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Application of the predatory mite Neoseiulus cucumeris (Oudemans) to control

Bemisia tabaci ( Gennadius) on eggplant in plastic greenhouses

Yan-xuan ZHANG', Gong-gian ZHANG’, Jie JI', Xia CHEN', Jian-zhen LIN', Li SUN'
" Institute of Plant Protection, Fujian Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Fuzhou, Fujian 350013, China;
*College of Life Science, Linyi University, Linyi, Shandong 276005, China

Abstract; The study was carried out to estimate the efficacy of the predatory mite Neoseiulus cucumeris (Oudemans) to control the
whitefly pest Bemisia tabact ( Gennadius) in plastic greenhouses. N. cucumeris could prey on all stages of B. tabaci. The predator
could be effective in suppressing B. tabaci and thus can be a potential biological control agent; Four ~ six releases of N. cucumeris
were done during the 250 days of growth cycle of eggplant unde these conditions, at rates of 5 ~ 10 individuals per plant at seedling
stage, and 20 ~40 individuals per plant at fruiting stage resulted in eliminating 18 chemical applications with resepct to chemical
control in greenhouse; The key to successful biocontrol was Integrated Pest Management including the cleaning-field, the fly-nte and
the timing of releasing N. cucumeris. The efficiency of the biocontrol would be better if the yellow-board was applied.
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Table 1  The development duration of the predatory mite N. cucumeris prey on the whitefly B. tabaci

XK E i Average development duration/d

L FEACR Sk :
Temperature/C No.of mite s OEN RN R W
Egg Larva Protonymph Deutonymph  Preoviposition Generation
25 +1 1 Female =10 3.13+0.3 1.19 0.2 1.88 0.4 2.38+0.4 3.75+£0.4 12.30 0.6
Jife Male =6 2.88 0.3 1.50 £0.1 2.00 +0.4 1.75 0.2 — 8.38 x1.1
30 1 M Female =10 2.42 +0.2 0.75 0.2 1.50 £0.3 1.83£0.2 3.50 £0.5 9.30 0.6
I Male =6 2.38+0.3 0.63 0.3 1.63 0.2 1.75 +0.5 — 6.88 0.8
331 Hf Female =10 2.14+0.3 0.64 0.2 1.64 0.2 1.54 +0.4 3.14£0.2 9.00 0.7
Jife Male =6 2.13+0.3 0.63 0.2 1.50 0.1 1.50 0.3 — 5.75+0.3

B IE = AR

Data in the table are mean + SE.
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Fig.2  Population dynamics of adults of whitefly at different treatments
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Fig.4  Population dynamics of fourth-nymph instars of whitefly at different treatments
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Fig.5 Population dynamics of whitefly at different treatments
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Fig.6  Population dynamics of eggs of whitefly at different treatments from 30 Sep. 2009 to 20 Apr.2010
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Fig. 8 Population dynamics of first to third nymph instars of whitefly at different treatments
from 30 Sep. 2009 to 20 Apr. 2010
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Fig.9  Population dynamics of fourth-nymph instars of whitefly at different treatments
from 30 Sep. 2009 to 20 Apr.2010
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Fig. 10  Population dynamics of whitefly at different treatments from 30 Sep. 2009 to 20 Apr. 2010
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