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Abstract To explore the predatory potential of Arma chinensis against Heliothis assulta and Spodoptera litura ,
the predation of the eggs and 3rd-instar larvae of H. assulta and S. litura by A. chinensis adults was measured
under controlled conditions in the laboratory. The predatory functional responses of A. chinensis adults fitted the
Holling [[ function model. The instantaneous attack rates of A. chinensis female adults to the pests from high to
low were: the 3rd-instar larvae of H. assulta (1.056), eggs of S. litura (1.055), eggs of H. assulta (1.035), the
3rd-instar larvae of S. litura (0.973). The predation capacities from high to low were: eggs of H. assulta
(152.21), eggs of S. litura (124.18), 3rd-instar larvae of H. assulta (15.09) and 3rd-instar larvae of S. litura
(9. 63). The instantaneous attack rates of A. chinensis male adults to the pests from high to low were: eggs of H. assulta

(1. 060), eggs of S. litura (1.056), 3rd-instar larvac of H. assulta (0.825), 3rd-instar larvae of S. litura (0.760). The
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predation capacities from high to low were: eggs of S. litura (111.16), eggs of H. assulta (101.92), 3rd-instar larvae of

H. assulta (8.87), and 3rd-instar larvae of S. litura (7.04). With increasing densities of H. assulta and S. litura, the

searching efficiency of A. chinensis adults decreased gradually. This study suggested that A. chinensis adults had a good

control ability against H. assulta and S. litura. Combined with pest forecast and prediction, releasing a large number of

A. chinensis adults during the oviposition peak period and occurrence prophase of 3rd-instar H. assulta and S. litura can

help reduce the pest population size and decrease its damage to tobacco.
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Table 1 Predatory functional responses of female Arma chinensis to eggs and the 3rd-instar larvae of

Heliothis assulta and Spodoptera litura
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Fig. 1 Predatory functional responses of female Arma chinensis to eggs and the 3rd-instar larvae of

Heliothis assulta and Spodoptera litura
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Fig. 2 Searching efficiency of female Arma chinensis to eggs and the 3rd-instar larvae of Heliothis assulta and Spodoptera litura
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Heliothis assulta and Spodoptera litura
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Fig. 4 Searching efficiency of male Arma chinensis to eggs and the 3rd-instar larvae of Heliothis assulta and Spodoptera litura
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