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Table 1. Changes of T. urticae numbers with time reared on each of bean cultivars tested (control treatment).

Purple Queen Fatima Kentucky wonder white
a8 Jau gia
T.urticae S bugie s hugia 23 Jau gia i
g,y /@93 T. urticae e b gia T. urticae a3 b gia sk
Mean no. by day,y/ i /31, 8Y) &,y ali/aus S gulal bt
of T. Mean Mean no. of Mean Mean no. of Mean Al («°) Bl Al f
urticae/ leaves no./ T. urticae/ leaves no./ T. urticae/ leaves no./ % Temperature Inspection
leaflet plant leaflet plant leaflet plant RH % average (°C) date
0.15+0.6 3 0.1+0.2 3 0.7+0.2 3 22-78 11-38 20/3/2018
2.312.0 5 0.16+0.06 8 0.440.14 5 26-77 13-35 27/3/2018
3.245.8 10 0.18+3.2 12 0.17£2.4 7 33-71 14-37 3/4/2018
19.2+20.8 15 25.0£30.0 17 25.0£53.6 13 33-64 23-42 10/4/2018
13.1+32.8 20 26.2+36.6 21 41.7+62.6 15 25-72 15-48 17/4/2018
9.4163.6 17 14.0+42.2 27 49.0+102.2 20 29-53 23-38 24/4/2018
5.6+340.4 15 3.5+£292.6 25 96.0+333.2 19 22-65 16-44 2/5/2018
2.4+830.0 6 3.6+796.0 20 3.5+774.0 15 25-68 21-39 9/5/2018
6.3+1635 7 3.1+2180.0 5 29-53 23-38 16/5/2018

LSD at 5% for T. urticae = 28.46

28.46 = T.urticae - %5 4 sixe (5 siua Jie (5 sina (34 JA

(00 siall Alalas) A 5 paall el sualdl) Calial e s iS5 xie P, persimilis o yidall s T. urticae s il Jaci 53 2 Jgaa
Table 2. Changes in numbers of T. urticae and P. persimilis when reared on bean cultivars tested (predator treatment).

Purple Queen Fatima Kentucky wonder white
Jas gla Jas gia
e hugia A buglsa A hugia a8 o gia e e bugia A hugia e
foa bl A A 1) 580 3 b gia P & /@ ekl P & /380
a5 a5 il Jon Sidal) a5 il a5 4,5 il

Mean no. Mean no. Mean no. 4,5 Mean no. Mean Mean no. Mean no. Mean (GO
no. of P. of T. of . Mean no. of of T. no. of of P. of T. no. of 3 Al
persimilis/ urticae/ leaves/ P. persimilis/ urticae/ leaves/ persimilis/ urticae/ leaves/  Inspection
leaflet leaflet plant leaflet leaflet plant leaflet leaflet plant date
0.4+0.4 3 0.0 3 0.0 3 20/3/2018
1.0+1.4 6 0.57+0.2 8 0.5+0.6 5 27/3/2018
2.0+4.0 10 1.2+3.0 12 0.1+2.0 7 3/4/2018
- 15.3+18.0 15 - 16.6+20.8 18 - 30.5+38.6 13 10/4/2018
0.3+0.4 26.3+30.0 20 0 15.0+27.4 24 0 9.1+39.0 15 17/4/2018
1.2+1.4 19.2+31.2 22 0.1+0.6 6.7+38.2 30 0.08+0.4 9.3+41.0 20 24/4/2018
1.5+4.0 16.7+109.6 23 2.5+12.0 3.7£210.6 33 2.0+6.6 8.5+252.0 19 2/5/2018
11.1+18.0 17.5+267.8 19 8.3+48.8 3.31£149.8 31 2.5+11.2 2.0+310.4 19 9/5/2018
16.7£30.0  9.1+316.0 18 6.4+84.4 9.1+110.1 30 17.3+47.0  3.0#504.6 18 16/5/2018
16.6+31.2 6.7+63.0 20 2.5+219.8 14.5+85.0 27 2.3+172.4  2.5+412.4 20 23/5/2018
4.6+109.6 0.0 21 1.4+350.0 0.0 29 2.54+200.0 0 23 30/5/2018

.13.59 = P. persimilis 45 <58.75 = T.urticae - %5 Jiaial (5 siue ic (5 sina (3,8 Jil

LSD at P=0.05 for T. urticae = 58.75 and for P. persimilis= 13.59.
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Table 3. The efficacy of P. persimilis in controlling T. urticae for each of three bean cultivars tested (predator treatment).

Purple Queen Fatima Kentucky wonder white
2 ke dpud s ke dpud s ke dpud

A Belis A Belis R Belis e Al &y 0
Predator:prey %o i2Y) Predator:prey %ol si2Y) Predator:prey %o i2Y) Inspection
ratio Efficacy % ratio Efficacy % ratio Efficacy % date
10/4/2018
17/4/2018
1:50 25 1:64 1:103 14 24/4/2018
1:3 33 1:18 31 1:38 44 2/5/2018
1:2 29 1:3 38 1:28 50 9/5/2018
1:3 53 1:1 73 1:11 44 16/5/2018
1:2 53 1:0.38 90 1:11 68 23/5/2018
1:1 100 1:.0 100 1:.0 100 30/5/2018
1.0 100 6/6/2018
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Figure 3. The distribution of T. urticae and P. persimilis on
the three plant height levels (predator treatment).
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Figure 1. The correlation between the numbers of T. urticae
and P. persimilis in the predator treatment (bean cv. Fatima).
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Abstract
Ahmad, M., R. Zidan and A. Shaabow. 2020. Comparison of three cultivars of climbing bean as host of Tetranychus
urticae Koch and its predator mite Phytoseiulus persimilis Athias-Henroit. Arab Journal of Plant Protection, 38(2): 122-
129.

Tetranychus urticae Koch is considered an important host for the predatory mite Phytoseiulus persimilis Athias-Henroit, in biological
control programs. It is necessary for rearing T. urticae on a suitable host plant in order to obtain considerable numbers of T. urticae in a short
period of time. This study aimed to investigate the change in numbers of both T. urticae and P. persimilis, on three cultivars of climbing bean:
Kentucky wonder white, Fatima, and Purple Queen to determine the most suitable cultivar for rearing P. persimilis, and the most suitable host
for T. urticae, and employ those cultivars for predator rearing in biological control programs. Results obtained showed that Kentucky wonder
white was the most suitable host plant for T. urticae in biological control programs, and Fatima was the most suitable for rearing the predator

mite P. persimilis.

Keywords: Tetranychus urticae, Phytoseiulus persimilis, Biological control, Bean.
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