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Fig. 1. Population fluctuation of the poinsettia mite ( Fotetranychus lewisi ) in green house.
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Table 1. Bvaluation of insecticides for the control of poinsettia mite (Eofefranychus lewisi) in laboratory.

ki B 312K Mortality (%)

Treatment 24 R 48 AN 72 /NS
-------------------------- Bt seessssesssure s

20%BEE AN IR B

20% Pyridaben WP 2000X 87.5 95.0 100

2 806 4

2.8% Bifenthrin EC 1000X 92,5 97.5 100

10%o 48 d 7K RE T

10% Etoxazole FP 4000X 96.3 03.8 100

29[ 2y TELE

2% Abamectin EC 1500X 913 96.3 100

TR . 100X 52.5 56.3 57.8

Bamboo vinegar
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Table 2. Effects of insecticides on survival of poinsettia mite, I. lewisi in green house.

i I PN it WIPN MER 14K HERLUX

i iy 3DAT 7DAT 14 DAT 21 DAT
Trestmnt No.of yem [hsE 6B [AAE BB BAAE BB e
Hies No.of Control No.of Control No.of Control No.of Contro
DET mites mites mites mites 1
No. No. % No. % No. % No. %
20%EEAAEIEE
20% Pyridaben WP 2000 2390a 955bc 710 1338b  67.1 1598b 584 1805bc 652
2. 8% B A
3 8% Biferthrin EC 1000X 2788a 205¢ 947 430¢ 909 663c¢ 852 1100c¢ 818
0, DID 5 |
L% ik R 4000  2355a 408bc 874 538¢ 806 675¢ 822 1215¢ 762
10% Etoxazole FP
2% BT TELA
. 1500X 2390 193 94.1 14.5 96.4 36.8 90.4 0438 81.7
2% Abamectin EC 2 . . . 5
i,
TR ) 100X 2545a 1215b 654 1855b 571 2225b 456  2843b 485
Bamboo vinegar
%jfg 2263a 3123a — 3848a — 3638a — 4908 a —

[FIfT R FRMERE FR LSD JISRE S%eR = ENEEE -

Mean values within column followed the same letter are not significantly different by 1.SD at 5% probability level.
DBT: Days before treatment.

DAT: Days after treatment.
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Table 3. The control efficacy of non-chemicals against adults and nymphs of the lewisi mites on poinsettia

HEZERT MR IR Mgtz 7R MR 14 K

g T 3DAT 7DAT 14 DAT
Treatment -NO'SET WS PRIAT WL DRAR WEE PRSE

mites No.of Control No.of Control No. of Control

mites mites mites
No. No. %% No. % No. %%
TIER ) 100X 49.0a 21.0bec 637 26.0b 64.8 548bc  48.6
Bamboo vinegar
TTER ) 200X 450a 27.8b 474 320b 52.9 745b 236
Bamboo vinegar
2oL
2% Citrole EC 200X 500a 13.0bec  78.0 18.5bc  74.8 375¢ 65.2
10%75 15 FZLH|
10% Fenpropathrin EC 1500X 60.0a 98¢ 859 125¢ 85.6 40.0 ¢ 694
THE

?{ 550a 653a 0 83.0a 0 1195a 0

[FEIfT R FRMERIE Fom LSD JlER1E SY% kR R EEE -

Mean values within column followed the same letter are not significantly different by L.SD at 5% probability level.
DBT: Days before treatment.

DAT: Days after treatment.
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Development of Technology for the Control of
Poinsettia Mite, Eotetranychus lewisi McGregor

His-Pin Shih

Summary

The experiments were conducted to study the population fluctuation and integrated control of
poinsettia mite (Kofetranychus lewisi McGregor). Several insecticides were screened and population
dynamics of poinsettia mites were also investigated. The population densities of E. lewisi in
poinsettia field at Shinwu in 2005 were increasing from October up to the peak in January then
started decreasing. The result of the pesticides screen tests showed that 20% Pyridaben WP 2000X,
2.8% Bifenthrin EC 1000X, 10% Etoxazole FP 4000X and 2% Abamectin EC 1500X could give
100% mortality. Field trials showed that 2.8% Bifenthrin EC 1000X and 2% Abamectin EC 1500X
were significantly effective to the control of poinsettia mite. Non-chemical insecticides trials
showed that 2% Citrole EC 200X could give 65.2% mortality.

Key words: poinsettia mite, Eotetranychus lewisi, population fluctuation, insecticide control.



