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Functional features of preserving natural enemies to control insect pests in intercropped cotton
field ecosystems- Ge Feng and Ding Yanqin ( Institute of Zoology, Academia Sinica, Beijing
100080). ~Chin- J- Appl- Ecol-,1997,8(3),295~298.

The population dynamics of insect pests and their natural enemies in single-and intercropped

cotton field ecosystems are analyzed, and the controlling effects of natural enemies in these e~

cosystems are compared.- The results show that the population densities of cotton seedling

aphids ( Aphis gossypii) and 2nd generation cotton bollworm ( Helicoverpa armigeria) are low -

er in intercropped than in single cotton field ecosystem. but those of summer aphids and 3rd

generation cotton bollworms as well as the energy production of natural enemies (especially that

of predacious spiders) are converse- From the viewpoint of function, the preservation effect on

natural enemies is greater in intercropped than in single cotton field ecosystem, but the control-

ling effect of natural enemies on insect pests is converse-
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Table 1 Accumulative numbers of cotton bollworm in in-

tercrop and monocrop cotton fields (head-plant_l)

NN BERE REMRE ZERE TR H
A B C D

Generation

# 4% 2nd  10.67 3.50 3.90 8.30
W 3d 27.20 29.30  57.30  21.60
FPUAR 4th 7.50 4.0 14.20 10.00

A Cotton field in springplanting B: Cotton-wheat inter-
cropping field in spring planting, C; Cotton"wheat inter-
cropping field in summer planting, D : Cotton-bean inter-

cropping field in spring planting- N [A] The same below -
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Table 2 Accumulative numbers of cotton aphid in inter-
crop and monocrop cotton fields

KA HBAE FE HE HHE

Periods Rl ME ME RHE
A B C D
Hi#F Seedling aphids 443 85 9 426
{R4F Summer aphids 37605 81821 49625 43874
FXIF Autumn avhids 858 ,419. 605 497
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Table 3 Population productivity and ingestion-utilization
efficiency of major natural enemies in intercrop and
monocrop cotton fields

% 44 FUEME FEME ZEME SRAAHE

Parameters A B C D

a T 21.46 22.31 24.81 9.45
I 12.85 7.68 12.06 5.07

b 1 4.43 2.33 2.38 1.50
Il 2.44 0.67 0.79 0.55

¢ 1 9.82 29.81 10.38 29.98
I 4.79 7.58 5.04 9.86

d 1 0.23 0.12 0.07 0.13
il 0.14 0.046 0.035 0.069

a- & PE 50 R 28 Predacious lady beetles, b- 3 & ¥ I 2%
Predacious bugs, c- T EYEWIE 2 Predacious spiders, d- B
HePE R 502K Parasites | - 4777 Productivity » I.%a
FI %43 Ingestion-utilization efficiency -
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Table 4 Ingestion-utilization efficiency and the production
of natural enemies communitys insect pests community

and cotton agroecosystem of intercrop and monocrop cot-
ton fields

S TiH HE FE HE H
Types Items ;]:I%AEH T%BEH )F’%CEH T%D i}

T 43.45 52.98 34.94 44.63
enemies M 20.98 15.25 11.58 16.88
i Insect 1 756.70 1454.11 1262.73 1106.20
pests 0 8.25 864 10.24 8.96
HiM Cotton I 4410 4300 4270 5570
field v 5350 4720 2370
Vo 4410 9650 8990 7940
VI 1:0.898 1:0.983 1:1.145 1:0.977
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