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Table 1. The variation of Bemisia argentifolii population after releasing of Amblyseius ovalis into melon

field

No. of B. argentifolii adults (X £ SD) per plant and days after A. ovalis released Control rate (%)
4 20 24 28 32 36 40 44 (CK-Treat.)/CK
5A.ovalisreleased 20 36+18a8 54458a 8246.1a 141492a 192+4102a 237+158a 34.1+201a 78.9+30.6a 72.23
10 A. ovalisreleased 20 35t+17a 62t56a 7.8+58a 105t56a 136+62a 164+109a 284+132a 62.7+21.6a 77.94
CK (non-released) 20 31+2.1a 114479a 138+7.6a 251+20.7a 37.1+234a 92.8+23.1b 146.2+384b 284.2+714b -
! Mean followed by the same letters in the same column are not significantly different at p = 0.05 by Fisher’s LSD test.
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Fig. 1. Population growth of Bemisia argentifolii on melons after the introduction of Amblyseius ovalis.
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Table 2. The variation population growth of Amblyseius ovalis in melon field

No. of A. ovalis active stages (X + SD) per plant and days after A. ovalis released

4 20 24 28 32 36 40 44
5A. ovalisreleased 20 4.3+12 20.818.6 16.1464 51.4+232 61.2+20.6 68.2+22.4 96.2+40.6 124.6+40.2
10 A. ovalisreleased 20  8.2+1.6 3244141 31.6+12.0 68.1+36.2 116.2+39.7 114.6+51.2 186.4+58.6 178.6+51.4
t — test value
(to.05:30 = 1.645)
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Fig. 2. Population growth of the second generation Amblyseius ovalis on melonplant.
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Table 3. Effects of Amblyseius ovalis and the pesticides controlling of Bemisia argentifolii on melon yield

. Yield added (%)
Treatment Melon yield (kg / 0.01 ha) (Treat. — CK)/CK
Chemical control 140.32+18.14a" 93.17
Biological control 128.68+16.62a 77.15
CK 72.64+15.74b

! Mean followed by the same letters in the same column are not significantly different at p=0.05 by Fisher’s LSD test.
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Control of Bemisia argentifolii with Amblyseius
ovalis on Oriental Melon *

Kuei-Fang Pai, Da-Yuan Lin and Fei-Chan Wang °

The silverleaf whitefly (SLWF, Bemisia argentifolii) is a major pest to the serious
reduction of oriental melon yields. Amblyseius ovalis can not only suppress whitefly
populations, but can also successfully survive and propagate in melons. The fruit yield of
melon was significantly higher in Amblyseius ovalis released plots (128.68 kg/0.01ha)
than in control plots (72.64kg/0.01ha). It is suggested that 5 predators per plant are
releleaed at the beginning infestation of whitefly, and 10 predators per plant when
whitefly density reaches up to 10 per plant. |1 These results suggest that the Amblyseius
ovalisrelease combined with with selective pesticides could not only reduce whitefly
densities, but also be a suitable integrated pest managementto increase the fruit yield of
melon.

Key words: Amblyseius ovalis, Bemisia argentifolii, release densities, oriental
melon.
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