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Fig.1 Dynamics of the two-spotted spider mite
Tetranychus urticae {TSW) and Phytoseiulus

persimilis (PP) in biological control regions 1
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Fig. 2 Dynamics of the two-spotted spider mite
Tetranychus urticae (TSW) and Phytoseiulus

persimilis (PP) in biological control regions 11

2.2 ZAIE HEMEARIE B
H A 4 AT, AR B IA X T A B i g6
BEBATGE 7 KM 88. 56 %I E 14,21 d 1)

—— TR

150 s RN 1 &
s o EX
2 oz
EE_“H Ny O
{4
s 2
HZ =
11 1 &
He

0 7 14 21 28 35 42
ALPIRHD) Treatment time/d

3 BAEBAR _BEMES BRMEZEN
Fig. 3 Dynamics of the two-spotted spider mite
Tetranychus urticae (TSW) and Phytoseiulus

persimilis (PP) in combined control regions
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Fig. 4 Reduction rate of the two-spotted spider mite
Tetranychus urticae (TSW) in different treatments
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of single and combination treatments of Phytoseiulus persimilis,

Field Control Effect of Phytoseiulus persimilis (Acari:Phytoseiidae) ,
Bifenazate and Their Combination on Two-spotted Spider Mite
Tetranychus urticae (Acari:Tetranychidae) on Strawberry

JIN Guihua, SONG Jingyi, WANG Zehua,CHEN Jincui, WEI Shujun, GONG Yajun
(Institute of Plant and Environmental Protection, Beijing Academy of Agriculture and Forestry Sciences, Beijing 100097)

Abstract; Tetranychus urticae (Acari; Tetranychidae) was used as control object, in strawberry
greenhouse with slight, moderate and serious damage by Tetranychus urticae , the control effects of
releasing Phytoseiulus persimilis (Acari: Phytoseiidae) , spray of 43% bifenazate 3 000 times dilution
and their combination treatments on Tetranychus urticae were studied in order to supply technology
support for control Tetranychus urticae. The results showed that release of P. Persimilis to the
slightly damaged strawberry by TSW showed high control efficiency, with values above 88% at
different survey period and the highest value of 99. 25%. Release of P. persimilis to the moderately
damaged strawberry by TSW showed slow control efficiency in earlier days, but became better than
that of spraying bifenazate in the later days. Combined method of biological and chemical controls
applied to the moderately damaged strawberry by TSW showed low control efficiency of 51. 55% after
the first treatment, but the value increased with time after the second treatment,6 days after the first
treatment, The control efficiency was high on the TSW when control method was applied according to
the level of damage by the TSW. It was recommended that release of P. persimilis when the density of
the TSW was low, the spray of bifenazate followed by release of P. persimilis when the density of the
TSW was high.

Keywords: Tetranychus urticae ; predatory mite;acaricide; biological control;strawberry



