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Predation efficiency and control potential of Neoseiulus womersleyi
against Tetranychus evansi
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Abstract: [ Aim] This study aims to assess the predatory capacity of Neoseiulus womersleyi on Tetranychus evansi. [ Method] The
functional response, searching efficiency, and self-density interference effect of N. womersleyt on T. evansi were investigated via two
Solanaceae host plants, Solanum lycopersicum and S. nigrum. [ Result] N. womersleyi showed Holling type I functional responses to
the eggs, larvae, and nymphs of 7. evansi on both S. lycopersicum and S. nigrum. N. womersleyi exhibited a preference for the eggs
and nymphs of 7. evansi. The handling time of N. womersleyi for T. evansi at the three stages on S. nigrum was shorter than that on
S. lycopersicum , with the shortest handling time being 0.02 day for the nymphs on S. nigrum. N. womersleyt demonstrated the highest
predation capacity for the larvae feeding on S. nigrum, with a predation rate reaching 42.34. The searching efficiency of N. womers-
leyi was greater for larvae than for eggs and nymphs. Under fixed prey density conditions, the predation rate of N. womersleyi de-
creased as its own density increased. [ Conclusion] N. womersleyi possesses strong control potential against T. evansi on both S. lyco-
persicum and S. nigrum.
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ranychidae , | {Z 431 38U AEUH BUH  KCYH AL P
[0 45 S AN IX AP Il i e o) i =X 1 )
W 2F A B R FISR SIS 3 O R 2
WCF 250 SRS R R BT R, S B R ) 22 5 4
2K (Wakil et al.,2018) . H:2F FAEYFI LW & 37 B}
138 1, Tt w5l Solanaceae F#), WNF i Sola-
num lycopersicum L. Jii ¥~ Solanum melongena L. h%%
% Solanum tuberosum L. JE%% Solanum nigrum L. 7K
fifi Solanum torvum Swartz 5§ ( Migeon & Dorkeld,
2023) , PR, PFECHH7E 2000 A LUS ZE s R
PR RS P AR R DEAE Y b 2 H W, I
& i 90% W AE ¥ 18 72 ( Azandéme-Hounmalon et al.,
2015; Sibanda et al.,2000) , FAHFERHHEE AR E
J7AR PRI 3 48 (FAIRIX) (Tian et al.,2019) .
FZZ R} Phytoseiidae S J& T 19406 WV 24 Acari,
JEH AR R ECERE, BA R R EZ Al i
M ESIREE R X 2
WA 4 RE T SRR (PR AR 58, 2013) |, BT IR
b F AL TR 20 T5 B R E A 3 XA 2%
WIS 3 AR TP E BT M A RS2k A
2 AR RE LS R EORE RIS Jr T, BB Boxt 3
FEIAS A4 1 P R G, TR /N B2 35 Neoseiudus
cucumeris Oudemans | 1K BT /NI Neoseiulus wom-
ersleyi Schicha, 9 FC B /N 2 W Neoseiulus barkeri
Hughes S5 19 I & F S BUR T — 5 AL (FE
KA, 20045 T E R AE,2002; 3K, 2019) .
RECHT /NG 95 )32 o0 A T3 E 248, an |
VL AR AR T T A ( Negm et al.,2021;
Tseng, 1983) , BEME 7 J8 16 Fhii-dif | mg £ -4 s
Tetranychus F4 (4055 ,1986) . A B FRIK B
INEL WG X B AT Phyllostachys edulis ( Carriere ) J.
Houz. . ¥ 52 Glycine max (L.) Merr. 2% 5. Phaseolus
vulgaris L. i T FERM Capsicum annuum L. 19—
BEMW8 Tetranychus urticae Koch BA KU B4 4L
RO, 1992; JZAMGKF3,1989) . Sar-
war et al. (2010) A AR B /N G2 b5 25 e DS £ 1%
I Tyrophagus putrescentiae Schrank A HE4T R FIARL
T 3% WARAT AT B R h BRAE A4 B M R
TERERNEMSEYZ L ERNERT,
B G G196 Y B 3 SR & AN F R PR TR 2 07
EYIBTIG T BB W2 B RTE,, IARK, BORBZ 1)
W RE T a0 B PIR R, B 454

A5 ) 0 I A R EC A (Kungu et al., 2018
Savi et al.,2021; Silva et al.,2010) , DL BB 5 B
WS EE RIS HSEL G T At
E VAR BB/ Nl R E 5 AR B 70 W HLAE 2 b
FRHE ) E RGP X - 4 096 285 ) 41 B A% RE S A
B FE TR0, AR 5T A DAy B DRI SR ) T g
PE, LU AP DG 6 100 £ P 7 3 B A3 AR B

1 #REFE

1.1 iR

R DT /)N 252 il B0 SR 1l AR PR K 2 4 1L ARG
X HFAH# Broussonetia papyrifera (L.) L'Hér. ex Vent.
MR AEIRBE (25+1) C AHXIREE (70+5) % A
16 L: 8 D Y N T M= N DL 25 5 1 B TR g
Tetranychus piercei McGregor A EAFE 5 /8L I,

P Dl Sl P o A R 2 A P AR A A B
RA R i = e 7 IR P2, 7F
5GIR DT /I 232 Wl A ) ) % 25 42 1 N TS0 % 9
TR SRR IR 210,

1.2 fAFNE

TR/ w3 R W R, B2 3.5 cm
x2.5 emx0.17 em KT, H)ZH 3.5 emx3.5 cm
x0.27 em WIEH B, FTJIZH 3.5 emx3.5 em X
0.17 em M IE T B, R 0AT — A EHAR N
1.5 emMEfL, FEHEMTERZEFA—F H
BRT 1.5 em W27 MY A MEB LA T0
ST N 0w R W O D[ I o = R
MR [ = R U, o E /N E BT
RK AR AR TR SR S

P i 5 2 7E R B (25 +2)°C M X IR
(70+5)% JEFIM 16 L : 8 D BN THFARMNHAT.
1.3 KRERF/NERHNAEFEEY LF KM HHN
e R

TR A EAEY) (AN %) B O G i
ELUT 4 FhAb B DR -2l 5F —5 d  4)1i5 — i5 | o
— S i - B A BRGNS 4% 20 Sk, AR
FNER BTSSR, BEVLEA 1 LYK
24 h (IR T /N ME LG 24 h 5 WL S B>
) IS v DGl 25 06 S AT B 10
1.4 RERF/NEEI A E T EEY _EF RS
R IhEe &K M

I3 PRI CQ I B 4055 K i 501015
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5) MR B IR/ NE T R T SKYLI 24 h YR
TR /NGl M T, 24 b R WLEE I SRR TOBT /N2 il
HOEr A D B i % g S R B, B A R
25,
1.5 RRIF/NREHHESEE TR M

PRI 20 S FC 045 056 73 SO 2 b 2 A
P IR /N aE o FE R 1,23 .45 KL
24 hAYIR TR/ Nz M 1056 , 24 h ) IEGE SRR G
/N gl ORI g g 1) K, B A PR
25,
1.6 BIESH

SR XA 1) g R E R 4 R B Q R

—_— -I-k/v Ay N R
7&%%&%&#U%ﬂ%ﬁ%$NWhﬁﬂ&§
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SRS S W EBC W BB L R, 37
YA R S B . 0> 1 I, H e
VORI b s < | I R 8 X A 4 S A
FoE Q= 1 I A H XA B £

T Yy6e S R 0 £ >R FH Holling 1 1[5 4
FIIATILE | 2 0S5 (2004) HY 7 R
aammei NN =— TN s v oy
l1+aT,N
AERHE T RS R 1], o IR T % T,
WA 1 SRR B, T A

N1 s o
EN, = —aﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁgoﬁ%ﬂms*
h

TaT,N T,
N T R AT S=—
1+aT,N

H 5% B 1 [ v R H Hassell-Verley 15574 if
P14, 2 18 Hassell & Verlry (1969) i) 572, Herp
WEAEHFR E=0P™ P AR HEVIGHE,Q Hi¥
FWEEm N TIEEG 550, B ARS8 T i
E=N,/NP i1 3551 N, AW N
Yo P o B E WG

R Excel 2022 B4 %k £t 954740 20 4k 2273
Br, >k SPSS 26.0 #4447 578 5 J7 22 53 At (uni-
variate analysis of variance ), P& EWEE
(Duncan’s) f 56 25 A 2% 5 i 2Bk

2 HBREHMH
2.1 KRRHF/NERBEARR T EEY EXTF KM
I RIEE

TR OB /NG 06 1 AN ) 2 A 4 b D EG i il

AR B PR IE MR 1 s, Yt
W85 51 15 20y s AR E o R e 2% 1 UK PGB /N2 i
Xof B FG 6 B9 A 3 B R B KT 1, % B SR B i g
1 IR0 50 I AR i) A6 R iR e 2% 1R G /N2
Ol Yo A 6 2 I 1 5 4 o e R AR R Al
IR TG /I R I L v B G A e 2% L )RR
Trdef 06 >4 B0 5 4156 | 4y i 5 2 i A I IR IR
NG ERM S RELHEEER R F
(P<0.05) , B Jp 2% 1A FC i 1 1 K T U 3 ik
A

MG EC IR O i A I 3 Fh O W) B A A
B, 76 T RN I 25 1 UK OB /N 0l 257 % B0 2 il ¢
PR B A, 2200 3 b 7 ) I A AR I IR BT
NGB S A SE R RR A 1 B LI 174 DI R 6
2.2 REKH/INES AR EE EE Y 3T K5
RI3E R ThAE & R

IR BB/ NG e 2 B aF A X FR gk 3
Fofr sl 28 (B ) AR e ol ) 4 4 £ ) 6B e o it 2k 4
B LBT7R TR DT /) 222 i 0 3 5 A 25 6 R 2% 1 %
PR G 3 0 G 25 9 4 2 D e RV 345 & Holling
|| S

[ A AT 32 R R /70N 222 il P G o 5 s 2
(AR B S B 9 5 R A R R AR )% T
TR BT /NG 7 3 i % B G P il 4 g 1 3 £
b 21 T B R W R R (P<0.05) TR R
b TR PRI/ N g XoF () 255 2 1) 0 D G 3 ool 285
W= SAEF N LA ARRL, B2l i i B
e TR BRI B A B B (P<0.05) 5 {ELXGS 506 1)
LI TR A B, X S A BN

TEREE FEAH R S5 IR BT /NG 0 7E AN []
AELX 3 HBESHHEErER EER
(P<0.05) , RIS F & &R FAEFRM L
MR, 25 F T ARIT, IR EOBr /N i 1 f KAl
BN 1443 7 ERE MRS ES T
EHM LR, 17.4 3% - d7,

PIALER (R 2) WoR IR I /N 7 e 2%
XoF B L 5 B9 14 B T I o e KO 1,34, R 0 1)
Bk i e e /N, O 0.89 TR FRGHT /1N 232 il Xof 7 FG
85 2y 4 A PR s 1) o, Ak LA ) 96 285 o 7E e 2% I
(A B RS (AR F 3 0. TR QT /N i Xl 2% |
FC Sk 46 B 3 RE T1 /T, 9, Ol 42,34 %3
B FE TR RE ST o/ T, 555, M 8.99, BAA X
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LA R e I SE R, HAE 28 XS R IR 25 i e H ROl B i R AR, O 9.03 Sk, IR LA TR
SHAT MM R IRIH/NEIE 2% XS R 7E 0.94~0.99 [l A, R INA T Bdls 5 ALY
gl H KR & B sy 40.64 Sk 0l LA AR,

F1 KARFMEHNEMLE LFRRHHESHSHRETE

Table 1 Predation preference of N. womersleyi to the different stages of 7. evansi on S. lycopersicum and S. nigrum

ST lycopersicum JpF% S. nigrum
4L His et HEFRREQ et HEARREQ
Treatment Stage /(K - dh Selection /(- dh) Selection
Predation number coefficient Q Predation number coefficient Q
B -4 Egg—larva Bl Egg 4.80+1.60 1.31+0.31 8.60+2.94h 1.06+0.10
i Larva 2.40+1.01 0.69+0.31 8.00+3.74b 0.94+0.10
G- 4% Egg—nymph B Egg 3.00£1.26 0.99+0.26 3.80+0.75a 0.93+0.13
21 Nymph 3.20+1.33 1.01+0.26 4.40+1.02a 1.07£0.13
Ly -0 Larva—nymph ik Larva 3.60+1.02 1.08+0.31 4.40+1.36b 0.86+0.23
08 Nymph 3.40+1.85 0.92+0.31 5.80+1.33b 1.14+0.23
YR %y — 5 1% Egg—larva—nymph bl Egg 4.00+1.67 1.05+0.35 4.20+0.98a 1.14+0.26
#hi Larva 3.40+0.80 0.95+0.25 3.20x1.72a 0.83+0.27
08§ Nymph 3.60+1.02 1.00+0.27 4.00+1.41a 1.02+0.20

FP B bR DR AT RO R A R/ NE FREROR 22 5 .3 (P<0.05)
Data in the table are mean + SE. Different letters following the data in the same row indicate significant differences by Duncan’s new multiple

range test (P<0.05).

—e— i Egg - o g Larva —-*—  #50 Nymph
A g6, B 20
}:‘j 14 A o ,05 18 1 6 o
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5 g 14 o
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£ 84 & 10 1
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5 5 4
&« | &
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Fig.1 Predatory functional responses of N. womersleyi to eggs, larvae, and nymphs of T. evansi

on S. lycopersicum (A) and S. nigrum (B)

F2 BRI EXRKH/NREHRTF RIS SN E R R SH
Table 2 Parameters of predatory functional responses of N. womersleyi to eggs, larvae, and nymphs of

T. evansi on S. lycopersicum and S. nigrum

%3 i mﬁﬁﬁﬂj*ﬁ’ﬂ ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂ”ﬁ(ﬂ?%‘i a ﬁlﬂﬁl‘ﬂ.Th T}:ﬁﬁ‘ﬁ‘éjj. a/T, *E?é/%'ﬁ R? H%jﬁ?’ﬁﬁﬁ/%
Host Stage Functional response A.tlftcklng Handlfng time Preflatlon 1 Cor"re.lallon DallY.mammum

equation efficiency a T,/d capacity a/T),  coefficient R>  predation number
Hhh Ui Egg N,=1.03N/(1+0.10N) 1.03 0.10 10.38 0.96 10.12
S. lycopersicum %4 Larva N, =1.07N/(1+0.05N) 1.07 0.05 23.18 0.96 21.59
#7 Nymph N, =1.00N/(1+0.11N) 1.00 0.11 8.99 0.94 9.03
2% Ul Egg N,=1.34N/(1+0.11N) 1.34 0.08 16.73 0.99 12.49
S. nigrum i Larva N, =1.04N/(1+0.02N) 1.04 0.02 42.34 0.98 40.64

#70 Nymph N, =0.89N/(1+0.04N) 0.89 0.05 17.56 0.98 19.82
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Fig.2 Searching efficiency of N. womersleyi for eggs, larvae, and nymphs of T. evansi on S. lycopersicum (A) and S. nigrum (B)

24 RRFNEHEARNFTEEY LHNESEE
Fil

TESR Y R — IR BT, Bl TR EOR /22
FI B B R 3GI0, HGH A% ) 4 £ et i i K
ERRN ST 3 I, i B RHOR PR (3R 3) o & Has-

sell-Verely BRIy B, IR [QHT /N2 6 78 75 ik L
M)A BTN R E=0.148P7"7 7 fE )k
LA SEE TR N TN E=0.158P7"72,
X R B IR FC /N 22 4 £ A L Pl B A R [ 7
EF TS,
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Table 3 Interference responses and estimated parameters of N. womersleyi at different densities on S. lycopersicum and S. nigrum

& S. lycopersicum

e S. nigrum

THEWRE
Density of ik MEEARE TR Mk WEEARE  THRNIGE
N. womersleyi Predation Predation 57 Hassell- R? Predation Predation 57 Hassell- R?
number rate £ Verley model number rate £ Verley model
1 3.8+2.14 0.127 E=0.148P7%'777  0.253 4 4.6+1.85 0.153 E=0.158P7%1972  0.832 3
2 11.0£2.76 0.183 8.4+2.87 0.140
3 10.4+3.38 0.116 12.6+4.08 0.140
4 12.6+2.80 0.105 14.0+4.00 0.117
5 16.4+2.06 0.109 16.6+2.87 0.111
3 itip T KBTI 5 25, IR I T BE 2 AR W AR

LRIl B | 4 5 5 i ] R A AR I IR I
I/ N6 T Qi e G 6 ) B9 RN i IR OB/
5 o8 B9 1 R i S S AT B B9 R A R (A
52013 AFFEAE 19865 Jyothis & Ramani,2019)
{HALA BN i 225 T Ak 3 O g s i) A 3
FOHRE 77 85 1% A 5 KT X6 51 8% A 4 ( Ibrahim &
Palacio, 1994) . KEURF R ERAF T H B4 K

SRR R RIS R AL K-SR R R
Wi ( Blackwood et al., 2001; Carrillo et al., 2010;
Rasmy et al.,1982) , 1K [GHT /N2 W X5 B 1 0 1)
HUA Ot 4 1T RS2 PR R 3 2 oo 265 o BTG A HL AR K
KA M EFNT K

KEE I RE RN AE— € PR Rt TR
B AE Y H R Be ) A BRAON M R B A D
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BB AT REAT Ay B 88 B R B8R i 52 ) ( B
85,2012) o ASBIEFE R, LARRD2F FAE Y B B G
I A W AT TR PRI/ N 22 X G DG - ol 4 6 ) 9
B dROR, I HAIR OB/ N0 (P G il 3 o il 25
FROFH B T BE SV 2 R Holling 1T %Y | BRIV il 25 48 40 %%
JE 3G B iU | X AN SR (2011) Y F
FEM—B RS o/T, K, T KETIEY
45 T RE ) R (ARIE 8145, 2006) , AAIESE & BE,
TR PH/ N o O E - S 2y 5 Y 0/ T, AR 0 HG
RIS, T B AR A T 0 5 2 gl HCXF B I e
L1096 )45 T B T R . BT BT TR DGR /N 2
FAORIESE 2 2 Bl 8 AR ) 2 R A R ] R R
(Han et al.,2003; Kondo,2004; Nguyen & Shih,
2010; Ullah & Gotoh,2014) , Lk K Ho —BE i
PEECH M6 T. kanzawai F1 T. macferlanei 3 & 68 1 1Y
ST (Bh 1, 20205 Ali et al.,2011; Kondo,2004) .
DURREE QI VA M0 A e B A5 2R ok
A BRI T AR AR BRI RS S A, X ARG S T
KR BB /N 22 b e B — BB 46 A0 T, macferlanei
A R IFFE A 2R, IR BT/ NGz diox B A4 B H Aok
&R A T. macferlanei > FEM- 155 > 17 [ I Fc K
ALK 212,77 Sk X 4hiE o BLS H e R & — 3
Ml > 7. macferlanei>1ﬁEEﬂ1‘ﬂﬁ,'ﬂaij(ﬂijj 1 000 %;
XF T. macferlanei R 35BS H B KA ERK,
o 53.48 3%,

XTLGHT A e H e R B vl A i 8
WEHIE S B, w2 HAH ey, 2 a7 EAEY
TR, 0 H 2 i 3R B B Y IE R W (Madadi et
al.,2007) . KR 45 (2018) FERF T il | 25 52 %
JN Cucumis sativus L. i T35 4 Fp 25 FAE P 0 B2
Hr /NG Neoseiulus bicaudus Wainstein i & + H-JH
W W5 Tetranychus turkestani ( Ugarov & Nikolski)
(RSN TP 3, ORI /N e i e B A D Y 2
LM IS R KAl B R B TEM R R
LiE A BRI Uz YN & N oo DA E S [
A 27 S AE ) I 2R 8 B D B R T 4 R s
AR, Je 2R R B R T A
TR B (AR, 2010) | kR DG BT /N 22 i o
BHAETEHE PP . AR I, 1 ) — %
JEREFAE YIRS 00T IR DB/ NG 5 0] Je 26 1 1Y)
PRIl 47 B o 0 s TAE S By, BEE AR
Py FE BN, TR BT/ )N 2320 o B G I 24l 285 1) 482

TR TR ATG, BRIVt 5 i 0 288 18 3 DR TR /)
2 WA R B A ) ) R BRI TR TR /0N 22 g X B
PP 15 24 il ) 450 2R 8 e A, X ] RS2 DR A 4 >
/N AT, 25 5 WOk TOBT /N il i AR, PRt
TR DT /NG W P LA 7 B 66T 1 B ] B O 300 A 3 %)y
5 (BRATSE ,2016) .

R E B 5 BE 235 M XA ) 047 B (Jiang et
al.,2021) . TEFAb 23 18] FIAS 1) 250 A0 DR 45 A8 722 1Y
ST BEAE IR IO /NG B % B R OR B
VERIZ E B/, i 8 BT IR QT /N2 i 1] /1>
ST . A B %5 B T P80 A7 7E T 0 [
27Uk Amblyseius swirskii ( Athias-Henriot ) | #8205 H
Propylea japonica ( Thunberg) 755t H B H Menochi-
lus sexmaculata Fabricius X} 35 HUA i & o f2 v (2=
W5 ,2022; EHFPEAE 20115 A ZEHEST,2020) .
WM, 7 ELAAR S B v R 2 T 22 B i P G ol S it B
BRIRER

ASBIFFEAE S 6 % 25 AT I IR PO /) 2%
TE 2 R RL Y FEAEY b G 6 3 ot 25 A
BRCR 4528 W 7s IR PGB/ N2 3 00 B G v gl HAT —
SERYFEHIBE Sy . SR, 76 FH [R) BRIE v £ il i 4l 1
RORTTBEZ B HAW A Wy R 3R (27 A B Wik b
) 3 445 ) FIAE A B I &R IR E b~ 25 55 ) 1Y
SR T F TR AS [ V) R R TR /N 22 il J 1) i
PRACRAT T 2 — 20T

S 3Lk
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