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Table 1. Frequency and percentage of presence of various spider mites in rose

TU and TK TU TK PC

County Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Total

(%0) (o) (%) (%)
Changhwa 2 3.8 44 83.0 5 9.4 2 3.8 53
Nantou 1 3.1 28 87.5 3 9.4 0 0.0 32
Taichung 0 0 21 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 21
Total 3 2.8 93 87.7 8 7.6 2 1.9 106
TU: Tetranychus urticae Koch TK: T. kanzawai Kishida PC: Panonychus citri (McGregor)
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Table 2. Susceptibility of T. kanzawai on rose to the commonly used acaricides

LC50 LC90 Recommended
Acaricides (95%FL) (95%FL) conc.in the FTI' SlopetSE
(mg/ml) (mg/ml) field(mg/ml)

Amitraz 0.0363 0.1761 0.2500 0.7 1.8710.31
(0.0238-0.048) (0.1268-0.3058)

Bifenthrin 0.0128 0.0251 0.0140 1.8 4.41%0.54
(0.0111-0.0149) (0.0209-0.0331)

Fenpropathrin 0.0223 0.1213 0.0667 1.8 1.7410.27
(0.0149-0.0298) (0.0838-0.0223)

Fenbutatinoxide 0.1123 0.4992 0.2500 2.0 1.98%0.30
(0.0807-0.1435) (0.3601-0.8568)

Clofentesine 0.0593 0.5212 0.1400 3.7 1.36%0.22

(0.0366-0.0829) (0.3315-1.1286)

! FTI=Field toxicity index=Recommedned field rate used for mite control/LC90 of the spider mite on rose.
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Table 3. Effect of two different application intervals of 2% abamectin E.C. to T. urticae on rose

After 2nd application (day)

Prespray
Treatment . 7 14 21
No. mites
No. mites Control (%) No. mites Control (%) No.mites Control (%)
A 357 15.7a° 75.2 17.2a 77.3 2.9a 46.7
Adult B 454 25.3a 68.6 46.0b 52.3 3.8a 45.0
C 54.5 96.7b 0 115.7¢ 0 8.3b 0
A 9.7 1.2a 90.4 0.3a 97.1 24a 74.1
Larva B 8.4 1.6a 85.2 0.6a 93.3 2.4a 70.0
C 8.6 11.1b 0 9.2b 0 8.2b 0
A 114.8 19.6a 87.2 21.8 90.1 60.6a 64.6
Egg B 168.3 17.4a 92.2 68.4b 78.9 122.2b 51.3
C 143.0 190.3b 0 275.1¢c 0 213.1c 0
A 160.2 26.5a 84.2 39.3a 87.4 65.9a 63.1
Total B 222.1 44 3a 86.2 115.0b 73.3 128.4b 48.1
C 206.1 298.1b 0 400.0c 0 229.6¢ 0

"A: Two sprays: interval of 1 weeks. B: Two sprays: interval of 3 days. C: CK.
? Means in each column followed by the same letter are not different significantly at 5% level according to Duncan's
multiple range test.
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Table 4. Effect of two different application intervals of 68.1% propargite E.C. to T. urticae on rose

After 2nd application (day)

Treatment NP(r)eSrIr);?eys 7 14 21
’ No. mites Control (%) No. mites Control (%) No. mites Control (%)
A" 505 24.6a’ 72.6 42.2a 60.6 12.6a 0
Adult B 55.7 20.4a 79.4 37.0a 68.7 9.2a 0
C 54.5 96.7b 0 115.7b 0 8.3a 0
A 6.0 1.8a 76.8 1.6a 75.1 2.3a 59.8
Larva B 16.2 2.2a 89.5 1.5a 91.3 3.7a 76.0
C 8.6 11.1b 0 9.2b 0 8.2b 0
A 181.3 52.2a 78.4 61.9a 82.3 183.8a 32.0
Egg B 150.1 48.0a 76.0 75.9a 73.7 217.4b 2.8
C 143.0 190.3b 0 275.1b 0 213.1b 0
A 237.8 78.6a 77.1 105.7a 77.1 198.7a 25.0
Total B 222.0 70.6a 78.0 114.4a 73.4 230.3a 6.9
C 206.1 298.1b 0 400.0b 0 229.6a 0

12 See Table 3.
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Table 5. Effect of two different application intervals of 2.8% Bifenthrin E.C. to T. urticae on rose

After 2nd application (day)

Treatment £(f)esrlr)lriileys 7 14 21
’ No. mites Control (%) No. mites Control (%) No. mites Control (%)
A" 400 63.9b” 10.0 69.2a 18.5 12.5a 0
Adult B 70.4 49.2a 60.5 75.8a 493 10.0a 6.7
C 54.5 96.7¢ 0 115.7b 0 8.3a 0
A 7.7 6.2b 37.6 2.9a 64.8 8.6b 0
Larva B 17.5 4.1a 81.9 4.9a 73.8 6.9a 58.6
C 8.6 11.1c 0 9.2b 0 8.2b 0
A 119.0 146.4a 7.6 149.5a 34.5 240.8a 0
Egg B 140.6 140.1a 25.1 174.0a 35.7 234.4a 0
C 143.0 190.3b 0 275.1b 0 213.1a 0
A 166.7 216.5a 10.2 221.6a 31.5 264.9a 0
Total B 228.5 193.4a 41.5 254.7a 42.6 251.3a 1.3
C 206.1 298.1b 0 400.0b 0 229.6a 0

12 See Table 3.
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Table 6. Effect of two different application intervals of 38% Dienochlor F. to T. urticae on rose

After 2nd application (day)

Prespray
Treatment . 7 14 21
No. mites
No. mites Control (%) No. mites Control (%) No. mites Control (%)
A 351 50.9b 18.3 90.4a 21.9 8.9a 0
Adult B 64.0 37.1a 67.3 91.3a 47.6 8.9a 8.7
C 54.5 96.7¢ 0 115.7b 0 8.3a 0
A 8.2 6.0a 433 3.6a 59.0 7.0a 10.5
Larva B 15.7 6.4a 68.4 4.1a 75.6 6.5a 56.6
C 8.6 11.1b 0 9.2b 0 8.2a 0
A 109.4 154.6b 0 129.5b 38.5 184.8a 0
Egg B 142.0 101.8a 46.1 108.2a 60.4 201.2a 4.9
C 143.0 190.3b 0 275.1¢c 0 213.1a 0
A 152.7 211.5b 4.2 223.5b 24.6 200.7a 0
Total B 221.7 145.3a 54.7 183.6a 57.3 216.6a 12.3
C 206.1 298.1b 0 400.0c 0 229.6a 0

12 See Table 3.
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Table 7. Effect of two different application intervals of 68.1% Propargite E.C. to T. kanzawai on rose

After 2nd application (day)

Prespray
Treatment . 7 14 21
No. mites -
No. mites Control (%) No. mites Control (%) No. mites Control (%)
Al 106.8 6.8a° 89.0 2.5a 81.1 5.4b 13.4
Adult B 105.1 4.0a 934 1.8a 91.3 1.2a 80.5
C 70.2 40.7b 0 13.8b 0 4.1b 0
A 7.6 2.8b 58.2 0.1a 94.4 0.7b 0
Larva B 8.5 0.5a 93.3 0.1a 94.0 0.0a 100.0
C 7.6 6.7¢c 0 1.8b 0 0.7b 0
A 136.7 19.2b 85.1 10.3a 65.1 4.5a 32.3
Egeg B 158.6 4.7a 96.9 8.8a 74.3 3.5a 54.6
C 125.5 118.0c 0 27.1b 0 6.1b 0
A 2511 28.8b 85.9 12.9a 75.5 10.6b 21.3
Total B 272.2 9.2a 95.8 10.7a 81.3 4.7a 67.8
C 203.3 165.4c 0 42.7b 0 10.9b 0

12 See Table 3.
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Table 8. Effect of two different application intervals of 38% Dienochlor F. to T. kanzawai on rose

After 2nd application (day)

Prespray
Treatment . 7 14 21
No. mites .
No. mites Control (%) No. mites Control (%) No. mites Control (%)
A 98.0 15.9a° 92.0 4.9a 74.6 1.2a 79.0
Adult B 83.6 21.1a 56.5 3.7a 77.5 1.5a 69.3
C 70.2 40.7b 0 13.8b 0 4.1b 0
A 6.6 2.9a 50.2 0.7a 55.2 Oa 100.0
Larva B 11.0 2.1a 78.3 0.7a 73.1 Ob 70.4
C 7.6 6.7b 0 1.8b 0 0.7c 0
A 152.0 20.6a 85.6 12.0a 63.4 2.7a 67.5
Egg B 154.7 28.8a 80.2 11.9a 64.4 3.2a 57.4
C 125.5 118.0b 0 27.1b 0 6.1b 0
A 256.6 39.4a 81.1 17.6a 67.3 3.6a 73.8
Total B 2493 52.0a 74.4 16.3a 68.9 5.0a 62.6
C 203.3 165.4b 0 42.7b 0 10.9b 0
12 See Table 3.
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Spider Mites on Roses and Their Control'

Wen-Jer Wang, Ta-Shiu Liu* and Yuh-Sha Wang

ABSTRACT

A recent survey revealed that the three most common spider mites and their
appearance frequency on roses in control Taiwan were the two-potted spider mite,
Tetranychus urticae Koch, 87.9%; the Kanzawa spider mite, Tetranychus kanzawai
Kishide, 7.6%; and the citrus red mite, Panonychus citri (McGregor). 1.9%. Laboratoy
test showed that the Kanzawa spider rnite, while fully susceptible to amitraz, had low
level of resistance to several commonly wused acaricides including bifenthrin,
fenpropathuin, fenbutatin-oxide and clofentezine. Field experiments using two
application intervals showed that 2% abamectin EC and 68.1% propargite EC applied
conventionally, and 2.8% bienthrin CE and 33% dienochlor F. applied twice at an
interval of 3-days, gave better control of the two-spotted spider mites on roses. For the
kanzawa spider mites, conventional application of 68.1% propargite EC was less
effective while no significant deference was observed between the two application

regimes for 38% dienochlor F.

Keywords: rose, spider mite, control.
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