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Effects of Olfactory Receptor on Locating Prey of Pirata subpiraticus in Different Factors
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Abstract
orthogonal experiment for Pirata subpiraticus’ s olfactory receptor and tested at 25 °C environment to explore factors that Pirata subpiraticus’ s
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[ Objective | The aim was to understand influencing factors of feeding behavior of Pirata subpiraticus. [ Method ] We used L9(34)

olfactory receptors how to find, to select and locate prey(fruit fly) through several experiments, and used four-arm olfactometer experimental
device to explore the accuracy in predation prey of the Pirata subpiraticus and proposed experimental design options for different experimental
observations with Pirata subpiraticus’ s reaction. [ Result] The distance had the biggest effect on the chemoreceptor sensitivity of Pirata subpi-
raticus, secondly were fruit fly fluid concentration and experimental observation. The optimal combination that Pirata subpiraticus’ s olfactory
receptors appeared the highest sensitivity was as followed: the fruit fly fluid concentration of 80% , a distance of 6 ¢cm, the experimental obser-
vation of 300 s reaction time. [ Conclusion] The results provide theoretical basis for making measures for protecting and using Pirata subpiratic-

us to control pests.
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Fig.1 Aerial views of four-arm olfactometer
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Table 1 The final experiment correct choice prey ratio
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. The right  The wrong No .
observation i id selection
time //s side side response rate )/ %
180 19 7 12 47.5
300 24 8 8 60.0
600 18 9 13 45.0
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Table 2 The right choice prey ratio during the experiment
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600 25 11 4 62.5
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Table 3 Factors and levels of the orthogonal experiment
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Table 4 The orthogonal experimental scheme and result
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Table 5 The optimum conditions to verify the results
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A,B,C, 0.475 0.175 0.300
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A,B,C, 0.525 0.225 0.250
A,B,C, 0.525 0.250 0.225
A,B,C, 0.525 0.250 0.225
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