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ABSTRACT: This study was conducted to determine the relationship of larval density of tobacco cutworm,
Spodoptera litura (Fabricius) to damage in greenhouse sweet pepper. Laboratory experiments, cage experiments by
artificial release and field investigation were carried out in 2008. The leaf consumption rate increased greatly with
larval development. The damaged leaves had several round or oval shape holes on the surface or lost certain parts of
them, and the fruit damaged had a conspicuous hole on the surface or scar marks around the calyx. In the field
investigation, fruit damage was highly correlated with larval densities and reached 3.5% damage at maximum. Cage
experiments showed that numbers of non-marketable fruit increased as increasing larval densities released. The larval
density at two weeks before harvest had a high relationship with the percentage of damaged-fruit at harvest.
Corresponding larval density caused 1, 3, 5% of damaged-fruit was 0.2, 0.5, 0.8 larvae per plant, respectively.
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Fig. 1. Damages found in leaves (a, b) and fruits (c, d) of
sweet pepper by tobacco cutworm larvae.
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Fig. 2. The percentage of damaged-fruits and number of
tobacco cutworm larvae investigated at the sweet pepper
greenhouse of national academy of agricultural sciences in
Suwon, 2008.
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Fig. 3. The changes in percentage of damaged-fruits of cage
experiment plots in which five different larva densities were
released on 10 July in 2008.
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Fig, 4. Relationship between percentage of damaged-fruits
and number of tobacce cutworm larvae released at two
weeks before fruit harvest in cage experiments.
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Table 1. Sweet pepper leaf area (mean + S.D.) consumed
by Spodoptera litua larva under laboratory conditions of
25+3C for 24 hours

a

Instar n Consumed alrea(cmz)b
Second 28 49+1.87 a
Third 19 8.8+2.78 b
Fourth 35 >25 ¢

*Number of larva tested.
Within a column, means followed by the same letter are
not significantly different at P<0.05 by Tukey's HSD test.

Table 2. Total number of fruit and non-marketable fruit rate
at five different levels of S. litura larvae

Total number of Non-Marketable

Treatment fruit fruit rate
(Mean = S.E.) (Mean + S.E)
Control 965 = 172 a 00+ 00 a
2 individuals 97.0 + 17.1 a 35+ 08 ab
4 individuals 1013 £ 120 a 38+ 07 ab
8 individuals 640 + 133 a 10.0 £ 2.2 ab
16 individuals 935+ 197 a 13921650

* Fruit harvest was done three times from 12 September to
8 October.
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