda were 41. 2,

40. 3 and 27.6, respectively; the instantaneous attack rates were 1.386, 1.226 and 1. 685, respectively and the
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handling time were 0.024 3, 0.024 8 and 0.036 2 d, respectively. The predation numbers of P. japonica to first
instar and eggs of S. frugiperda were more than to second instar. The searching efficiency of P. japonica to the
eggs, first and second instar of S. frugiperda decrcased gradually with the increase of prey density. The results in-
dicate that P. japonica has a good control potential on S. frugiperda , which provide theoretical evidence for pre-

vention and control of S. frugiperda by using P. japonica .
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Fig. 1 Functional responses of female, male adults and fourth instar of Propylaea japonica to Spodoptera frugiperda eggs
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Fig. 2 Functional responses of female, male adults and fourth instar of Propylaea japonica to Spodoptera frugiperda first instar larvae
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Fig. 3 Functional responses of female, male adults and fourth instar of Propylaea japonica to Spodoptera

frugiperda second instar larvae
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Table 1 Functional response of fourth instar, female and male adults of Propylaea japonica to egg,
first and second instar of Spodoptera frugiperda
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Fig. 4 Searching efficiency of female, male adults and fourth instar of Propylaea japonica to Spodoptera frugiperda eggs
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