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Table 1. Development time, pupation rate and emergence rate of Mallada basalis fed on

different preys
Preys | | Developmént time (day). Pupation | Emergence

1%instar  2instar 3" instar Pupa (%) (%)

C. cephalonica 4.0+0.0b 3.0£05b 45+£0.7b 10.6+£0.7a 100 90
(n=10) (n=10) (n=10) (n=10)

T. urticae 56£0.7a 50+1.0a 12+14a - 20 0
(*n=10) (n=9) (n=2)

A.gossypii 3.5+£05b 32+04b 55+1.0b 99+0.7ab 100 100
(n=10) (n=10) (n=10) (n=10)

L. erysimi 39+03b 34+05b 47+1.1b 94+£05D 100 90

(n=10) (=10) (n=10) (n = 10)

*The number of lacewings larva tested.
Means (+ SE) followed by the same letter in a column are not significantly different at
p <0.05
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Fig. 1. Variation of stage proportion for Mallada basalis larva fed on different preys
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Table 2. Predation of Mallada basalis fed on different preys

Predation (prey)
Preys Total larval
Y 1% instar 2" instar 3™ instar
stage
80.4+83Db 113.6+£172b 477.0+ 184D
T urticae 680.0+28.3 b
(n=10) (n=9) (n=2)
A. gossypii 16.6 +43¢ 47.7+83¢c 300.3+472¢ 364.6 £49.4 ¢
(n=10) (n=10) (n=10)
o 46+3.0d 17.1+£6.0d 157.5+38.5d 179.2+£429d
L. erysimi
(n=10) (n=10) (n=10)

398.6+100.7a 700.3+316.9a 30482+7139a 4147.1+877.7a

C. cephalonica
(n=10) (n=10) (n=10)

Means (+ SE) followed by the same letter in a column are not significantly different at p<0.05
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Fig. 2. Mean cumulative predation and development time of Mallada basalis fed on L.
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Fig. 3. Mean daily predation of Mallada basalis fed on L. erysimi, T. urticae and A.
gossypii during larval stage (Bars = = SE)

ER

— ~ NEFak RAPA LI L R

AT E R &I AE - THReENEAERSEIE (SRR 2 1
WresErel (Rl ~ B30 ) BEBEIRHTE F BN R - e B THvE
REEIRRIRIN A RIS FAREEE R (R—) - FARREEEGHIRER
BHEEAE] - AERE I FEal Rk O E S Hofth F #s &6 (Kawooya er al., 1988; Tzumi et
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Kalyanasundaram, 2016) ° Sattar ez al. (2011) HIJHE 3% 58 S04 1 & AR 0 Ay 28 & 1
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Assessment of prey performance of lacewing
Mallada basalis (Neuroptera : Chrysopidae) on
three different pests

Mei-Chun Lu”, Han-Yan Ding

Miaoli District Agricultural Research and Extension Station, Council of Agriculture, Executive Yuan

ABSTRACT

Lacewing (Mallada basalis) is a generalist predator, widely-distributed in Taiwan.
They preferred to prey on aphid (Aphis spp.), spider mite (Zetranychus spp.) as well as
whitefly (Bemisia argentifolii). In order to study the prey performance and capacity of
lacewing on three different pests, cotton aphid (Aphis gossypii), mustard aphid (Lipaphis
erysimi), and two spotted spider mite (7etranychus urticae), were fed to lacewing larva
and the growth and development of lacewing, predation capacity (including foraging
amount, mean daily predation, and mean cumulative predation) were evaluated under
laboratory condition. Moreover, lacewing fed on eggs of rice moth (Corcyra cephalonica),
an alternative diet, was performed as control treatment. Lacewing fed on two aphids
was performed 90-100% pupation, however, two spotted spider mite diet showed a
developmental retardation and high mortality during larva stage, only 20% of larva
survival and no individual emerged to the adult stage. The accumulative prey capacity
per larva was 364.6 for cotton aphid, 179.2 for mustard aphid, and 680, for two spotted
spider mite. The mean daily and cumulative predation of lacewing showed variation upon
different preys and reached the maximum at 3" instar, however, longer predation duration
of the two spotted spider mite was observed. The prey capacity of lacewing in this study
might provide the information for augmentative biocontrol of lacewing in the field.

Keywords: Mallada basalis, predatory capacity, Aphis gossypii, Lipaphis erysimi,

Tetranychus urticae
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