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Predation functional response of Propylea japonica adults to three kinds of

pests

YU Jing-Ya, DONG Li-Kun“, WANG Zhi-Hua, LIU Chao, KANG Kai-Li, NIE Chao-Ren, MAO Run-
Ping, TAN Shu-Juan ( Wuhan Institute of Landscape Architecture, Wuhan 430081, China)

Abstract; To study the predation by Propylea japonica adults on Rhopalosiphum nymphaeae, Sarucallis
kahawaluokalani and Selenothrips rubrocinctus, predation of P. japonica on 3" ~4"instar R. nymphaeae
and S. kahawaluokalani, 2" ~ 3™ instar of S. rubrocinctus were investigated in laboratory. The study
indicated that functional response of adult P. japonica to the three kinds of pests could be fitted by Holling-II
model. P. japonica has the strongest predation capacity to the S. rubrocinctus which was 192. 14, and the
weakest predation capacity to R. nymphaeae which was 91. 12. There was a Linear correlation between
searching efficiency of P. japonica adults on R. nymphaeae, S. kahawaluokalani and S. rubrocinctus, the
higher prey density, the lower of searching efficiency. The best searching densities of adult P. japonica for
the three kinds pests were 48. 35, 23. 48 and 36. 48 respectively. The study showed that P. japonica has
the potential to be predator of R. nymphaeae, S. kahawaluokalani and S. rubrocincius.
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Fig. 1  Average predation rate of Propylea japonica adults to Rhopalosiphum nymphaeae ,

Sarucallis kahawaluokalani and Selenthrips rubrocinctus
He WA E N R R NG FRERIR % Duncan [T R W EZBKIAE P <0.05 K25 8% . Note: Different

lowercase letters on the data under the same prey density indicated significant differenceat P <0. 05 level by Duncan’s new multiple

range test.



192

IR B U243 Jowrnal of Environmental Entomology

45 3%

ALEIHRA R 3 MERFHRIEAN Holling- 1 EERMSER

Table 1 Predatory functional response of Propylea japonica adults to Rhopalosiphum nymphaeae , Sarucallis kahawaluokalani

and Selenthrips rubrocinctus determined with Holling- II

- Wi T A ER R ] H e KAl fHEhE LIPS
I
RPN Holling I iR (a) (T,) ' (/1) («/T) (r)
. olling- .
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0. 9415 0. 0049 204. 65 192. 14 0. 966

Selenthrips rubrocinctus

(1 +0.0046N,)
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Table 2 Predatory functional response of Propylea japonica adults to Rhopalosiphum nymphaeae , Sarucallis kahawaluokalani

and Selenthrips rubrocinctus determined with Holling -1II
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Table 3 Search effect equation of Propylea japonica adults to Rhopalosiphum nymphaeae ,

Sarucallis kahawaluokalani and Selenthrips rubrocinctus

e Prey species
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S=0.4465/ (1 +0.0022N,)
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0. 998
0.982
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Fig. 2 Searching efficiency to three species of stinging and sucking pests on Propylea japonica adults
e A, 4 EW; B, $MKIEY,; C, 44 W M5 &1 D, Note: A, Rhopalosiphum nymphaeae; B, Sarucallis

kahawaluokalani; C, Selenthrips rubrocinctus.
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