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Table 1. Developmental duration of immature stages of B. argentifolii on three host plants

Duration of immature stages (days+SE) 2

Host plant From egg to
adult
Cantaloupe 4 423+021a 2.45+0.44a 2.1940.06a 2.03+0.15a 3.61+£0.15a 14.52£0.37a
Cauliflower 4 4.25+0.12a 3.32+0.10b 2.45+0.27a 2.75£0.21b 3.93£0.15b 16.75£0.08 b

Cucumber 4 490+0.25b 3.36£0.07b 3.29£0.11b 3.04£0.12b 4.03£0.21 b 18.62+0.44 ¢

" There were 4 replicates for each host plant, and number of eggs at the beginning in each replicate were 20.

Egg Ist 2nd 3rd 4th

% Means within a column followed by same letters are not significantly different with Least significant difference test

at protection level (p=10.05).

SRR s Y H s LB D Y ed Sk (mortality) 73 I EE7.5% ~ 25.0%
45.0% I'JA 3 B 1) 8 R iﬁﬁ ) S e ;E'r = VN8 5 (stage specific mortality)
ﬁfrZS%\ 16.3% ~ 23.8% ; [i P4l ¥, # IV &) -d S 4T = A r[J~ CIEAR N C N
(p=0.05)( =) - &I ‘%ﬁ eﬁ? Wl y=d [L}H ’E@E‘zﬁ (2.50%~23.8%) » 27 = &A1 5y 1 5gy
T 0 SRR (R(0~8.4%) o SR R ik ?éag“ﬁj gt Fl ’—F LEECNE -72 EI[EI = (R
R~ LRI R (AT ) -

Foo o SRRk SR = AR AP B ged S
Table 2. Mortality of immature stages of B. argentzfolii on three host plants

Mortality (%) of immature stages (Mean + SE) >

Host plant )

N Egg Ist 2nd 3rd 4th From egg to adult
Cantaloupe 4  2.5+29a 3.1+3.7a 2.6+3.1a 0+0a 0+0a 7.5+5.0a
Cauliflower 4 16.3+4.8b 6.1+5.1ab 1.8+3.6a 3.143.7a 0+0a 25.049.1b

Cucumber 4 23.8+4.8b 11.847.2b 8.6+63a 84+6.8a 19+39a 45.0£5.8 ¢

! There were 4 replicates for each host plant, and number of eggs at the beginning within each replicate were 20.

2 Same as Table 1.
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Table 3. Fecundity and longevity of female B. argentifolii on three host plants

Fecundity (Mean+SE) Longevity *
Host plant N egg/female egg/female/day (days+SE)
Cantaloupe 4 104.36+£13.04 a 6.84+1.82 a 14.84+2.33 a
Cauliflower 4 91.80+14.59 a 6.58+2.16 a 15.64+1.58 a
Cucumber 4 135.71+£10.82 b 5.33+1.00 a 21.42+4.99 b

! There were 4 replicates for each host plant, and number of parents at the beginning in each replicate were 10 pairs.

2 Same as Table 1.
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Table 4 Mortahty and sex ratio of B. argentifolii progeny on three host plants

Mortality (%) Sex ratio
Host plant N' (Mean+SE) (female/female+male) >
Cantaloupe 4 58+26a 0.76 + 0.07 ab
Cauliflower 4 253 +1.7b 0.81 +0.02a
Cucumber 4 433 +3.2¢ 0.67+0.05b

! There were 4 replicates for each host plant, and number of parents at the beginning in each replicate were 10 pairs.

2 Same as Table 1.
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Fig. 1. Mortality comparison of developmental duration between
parents and offspring of B. argentifolii on three host plants.
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Biology of Silverleaf Whitefly Bemisia argentifolii
(Homoptera: Aleyrodidae) on Three Host Plants’

Kuei-Fang Pai and Ching-Chung Chen *

ABSTRACT

The silverleaf whitefly, Bemisia argentifolii Bellows & Perring, was bred to
determined the developmental duration, mortality, longevity, fecundity and sex ratio of
offspring on three host plants under artificial conditions 28+1°C, 80~85% RH, and
13L:11D photoperiod. Time required from egg to complete development of the pest was
14.52 days, 16.75 days, 18.62 days on cantaloupe (Cucumis melo L.), cauliflower
(Brassica oleracea L.), cucumber (Cucumis sativus L.), respectively. Each stage from
egg to complete development had significant difference among these host plants. The
mortality of immature stage on cantaloupe, cauliflower and cucumber was 7.5%, 25.0%
and 45.0%, respectively. The results indicated that the egg stage of silverleaf whitefly
had the highest mortality compared to the other stages in these host plants. Mean total
fertility on cantaloupe, cauliflower and cucumber were 104.36, 91.80 and 135.71
eggs/female, respectively. The average number of eggs laid per female of daily fertility
(6.84, 6.58 and 5.33 eggs/female/day) were not significant difference among three host
plants. Female longevity was greater on cucumber (21.42 days) than cantaloupe (14.84
days) and cauliflower (15.64 days). The sex ratio (female/female+male) of offspring on
cantaloupe, cauliflower and cucumber were 0.76, 0.81 and 0.67, respectively. However,
the developmental duration, mortality, female longevity, fecundity and progeny sex ratio
of B. argentifolii were affected by different host plants, and the biological characteristics

were connected with adaptability of B. argentifolii on its host plants.

Key words: Bemisia argentifolii, host plants, development, fecundity, sex ratio.
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