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Abstract [Objectives] To determine the predatory ability and prey preferences of Arma custos with respect to larvae of the
tobacco cutworm, Spodoptera litura, and the cotton bollworm, Helicoverpa armigera. [Methods] The daily predation rate
and prey preferences of 3rd, 4th and 5th-instar nymphs and adults of A. custos with respect to 3rd-instar larvae of S. litura and
H. armigera were studied using both non-choice and choice tests under laboratory conditions. [Results] The daily predation
rate of 3rd, 4th and 5Sth-instar nymphs, and adult, A. custos on S. litura were 3.90, 5.20, 8.70 and 7.40 larvae/day, respectively,
and on H. armigera were 3.30, 8.20, 14.30 and 11.10 larvae/day, respectively. The daily predation rate of all developmental
stages of A. custos, with the exception of 3rd-instar nymph stage, was significantly higher on H. armigera than that on S. litura.
Choice tests showed that, under the same prey density, A. custos had a significant preference for S. litura over H. armigera.

The daily predation rate of A. custos on S. litura larvae was significantly higher than that on H. armigera larvae at almost all
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prey density combinations, except when the S. litura density was much lower. [Conclusion] These results show that,

although A. custos had a higher daily predation rate on 3rd-instar larvae of H. armigera than those of S. litura, when 3rd-instar

larvae S litura and H. armigera larvae were both present, A. custos preferentially preyed on S litura.

Key words Arma custos; Spodoptera litura; Helicoverpa armigera; predation preference; biological control
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Tablel Daily predation of Arma custosto different preysin the non-selective tests

Hifigar (3k) Daily predation (ind.)

UER/ELES — — — -
Prey’s species 3 WA 4 Al 5 ey JRLHe
3rd instar nymph 4th instar nymph Sth instar nymph Adult
FHorpi ik Spodoptera litura 3.90+0.348a 5.20:£0.389b 8.70+0.633b 7.40+0.872b
Fi4% H Helicoverpa armigera 3.30+0.367a 8.20+1.218a 14.30+1.808a 11.10+0.924a

RPEAE P AR R, RISVEEE IS b AR NS PR 48 R IRTE P<0.05 /KF28 57 3%

Data are mean + SE, and followed by different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences at 0.05

level by t-test.
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Table2 The preference of Arma custos on the larvae of Spodoptera litura and Helicoverpa armigera

Myl 2 ER/EUES wREE (k) Hifigs (k) B G
Stages of predator Prey’s species Initial number (ind.) Daily predation (ind.) Preference
3 A I R S litura 10 4.40+0.340a 0.176£0.031"
Srdinstarnymph o 1. armigera 10 1.70+0.335b - 0.366+0.112°
4 AR RIE M S litura 10 4.40£0.618 a 0.161+0.023"
Athinstarnymph e er 4y 4y armigera 10 2.30+0.448 b - 0.27340.060"
5 Al BRI S litura 20 10.00+0.830 a 0.10120.019"
Sthiinstarnymph i er iy 1 armigera 20 6.10+0.482 b - 0.141+0.033"
Ji ALK S litura 20 6.90+0.640 a 0.151:£0.040"
Adult fiE L H. armigera 20 4.00+0.394 b - 0.168+0.025"

PR R DR, TSR IS bR AN TR]NE T RE R R S — 2 B i o AR SO0 AR B He 4y Ry
2 KR AE P<0.05 KV 2R BE; RRGRMBESBE.
Data are mean + SE, and followed by different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences of Arma

custos’s predation on S. litura and H. armigera at P<0.05 level by t-test; " indicats significant differences from null
hypothesis.

®3 WBELATEINFHHITHM

Table3 Effect of density of Helicoverpa armigera on the predation of Arma custos

WA IERE (/g BRI TR RS UL THE RS R AL XTARES I XS AR Y
Density of (%) (%) (%) I G I G

H-. armigera Total predation  Predation amount on Predation amount on  Preference on  Preference on
(ind./box) amount (ind.)  H. armigera (ind.) S litura (ind.) H. armigera S. litura

4 5.00£1.517¢c 0.40+0.249bB 4.60+1.288bA - 0.665+0.207°  0.065+0.016"

8 6.40+0.678bc 1.20+0.200bB 5.20+£0.490abA - 0.21840.029°  0.062+0.0117

12 10.0040.775ab 3.00+0.316aB 7.000.632abA - 0.116+0.048"  0.203£0.049"

16 11.00£0.447a 3.20+0.200aB 7.800.490abA - 0.210£0.033"  0.119£0.015"

20 12.00£1.049a 4.20+0.490aB 7.80+£0.583aA - 0.189+0.026"  0.132+0.010"

TP PR EAR LR, RSV S b A RN TR R 20 Tukey's IR S AE P<0.05 K225 35 [RIAT4L
B 5 bR A AR K5 - M i XA % T 40y BURRHSUR 4l 1 FR £ B 285 A3 7E P<0.05 AKF 22 7 3 "R
SRR ERRE . TRF.

Data in the table are mean + SE, and followed by the different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant
differences at P<0.05 level by Tukey's multiple comparisons, while followed by the different uppercase letters in the same
row indicate significant differences of Arma custos’s predation on S. litura and H. armigera at P<0.05 level by t-test; ~
indicats significant differences from null hypothesis. The same below.

232 RYBEHEHHZENEBERRBREM RN 12 k/&R, P=0.044 9; HJE N 16 3K/
BRIEFENIM YRR MR 3 By R &I, P=0.008 8; %N 16 sk/£&HF,P<0.000 1),
FER 20 Sk/GERT, BRSO 3 WA RN (AR SUR R 4 HUE R AR RG] B e A A A gy
BT, W0 X RSO Mk A H Y H S R B HMEREEA BEEm (P=0.7151), HE
i, XERESCROR TR R R S E R R E  AFRRISOR R R T, B A RSO
#m (P=0.006 7). MR RBERT 8 R IES LA, XA g R 1=
SL/ERE, WX RSO R H BRIt Atk URISUR RS R B B RN 4 S/ &,

HERTXHL B R H 8 (Rariks BB R R e R K, N 4.00 3%k,
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KB, WU A TRAH X /IN /NS e 4 4 4 L)
H e K& foh 83.33 3k, i T X AR A K 1)
BB 3 WA H SRR (13.70 3% ),
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Table4 Effect of density of Spodoptera litura on the predation of Arma custos

RO IR ISElNER 7k RS R HERE xRS A
(K/8) (%) (%) HREL (k) B C
Density of Total predation  Predation amount on  Predation amount on  Preference on

S litura (ind./box)

amount (ind.)

H. armigera (ind.)

S litura (ind.)

H. armigera

X BRI
BiHE
Preference on
S litura

4 5.80+0.374b 4.00+0.000aA 1.80+0.374cB - 0.090+0.031"
8 8.20+1.281ab 3.40+0.872aA 4.80+0.583bA - 0.308+0.082"
12 9.20+0.200ab 2.80+0.583aB 6.40+£0.678abA - 0.366+0.085"
16 10.80+1.241a 3.40+0.678aB 7.40+0.812abA - 0.311£0.073"
20 11.40+1.327a 3.80+0.663aB 7.60+£0.678aA - 0.217£0.035"

0.258+0.071"
0.349+0.040"
0.285+0.052"
0.220+0.034"
0.208+0.074"
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A RE B AR o X AT RE S A W R B 1E RE 1A
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RE 1o T RIS IR N L 38 AT RE S RS W A R 454
AR, WEE L BRSO AN RO, it
WA RARFLBATIE , 3R] REHE I i o o BT
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