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Abstract: Arthropod food web structures in ecosystems are intricate and complex. Observation, dissec-
tion and other traditional research methods have difficulties in obtaining comprehensive information of
species and their food relationships. In recent years, the rapid development of DNA-based molecular de-
tection techniques have dramatically promoted the analyses of complicated arthropod food web struc-
tures and realized the important progress from qualitative to quantitative food web analyses. This re-
view introduced the major DNA-based molecular detection techniques and their strengths and weak-
nesses, listed application cases of these techniques in arthropod food web structure analyses, discussed
the problems and challenges they will meet in application. The summary aims at providing scientific ba-
sis and technical guidance for arthropod food web structure analyses, giving vigorous impetus to in-
depth study and exploitation of arthropod food web structure and its ecosystem function in farmland and
other ecosystems.
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KIILOR , AT EZLE I S22 % e 517 0
GORWCT YR s SAF Y ROC R, 15
S A AT IN B AT R A £ RN 7 2 S
IR F S 30 5 LA, PRI 2 /e 2 N | H (R EE
NP S S AT ST RSN . SRR, TR A H AR
ARG, 1 BB YIRS LS M2 hE it
B R Y NS ZE S 2%, W TR T
FE AT AT H 20 20K, DNA 43 F 465 I 5 AR
PR I I F T35 B sh i & W ¢ R 0 g (4%
L5, 2010; B LA 220, 20155 £ 55 4°55,2017),
AU BRI T LG 5T 7 A7 AE (R 89 )
I AME & AT B sh W B 6 R ME G
PR 53 B 2% J& Aok i 1 5 1 43 A1 (Hrcek & Godfray ,
2015) . ASCH R GEN 43 % T DNA 43R H R
A e A% A AR R R v IR A [ R, 45 5 I AR
P AR R SE AT 4387, LA 5 B sh P &9
W L5 R AT R RS R

1 DNASFRNB R EZRE

1.1 ZHTPCRIZA

12 W PCR 4% R LA PCR 7™ )3 12 458 e H UK = A2
AAE B AR 250 R H W H AR Fl DNA f77E
55 WO E MREE G8AE 2 EAR R 2 T
I3 ) & ) ¢ & 1Y b 5% (Traugott et al., 2013;
Schmidt et al., 2021) , & HI-F H A2 i 5 B 2 8119
L. T4 B— PCREARFIZL #H PCREA , B
of XTS5 [ %) B — H AR R TR 1 5 2 T
5 Z X519 ARG 38 A R B R B X A
[0, DAITTAE [ — 52 7 S BT 22440 0 1 Ak
HIMEE .

FIIH 2 Wi PCR A XS 45 e sh il & % s
) DNA #EA PRI , n] st 3RS B ARAS e B e i
TG0, WL FABIIY Haplodiplosis marginata J&— F
18R M A ZSVEY) F B, Rowley et al.(2017) LA COI
S HFRIERE T T e s e bRy S5 14, R
H— PCREG AR H [A] R A2 120 F 28 KR 7RG
For i & IR 4 B 20 FERT DU £ s s, R TR
W RECE TR, 2W PCR B AR T TRl &
TSI EAEH . W Staudacher et al.(2016) %1
T 45X SRS 1Y), 0T 4 2 Z2 5 PCR VA 128 H
SR B M RO 22 5 K HAW D i VR L 4520
RIS A4 Y 05 e DNA RS H 2838 51%, i HoAh
VIR R T 12%. T B FER A, N2
W PCR A3 AAG U A A, 55 $ R o0 A A6 D 1) Pl A 4

PrRpAs B HSEBR V24 & A 15 S rT AE
WA TEAIC SRR T i 2, A
2 AR S, TAE Rt 5 K (Raso et
al.,2014) ; 1A, A HIESRERIHE T, N &
PURE ST DNA IE B O BE R, DS TRl
PRSI R BOR IR & b e 2l s a5 ks
0 g 2 e S0P A T 541 #6474 TF ( Greenstone et all.
2014 ;Schmidt et al.,2014; Yang et al.,2017) .

PRI R, 12 W PCR B IA Al 38 1 A5 I 9
A AP 3 R DNA SRR AP Rl g 25 A£G R | iF
M T3 RS2 AL RS e . ol e if
- A O RS, T e B W AR AT
PCR AN, {H Fe 7 J 90 75 A= W P Ak J AL 25 76 Y
Ha R A W R E A A MG (1) 5 B DNA L ] 9 A T
Hi3k (Varennes et al., 2014 ; Wkt C4,2017) . [ 3
A R A R R A, AP S
A, A A v i vh 2F 3 DNA B BR W x) 25
FHATIAUR , X R IR 75 - AR e O R AR T )
— T #% (Rougerie et al.,2011), Li et al.(2019)1%
T T 855 ¥ Apolygus lucorum P FhaF A 10 e = 1k
5141, I FIH 2 4> B— PCR A 2 43 1 K U A1 531
Wy L1301 % H0E Peristenus spretus Mgt H = mi% P
relictus WA WG TFANER, RINAEFEA LLLHE
AR AR AR B TR AL b
1.2 DNAZFEBEAR

DNA Z5 A4 AR T S A% D 32 K1) FH 38 FH 5 1
Yy S BRAE R ST B RS AR e 1, ARl 7 81 s
[Fi] 8 6 £ 5L 4 90 F i 47 %5 5 (Hebert & Gregory,
2005) , 385 C A EHR P o BV AT SR Fh
178207 EE T X RS BRI 9E . BRI,
DNA 5Tt 4 A 44 7 W b 55 B A0 (5 8 A 1T 7Y
RO B S, R LB e 1 SRR A BUE PR A
BOLD (barcode of life data systems) (Ratnasingham &
Hebert,2007) .NCBI GenBank ( Sayers et al.,2019),
I HAS WA 87 09 8504 JE 4B 78 5 8 (Hendrich et al.,
2015;Weigand et al.,2019;Lue et al.,2021) ., 1HiZ )
s — 2 R IR, TCEE X B BER/N—EUIR & TP
GIRESLHEATINY . TR A ) O A, i e
XA E— R B RKENHEE -SSR G
DNA ¥ i, 23 B0 R 0, Rt iZ AR Z s T
YK RN R % E-F Y Y ML
A

ME TSI E , DNA FZIEEE AT DI
FARN L E T 2 AR RS IR IE A AR Y
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F VWM. Smith et al.(2006) F FH %4 A M 204~
IR FFR Belvosia JE AR YL E T 324-Fh , AL
BRI 1T AR5 T B e —RIE A0 A B 155
etk Ay b n] A A 2R 5 4l b o — T B,
A MR AT 16 AR SERR L 734
FRZH AR, Horb A 9~10 A2 etk 27 i, HoAth 33
LEZF I (Smith et al., 2007) . 7341, DNA & H;
REMTHEABHFESFEKEELR,
Kaartinen et al. (2010) #2459 Fl P 35 2 R AE 45 2
TR I | I RTBL S () 51 A A e RN S b AL A A=
Py, A ] DNA SRS H AR SOBE 558 H 418
AR MR AR IR 5 AR TR A W AR ol e A
AR 6 40508 40 2 500 )RS DNA SRE S HL
ARLEE HET IR T B B S By
B 7 5 AR e LA LU A e T T 3
1.3 SEENFEAR

50 38 T I R — MR AR AR P R (next
generation sequencing, NGS) 11 §f PacBio H.43
52 B I 5 (single molecule real time sequencing,
SMRT) J Nanopore 24 KL 755 149 =AM P A
fRy il I PR S5 G DNA 5B AR T LIFEAS
T AT T RIS S B U T S AMR A1
i AR AW A5 B (Taberlet et al.,2012) , AN
AT HUAHE 5 h R4S 3 A2 A 045 2 (Lefort et
al., 2017) , it n] 3 43 X5 7 fig 9 3% #) (Mollot et al.,
2014) FJZ %) (Tiede et al., 2016) %5 B 2 U [ figt
RE b AT P AR A AR RS B M
BT 12K PCR A1 DNA FIE £ AR, AR P A
P R B G H T EYA R 2 HDNAC =
Rkt AU RE it 20T, L Bt e 2 ik 1 9 ARt ) A
50 ., TR FS AR b 0 P BN B¢ v EL A BRI 5 8 7
FL—E A I (Vacher et al.,2016)

AR R B R 45 S DNA 22 KR AR A ]
DARSI A, A W] 53 HHE A DNA R S AN ]
Wb, XTaEtEay R, ZRNFEARYSS
DNA 7 5 TE A AR AT F T2 98 v e 1 R, R
FAMEH S Z M E IR W Mollot et al.
(2014) 38 1o %f 7 AR el >R A 04 Jin g Lo/ NIE R Euborel-
lia caraibea .75 5L 5 5 W Camponotus sexguttatus Fl
KWL Solenopsis geminata 117 N Ptk , % 21
M IR W Cosmopolites sordidus B K H 2Rk
1%~7% , U553 3 Tl £ 5 AR 2 i AR ERAR 305 W Y
WIEAYIPHA I . X TAREEEY R, A
FEHARTTAE T 5 v AR Z AT, 38 05

A DL 27 3 A AR W Rl A B RO R ) 2 AR
JeF . AiKitson et al.(2019) ] FH A G e AT Rk
AR Sk Thaumetopoea processionea— 23 =4 1)
AFA R R IEAT TR, DGR Al i /55 4 4y A PN
VARSI 28— ) 2 2 AR b —— B B AT M Carce-
lia iliaca F— PP IR G 2 A g ¥ I 25 g Comp-
silura concinnata , K 1 55351 R 45.7% F10.4%

2 ST ARFERY M ST e
Rz A

7 TS I A A A R R S TR K A
KRS R G0, WTAR U £ 548 A A
Y 5% EZ P E IR R Mo TR 4 AR AR T
TG IS AR5, REAA R = WA H ORI
BaPE A BT 58 2 £ I 55 A4 1 4 THI AR AT 22
Hro 2 Wi PCR AR DNA £ 5 4 A o % 5l
IR BB Sl R AT BABOAGIN , ZRHRE) S 1 B I 1)
B (R4 4845, 2021 ) 5 AR P F A 1 45 BV
AN IR RREE I I ] 7R B0 AR A AR
A2 (Taberlet et al., 2012 ; Clarke et al., 2014 ) f 3L
b SR KA A A E BB R 3 AT (Mollot
etal.,2014), O W) Z T B B LRI E
I
21 HRE-BYRYN

WA FH AR S R G s UL e B e sl
Wz —. BT, E NS TR AR AR
RMFHEARI R HAESREPHEE-EDEY R
ZAIMF5E 2 DLWk R 3£ . 40 Cuff et al. (2021) 3@ 1
X /INZE FH PN LA Bk ek H i o8 25 0 1) 0B B,
FEYRERE Tz, BAE/ NI 22 5 0, Lt
L BRI P AN AT TR R R R ARSI 2
T 2 ISR 7K e AN 3 7 MAC K1) i >R 2 Ay ) e £ A Az )
2, RN WCRIH 5 5 B8 W B v 21 LA A 2
5. Toju & Baba (2018 )i iz AR J¥ 7 A fi b1 T
1S il Lok R 22 o 7S 2 A A [ 20 b 1 £ 0 T 4
g, 25 5 R P 30 S e AR O P B Ml b 22
Sy, BT HCE T R H R, DI T 1 N
R RS RE R B R S A R B Y M A
T 5 LA AR 9 3 i B0 ik Xof Al el 2 3 RO B2 AT Y
B E AR G A B I e 7] A A RO
(Cuff et al., 2021) ., Bk X+ 2 A= % A9 BUE (Toju &
Baba,2018)%4% . Wulff et al.(2021) 3@ 3:F — Al ¥ 4%
A & B H 2T KL Solenopsis invicta FHAR i ik
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Z IA] A AR i ) B AT N A T, AR LT K 4
A PR G 00 321) 35 % WAL Wk Hibana gracilis 3T W 7R
Wk FEWR FNBKER Pelegrina galathea S5 W i DNA

of o3 F R A A M55 s & e & ml LA
AR R A AR RS I 22 B ) M S K )
fig, OB ERE AW F R, [l
P35 AR b PR A BEAE AR C RS R X B R
KA TIRER s, A BT R I 3 A AR L
H, 40 Schmidt et al.(2014) F| F1i2 K PCR B A TFAN
TAMLAH PR ASER  WEERE 45 ) ik A
P WK 55 640 L Hl 2 F X F N 8 Anasa tristis 1Y
HEEH, RN ER %M EE TN Ef
B NG R DNA UESE T 220 % RO X i 3 1t
BAMEEN, B EEN 20 B0 iks),
TR SR E e RS 2 A A 5 4
B HAEFZR , Ingrao et al.(2017) F| FHiZWr PCR £ A
s T A 29 B IS i B S 2 M B A
F W —— A R WG Ophiomyia simplex F17 517
e 1, Crioceris asparagi WA HAE ¢ &, K & 21
ST 5 I i B B M R R = T B,
JUHIRRE T AR A HH 0 B i B M R S e
T Y % 04 £ B R 3 2 el d DNA K 1 2R
5 25 5 T TR, U WA 3 i ZRpR AR AR AR
WHSRA R T RERE MHAEY 3% . Staudacher
et al.(2018) FI 1 24~ Z T PCR W Wil | F R
W A B S5 HEA T TR, R AR R
Jo P e (HH (R 2 PR =) L dl B 3 A Rl 2
25 SRR X AT B SR RUA B R AR ) 2 RE G I T
FEPGEIR , IR T4 & Z [ A Fh ] 55 4, 43 |
THABRGEMEE .

PR AR RGEAN, s PRl EoR W) iz
TR HAD AR ES RGP & H S 2
K% . Raso et al.(2014) F| ] 2 PCR £ AR FlIF] i
RO T B BT R B LK) 1 TR 22
-y b2 R RIAR I 55 T i s R AR ) 1) B AR O
RIS T 8 5 ) DNA K SR S
SRS H AR L S S B A R A A AR A A A
EAfFEM. Sint et al.(2019)#E—LFIHIZ B PCR HA
XoF 33K B i [l b 75 s W) B ) I AT fde b, R B
Y254 22l AR, B R A b A
AP LI T8 4 I 52 M A8/ 5 (H oK 7
B JE B B B I B B YK R AR
SEAR MW FPIAENG AR & D . Bitz-
inger et al. (2019 ) 38 i A 5 B2 A 6 H X AR

Wk Pardosa glacialis WPl N & W E A ARSI, 2 BRUAR vk
XA e B8 L — P, A ) W FlhoRE X6 [ 2
2 FRFIAF R 73 A1 55 P8 S R 52 i 87N o

22 FEM-FEREYW

MHETHEHE- Y EYM, FAEY-FFEEY
I (1) ) A 2E SRR T B, 25 SR O R M B i, T2
Gyilid oy R B AR T B R B, AR A
ARG RS 121 W 45 74 0 5 10 28 s A
(Thierry et al., 2019) 8% H T34 4 H 500 A2 1k A&
HEAE R RERRE N T FEY-FEEY
Do 25 48] N T e 4 52 e R 422 4 B 9T (Vollhardt et
al.,2019;Yang F et al.,2021; Yang et al.,2022) .

FH T o =2 A e ) I S A S T S T
CARRMC TR Sy MRt PR 2
(Ye et al.,2017; Zhu et al., 2019; Yang et al., 2020) ,
PEEEIZ I PCR AR RIA] i e -2 A= e 2 0 %
RRRFEY MEERI A CHEFE . W Traugott et al.
(2008 )¥5 £ # PCR Al #.— PCR £ RAIZE &, WE K
W Sitobion avenae 1A IR F] 8 Fii ) 2 2 A= W 1
2R A AR M f T A KA AR A -
AN 3 HE PR TR 1 061 L4k I f g
18.9% F if i ki 2 A, 4.19% B4 8o sURGIN 1 T B 2 A=
W D3 Ah W E A AR I H P 68.2% Kl T RIS
AN IR IH 2 IRAT 2 el 2 AP AL Wl ar A g HL
A LEAFEMMEL ., Yang TB et al.(2021) FI 27
PCR H AR XA [F] A A S I 30 5 R B AR E Aphis
gossypii (BRI FE S HEAT TR, #4 £ T B0 — ) 9 2F
A - AR E R BN, RGN AT T 5
NP B 2 A e S X ) TN 8 ) Bk G 2 1 e
ARG5S e R s AR HLE] G o A R 3R
WIARAA W) 2 27 A= WA 3, B FF 2R A 10, AN [R]Fh
T A e P B A 25 S, AR AR Y 2 AR
TRy ) 235 4 2 ] i HE G A 0 1) A= 4 il T e

LAk, B2 27 A 5 DNA S8 055 | A Bds 05
BN B 3 5 5¢ 3% (Derocles et al., 2012a,b; Lue
etal.,2021) , DNA ZIEASH AR K ] T35 -5
He e B 25 R 43T . Ul Derocles et al.(2014) MAE
YIANAEVEY) AR B v R A 0 HORE i, 12 AR e P 1
I, R EE X e P B TR P DNA 2508
Tl | W %) 2 A WA i HE A T o S o RN 2 T - A AR e
WO F A, AN e 27 A e F e L —
PR, W - 27 AR S Y N S TEVE Y S AEEY)
Z 258K [AFE, Derocles et al. (2015) i i 7]
JH DNA Z T2 05 AR K As Py v 7 i ik i i R
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HUDNA BRATVE g ) R0 S, , X B4k e iy 27
A AT R A TR - - A A e R
YW . Gariepy et al.(2019) X il 5= K H 4R A= 35 H %
AR IE S B AU B EEAT ARG, M5 1 5 Fh 2 1 4
BERLAF AR AN 11 R SE B e, B 1 AR AP i
Halyomorpha halys . 5 1o Fp i 25 B 0 5 H 27 4 0%
Z 8] B I 454

SR, DNA S EAR A LR B, an sl 13k
of RS 2 R DL L A AR e, RO B 027 A 0
ARESEPES 1), BT S DU J5 1251 DNA Z5JE 4
AR TCEE RN ARG A2 AL A S B T T
1o 38 43 I P B R B DNA 2 25 05 512 PT LA 3is BT
SRR PCRY 3G ™Y, vl ] T2 24 2 £ -3F
A BT W) S5 RE A E DT, Sow et al.(2019) R T 7
R T 43 F AV SEAR gk Heliocheilus albipunc-
tella W25 HEAG B0 , A0 53 R AR A5 1 25 A e 22
FEPERN A7 A2 AR T /5 TR 5 8 s ) LSRR, O
AT DA I 3] 22 5 a7 A G RI R R ) 27 A= i el
Jeffs et al. (2021) [A] i iz Ji] DNA 7 25 T8 % Fl12 Wi
PCR H AR 3 B W A V. T b e SR g — 25 A i 2 )
W, 28 R R AR [RI TR ER R T 6 SR i 1 SR e —
A A B ) I S O il SRR 11 Fh Ay A e, B A
R T = A AR (Hi SR S B
3 RE

PTAFESK DNA 735K B AR A PRk & Ji , A H fE
Hor I B — £ ) I 5C 2R 112 W PCR B0R & Jre 21 ][]
F 3B At A A S 1) e B D B AR, S s
YEY M ERGIE A AT L TR T B
ARIZHE . (HDNA SR ATFE 256, 0h
HEBR A o RN IS AR AR 5 A AT 114 £ P 2 1 A
124 Rl [R5 , [ 2% fas FH 2 R 05 v A
() 5 ARSI S R R 8 RGO S B AR,
BT 2R A5 35 Ry 56 B 1 £ W) 0 25 4 I 4H A L
(Gonzalez-Chang et al., 2016; Rennstam Rubbmark et
al.,2019) . HHT, MZ58 M EHE % I B 2 (enzyme-
linked immunosorbent assay, ELISA ) J5 it i A F
BV SCRIIBITE S8 A L ELISA B Al 45 & 5t
H#ERT (Gonzalez-Chang et al.,2016) , {HA}SR A LIFE
NG TR A B A B FE A [R5 T 2 AH 25
B B R T D I 43 A v 3 38 Y S B )
(Traugott et al.,2013)

TESEPRAG I R b, 5 B s Wil 1R Y

DR 2 R T X6 R Al B R R D AR AR B A R i
A A LD IR AL T, Frh o
A A B B Y A R BT X —
38 153 1K 7 AR A 4 AN BESE P (Evans & Kitson,
2020) , 2SR A & MR HAE YR
Ko 12 PCR # DNA SIE M EARALGE A WA i
R B A P AEAE 5 A, N Be A A A P 2L
o e R R AL BB KIS AR fE DNA J7 41 i
BOc , M 50 B i s o A A, LS
()00 3 TR 2 DN A BSEAR SRS | 4040 485 i 552 i 00
TP S B A (A5 A AR TC R R I A )
¥ (Rennstam Rubbmark et al.,2019) . H4b, T
R A H A IC s v il 2 R 2R L B3R5
YRV IR, AT A I EE ),
MU EBAVE R Y) , WS B R ERR
[FFP SRR F & . ik, NBraE i
N5 PRI 2 2 1) DNA A AT RESR A #H & nd 4
B IR BRIl & B, NI Hhrdfi &
B EIA TS iR 25 . XA HERI T M &
AU DNA TG HI W B A o rhli 228 % ) —
PR ECE . AR A W SRR T RS A,
By e R 2 1) 7 A4 R DNA 2352 1 4l £ 35 6
FHAEYIBG AR N SR A HER T O .
BETEEP PR T Al 5 ALY Rl EAT , JCiE 0
SRR, X 257 — B BE L 5200 43— A
HERA 4 (Tercel et al.,2021) .

AT, R e 3 e I PP B AR VEAN 1 s & )
[P RN WS e 2 i R Sy B (BN =BTy
T4 A 75 BRI e ELSE A B N OC Rt 5 | R AR
KK BN, T AR i
F&ARXT B R, — M s R BRI AR Z A IR AT,
Yang TB et al.(2021) BF5¢ & BT SR i I P T 3
153 B Py A B RO TR A S DU 1 2 4, e
DU E A B AR AT B T B AR SR B I se 8 i 2
W5 R . HAT, AR P BRI i i AR T 45
FEAE S 22 T8 I — 2R A PR 25, T R BB B i
AR P55 2., DT S B R B e it A AR, o/ 3k >y
T LA AR PP BT e ) 58 A
JH (Kitson et al., 2019) . 7 # Ak DNA i £ %/
2f 3 DNA & it 5 745 4)/27 £ % DNA , £ DNA
8 SIZEEIL e &S IO R N e
B /25 AN, DTS2 0 X i /25 A 4% DNA 1Y
Rl PR, FEDT BE R INAT £ 35 DNA 13 514
I S AR & 34/ 2F ERUIR Y3 (Pifol et al.,
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2014; Toju & Baba, 2018) , {H ¥} 415 ¥t A 1] fE i
WO LSS M R, U R Y B 5 o
PTG, B P 5 P 0 A B AN SR
RZ S AT LAY B AE Y, ok
AR G A — 2 B9 13 il (Lafage
etal.,2020) . M FIEYIP HIZCE , Krehenwin-
kel et al.(2017) #EFE7EFE B H /A& DNA B, U HRBUSH
) DNA Z it i i b 5 B 467 BRI

Bt DNA 73Rl B AR T B sh ) & 1y W 25
FfERT R T 3Z v (Montoya et al., 2003 ; Dobson,
2009; Hines et al., 2015) , SoULAE 7y (P Fp 2 FE0E I
HAEFZ (Yang et al., 2021a) HHERS HE 7 2 (Voll-
hardt et al., 2019; Yang et al., 2022) . S 525 4k 25 [H
X SR B W s i VR R B ML BRATF 5
WASF] T ek & & (Schmidt et al., 2021) , X A B T
TRALXS 15 B B ) & W 2548 i R DR ST g Y
TR CRIVK ARG 200, 2021) o
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