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Abstract: [ Purpose] To clarify the insect community characteristics of common crops in dry-hot
valley of Lujiangba region. [ Methods ] From March to November 2020, the insect community of

five common crops in Lujiangba region were investigated by visual observation, sweeping and trap-
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ping methods. [ Results ] A total of 6307 insects belonging to 12 orders, 64 families and 113 spe-
cies were captured. The number of insect species was the highest in mango field while the lowest in
cucumber field. The number of individuals was the highest in mango field and the lowest in bean
field. Diversity analysis showed that: the Margalef index and Shannon-Wiener index of insect com-
munity were mango field>jujube field>bean field>tomato field>cucumber field, and Simpson index
and Pielou index of insect community were mango field>jujube field>cucumber field>tomato field>
bean field. The characteristics of pest subcommunity were similar to those of the whole insect com-
munity. To natural enemy subcommunity, the Margalef index was higher in mango field and jujube
field than in the other three crop field, while the Shannon-Wiener index, Pielou index and Simpson in-
dex were higher in cucumber field, tomato field and bean field than in the other two crop fields. The
stability analysis showed that: the S,/S, value was mango field>jujube field>tomato field>bean
field>cucumber field, the dy/d,, value was bean field>tomato field>cucumber field>mango field>
jujube field. The insect community similarity analysis showed that the similarity coefficients in five
common crops was moderate or extreme dissimilarity. [ Conclusion] Mango field and jujube field
are rich in vegetation types and less human disturbance, the insect community has abundant insect
species, higher diversity and better stability.

Keywords: pest; natural enemy; community composition; community characteristics; dry-hot valley
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Tab. 1 Insect community composition in five common crop fields
FEHy H order B family Ff species MA individual
plots K /% K HEL% K i EL% i i E/%
number proportion number proportion number proportion number proportion
5 JIH

SR 7 58.33 16 25.00 20 17.54 895 14.19
cucumber field

i Hh
i 9 75.00 21 32.81 26 22.81 938 14.87
tomato field
KM

9 75.00 28 43.75 35 30.70 796 12.62

bean field
TR
R 12 100.00 47 73.44 66 57.89 2334 37.01
mango field
AU
. 9 75.00 39 60.94 50 43.86 1344 21.31
jujube field
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Fig. 1 Venn diagram of the pests (a) and natural enemies (b) in five common crop fields
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Tab. 2 Characteristics of insect communities diversity in five common crop fields

B RN AR ZRIESREL LR PR R BIEIEAE
plots Margalef index Shannon-Wiener index Simpson index Pielou index
1
c%iﬁi&)er feld 20.00+4.60 d 3.1240.14 ¢ 2.38+0.05 ¢ 1.04+0.05 ¢
fnﬁztioﬂﬁeld 26.00+8.35d 3.3340.15¢ 2.3140.07 ¢ 1.02+0.05 ¢
S
bean field 35.00+13.89 ¢ 3.58+£0.22 ¢ 2.09+0.08 d 1.01£0.06 ¢
Eafgoﬂﬁeld 66.00+26.29 a 8.62+0.29 a 4.7240.14 a 2.06+0.07 a
AU
jujube field 50.00£10.25 b 7.07+0.31 b 4.38+0.13 b 1.81+0.08 b

e FSANRNS 7 BN 2 5 12 (P<0.05).

Note: Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences (P<0.05).
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Fig. 3 Characteristic indices of sub-community of pests and natural enemies in five common crop fields
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