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Table 1  Arthropod community structure of natural pest enemies in rice plots with different treatments
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Treatment

WRE S

Species richness

FAARECHD

Shannon-Wiener

RHERRE O

Dominance index

WA E D

Evenness index

diversity index

H277% 1 Treatment [
2577 % Il Treatment Il
Xt & Control

18.600+1.567 ab
17.20041.497 b
22.600£0.678 a

2.37040.032 a
1.41840.045 b
1.28940.052 b

0.131+0.009 b
0.15940.006 ab
0.197+£0.020 a

0.818+0.027 a
0.501+0.012 b
0.41440.015 ¢

DRIV G 7 A R R R TE 0. 05 KF E2F A8 E (DMRT).,

The data within the same letters in the column are not significantly different at the level of 5% (DMRT).
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Fig.1 Temporal dynamics of main indices of natural pest enemies in rice plots with different treatments
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A. ZFA: 2 Parasitoid arthropod guild: 1. ## %} Dryinidae; 2. JRHR# %} Trichogrammatidea; 3. 75 /N Fl Eulophidae; 4. i #
Bl Ichnermonidae; 5. #{#Fl Braconidac; 6. 4/N¥E R} Pteromalidae; 7. Z2/N¥RE Mymaridae; 8. Z M 41# Bl Scelionidae;

B. i &% Predatory arthropod guild:9. % ##kF} Clubionidae; 10. JR¥KF} Lycosidae; 11. A #k &t Oxyopidae; 12. LR Linyphan-
tidae; 13. BREEZWEF} Theridiidae; 14. Bk#kF} Salticidae; 15. f#F} Micryphantidae; 16. Kl #} Tetragnathidae; 17. 8 #%} Tho-
misidae; 18. FWkF} Araneidae; 19. [@## B &} Staphylinidae; 20. B} Miridae; 21. 55 R IEFl Veliidae.
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Fig.2 Family composition of natural pest enemies and their relative dominance in rice plots with different treatments
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Differential impact of two treatments on the main natural enemies

community structure in rice fields
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Abstract The impacts of two treatments on the natural enemy community diversity was evaluated
through field test. The results showed that the number of family and population of natural enemies in
the plots using buprofezin and chlorantraniliprole (treatment [ ) was larger than that using imidacloprid
and chlorpyrifos (treatment I[ ). The Shannon-Wiener diversity index and evenness index of the plots
with treatment | were significant higher than those with treatment [[. The relative dominance of Lyco-
sidae and Tetragnathidae in the plots with treatment I was significantly higher that with treatment [I
and that in the control plots. The relative dominance of Braconidae and Linyphiidae was significantly
lower with treatment | than that with treatment [[. The results suggested that using buprofezin and
chlorantraniliprole to control rice planthopper and Cnaphalocrocis medinalis will be safer than using imi-
dacloprid and chlorpyrifos.

Key words insecticide; natural enemies; community diversity; dominance
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