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Abstract: A field plot experiment was conducted to study the community structure and species
diversity of major predatory natural enemies in a rice-duck integrated farming system across rice
growth season. Three treatments were installed, i. e. , rice-duck farming, conventional rice farm-
ing, and the control. The dominant species of major predatory natural enemies in the three treat-
ments were all of Araneidae, Erigonidae, Lycosldae and Tetragnathidae, and the dominance in-
dices of Araneidae, Erigonidae and Lycosldae in the rice-duck farming were higher than those in
the other two treatments. In rice growth season, the total number of the major predatory natural
enemies in the rice-duck farming and conventional rice farming was 14. 9% and 1. 7% lower than
that in the control, respectively, and except in individual observation periods, the diversity index
of the main predatory arthropods in the rice-duck farming was lower than those in the other two
treatments. The decline of the diversity index of predatory natural enemies was more noticeable at
the early stage of introducing ducklings into the experimental plot of the rice-duck farming. With
the growth of rice, the diversity index of major predatory natural enemies in the rice-duck farming

showed a persistent increasing trend.

Key words: rice-duck integrated farming system; predatory natural enemies; diversity.
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Table 1 Individual numbers and occurring frequencies of major predatory natural enemies in three treatments

TR fib 3 AL SEHIARXT RV g S BT
2 PREL (%)
ARWREL HHLIX 13.75+4. 38 0.10 10 9 90
Lycosidae (ELLIS 27.46+8. 09 0.24 10 8 80
BHKX 19.33+5.21 0.14 10 8 80
TR HHLIX 45.83+9.57 0.33 10 10 100
Erigonidae FeHE X 46.71+9. 85 0.41 10 9 90
ZEHIX 46.75+8. 14 0.35 10 10 100
el kA HHLX 27.96+5. 81 0.20 10 10 100
Araneidae s IX. 11.33+2. 16 0. 10 10 10 100
FHKX 20.214. 45 0.15 10 10 100
B A HHLX 29.42+6.70 0.22 10 10 100
Tetragnathidae (ELLIPS 15.71+4.09 0.14 10 10 100
FHX 29.58+5. 61 0.22 10 10 100
BRI} HHLX 1.58=0. 83 0.01 10 5 50
Theridiidae (ELLIRS 1.83+1.01 0.02 10 4 40
2 HIX 0. 67x0. 51 0.01 10 2 20
Bkl HHLIX 2.08+1. 00 0.02 10 6 60
Salticidae e X 2.13+0.74 0.02 10 6 60
EHX 2.25+1.23 0.02 10 5 50
G HRE HHLIX 1. 96+0. 86 0.01 10 6 60
Clubionidae Ferh X 1. 71+0. 66 0.01 10 5 50
ZEHIX 2.08=0. 85 0.02 10 5 50
AR HHLX 10. 04=1. 67 0.07 10 9 90
Coccinellidae (ELLIPS 5.00=1. 86 0.04 10 7 70
AKX 11.46+2.26 0.09 10 9 90
K R HRLX 4.21+1. 14 0.03 10 7 70
Staphylinid (ELLIPS 2.54+0.75 0.02 10 7 70
ZEHX 2.25=0. 56 0.02 10 7 70
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Fig.1 Dynamics of four dominant predatory natural ene-
mies total numbers in three rice cultivation treatments
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three rice cultivation treatments
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communities in three rice cultivation treatments
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