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Abstract; In order to understand the arthropod community structure and diversity in Isatis indigotica field of Henan
Province, five-point random sampling was used and the species and numbers of arthropods on plants and ground were in-
vestigated and recorded by net-trapping and visual methods. The results showed that the arthropod species were
abundant. There were 2 613 arthropod individuals collected from the field belonging to two classes, ten orders, 39 fami-
lies and 61 species. Among them, phytophagous group and predatory group all had 24 species (39.34%) , four species
(6.56% ) were classified as parasitoids and nine species (14.75%) were classified as neutrals. The species number of
Araneida species were the largest, accounting for 21.31% , which indicated that Araneida species were the most abun-
dant. The individual of Lepidoptera was much larger than that of other orders, accounting for 43.78% of the total number

of individuals. The relative abundances of Pieris rapae and Plutella xylostella were 0.184 8 and 0.162 6, respectively,
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which showed the two species were dominant pests in Isatis indigotica field of Henan Province. It was found that the

evenness index of the predatory group was the highest. The dominance index of the parasitoid group was the highest, in

which the number of Cotesia vestalis, main parasitic wasps of Plutella xylostella, was the most. It is first time that the ar-

thropod community in Isatis indigotica field of Henan Province was investigated and reported.
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Table 1  Composition of species and their relative abundances in arthropod community
2l H #l i fri AR i
Class Order Family Species Feeding habit Relatlvt'% abundance
index
Bhg &#HAE FHEEL Pieridae M Pieris rapae TE £ Herbivore 0.184 8
Insecta  Lepidoptera ZHERE Pontia daplidice 0.011 9
FRIKEL Plutellidae IR, Plutella xylostella 0.162 6
B AL Noctuidae ARG MK Argyrogramma agnata 0.037 1
Tk Mamestra brassicae 0.023 0
FIE A, Spodoptera exigua 0.009 6
M, Prodenia litura 0.008 8
[A3# H WF %L Aphidoidea BEIF Myzus persicae 0.111 0
Homoptera ZRIF Brevicoryne brassicae 0.070 4
“KEE} Delphacidae WK KA Laodelphax striatellus 0.006 5
=252) %R} Pentatomidae ik Eurydema dominulus 0.010 7
Hemiptera LA Dolycoris baccarum 0.006 1
H %8} Miridae IRV ¥ Trigonotylus ruficornis 0.003 4
S E ¥ Apolygus lucorum 0.004 6
LU F) Coreidae 2.2k Riptortus linearis 0.002 3
LpelE] - F %} Chrysomelidae S BEF Phyllotreta vittuta 0.027 6
Coleoptera # R ST IR Aulacophora indica 0.002 3
FFFL Coccinellidae S Harmonia axyridis 0.007 7
FGUEN . Propylaea japonica 0.018 0
Bl Carabidae LW Carabus smaragdinus 0.001 9
W25 W Dolichus halensis 0.001 1
fik# H R FL Chrysopidae B8 Chrysopa formosa 0.004 2
Neuroptera HHAERLIY Chrysoperla sinica 0.003 1
Hi#A ERERF] Gryllidae HE Gryllulus testaceus 0.005 7
Orthoptera F R} Tridactylidae H A Z W Tridactylus japonicus 0.008 8
18 E} Acrididae HhAE G IR Atractomorpha sinensis 0.010 3
& H Hi 4Rl Braconidae SRk S G IE Cotesia vestalis A A= M Parasitoid 0.016 1
Hymenoptera F 2T A1) 74 P Microplitis mediator 0.008 0
i ¥R} Ichneumonidae UE W% B B 9% Charops bicolor 0.003 1
R M UL W % Netelia ocellaris 0.001 5
YR} Formicidae H A5 8 Camponotus japonicus P Neutral 0.002 3
HHIE WL Tetramorium caespitum 0.010 3
1 g R Vespidae RN Polistes rothneyi B Predator 0.002 7
k¥Rl Pompilidae FEER 1 Undetermined 1 0.001 9
R} Apidae BKFNE W Apis mellifera ligustica 14 Neutral 0.005 0
A H IRl Culicidae RAERL Culex pipiens 0.029 1
Diptera FRAEH I Anopheles sinensis 0.019 9
& it Bl Asilidae FrAE Y Cophinopoda chinensis &P Predator 0.001 5
KSR Tipulidae T8 BT KL Nephrotoma scalaris terminalis - W Neutral 0.004 2
B AL Syrphidae M Er R MR Zyistrophe balteata M Predator 0.001 5
KK ALY Metasyrphus corollae 0.001 1
AR} Sarcophagidae ki B BRME Boettcherisca peregrina 1% Neutral 0.002 3
IR Agromyzidae Wi SIS M Phytomyza horticola HE & Herbivore 0.024 5
LM BEWEME Liriomyza sativae 0.012 6
AR} Anthomyiidae B N Delia floralis 0.003 8
iR Delia platura 0.002 3
fEH RKABEREL Entomobryidae HH B A Bk Sinells curiseta 1% Neutral 0.052 8
Collembola Bk BB Tomoceridae LBk Tomocerus violaceus 0.021 8
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&R 1

& H it i frit XS R 3E
Class Order Family Species Feeding habit abundance i/ndex

WRIE 4 ik BEIRFL Thomisidae Y AETE IR Xysticus ephippiafus ek 0.002 7

Insecta Arachnida R k Predator

=5 AEWR Misumenops tricuspidatus 0.004 6

ML} Linyphiidae L[4 Sk 1k Hylyphantes graminicda 0.001 9

IR VAR Ummeliata tokyoensis 0.003 4

PRSP} Salticidae HBEA K Evarcha albaria 0.001 5

ZBUB R Plexippus setipet 0.000 8

IREF} Lycosidae WEFGLH Ik Pardosa pseudoannulata 0.002 3

kP Micryphantidae AN Erigonidium graminicolum 0.004 2

H W F} Tetragnathidae %S0 W Tetragnatha squamata 0.001 1

B HIAAL Clubionidae B HIK Clubiona japonicola 0.001 5

ER R} Theridiidae J\BEHE K Coleosoma octomaculatum 0.002 3

23 5 BRUK Theridion mirabile 0.000 8

Pl kB Araneidae 757 Fh 2 Undetermined 2 0.000 8

R2 TEEERH OHMNEHESH

Table 2 Distribution of family, species and individual of arthropod community

H P FiEC OGS P S AR AR
Order Number of P, Number of P, Number of P, Dominant

family species individual concentration index
@3 H Lepidoptera 3 0.076 9 7 0.114 8 1144 0.437 8 0.327 8
[7]3# H Homoptera 2 0.051 3 3 0.049 2 491 0.187 9 0.490 5
23 H Hemiptera 3 0.076 9 5 0.081 9 71 0.027 2 0.258 1
B H Coleoptera 3 0.076 9 6 0.098 4 153 0.058 6 0.343 0
Jik## H Neuroptera 1 0.025 6 2 0.032 8 19 0.007 3 0.512'5
H3## H Orthoptera 3 0.076 9 3 0.049 2 65 0.024 9 0.351 0
JEE##8 H Hymenoptera 6 0.153 9 9 0.147 5 133 0.050 9 0.176 6
XA H Diptera 7 0.179 5 11 0.180 3 269 0.102 9 0.193 5
#E H Collembola 2 0.051 3 2 0.032 8 195 0.074 6 0.586 3
Wk H Arachnida 9 0.230 8 13 0.213 1 73 0.027 9 0.102 3
£t Total 39 1.000 0 61 1.000 0 2613 1.000 0

T P AR HIRHES RS SRHE LU, PRI RS T B R B L i, P AR B v SRR e B
Note: P, represents the proportion of family number per order to total, P represents the proportion of species number per order to total, P,

represents the proportion of individual number per order to total.
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Table 3 Family, species and individual distributions in different functional groups of arthropod community

Ty he s B Tk MNES PG v 4a %L

/- HeA Number of P, Number of Py Number of P, Dominant

Functional group . . S Lo
family species individual concentration index

FE A4 F] Herbivores 14 0.359 0 24 0.393 4 1962 0.750 9 0.145 6

i B PSR Predators 16 0.410 2 24 0.393 4 190 0.072 7 0.096 6

A PEEA Parasitoids 2 0.051 3 4 0.065 6 75 0.028 7 0.406 2

rfPE4E ] Neutrals 7 0.179 5 9 0.147 5 386 0.147 7 0.213 9

A1 Total 39 1.000 0 61 1.000 0 2613 1.000 0

1 PAUKRA IIRESR H P B RHEL RS S RHE LU, P T RESE B R B T S R B L 1], P ARSRAS K L T A

AR LA

Note: P, represents the proportion of family number per functional group to total family number, P represents the proportion of species num-

ber per functional group to total, P, represents the proportion of individual number per functional group to total.
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Fig. 1 Percentage of different groups in

arthropod community
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Table 4 Parameters for arthropod community

of Isatis indigotica

A T T S
YisedE Al *%; EiER E(ER 1 EiER
Functional H Diversity ~ Evenness Dominance
Species . . .
group richness 1nd</:x index index
e () (D)
TR A 3.1655 23364  0.3082  0.2462
Herbivore group
EiliNey Ll 45740 27788  0.5296  0.247 4
Predator group
PR 0.9265 1.0762  0.2493  0.560 0
Parasitoid group
Hh SR A 15111 1.7713 02974 03575
Neutral group
SR 7.752 17 3.039 1 0.386 2 0.184 8

General community

3 W54 ®
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