Research Paper (Loss Assessment: Insects)

Lalily) aldball (2 & (Bemisia tabaci) sl ohdll diby il
cila Ao 8118 ' ol ciial
"haaal) saafy dolgail) suia A Alul) Cil sana P ) AL
EE\:D}HA cg._ﬂ; c;.ﬂ; daals cs\.c\))l\ E\_AS ‘QL.\.'J\ :\5\5) (u.n.s. (2) éz\fw “._ﬂ; ‘L')Lﬂ\ g EJ\.J! s:\:ﬂ;b)“ :‘:Ld:d\ C'.lj;.lﬂ dalall 3\.‘\:\41\ (1)
ziadissa989@gmail.com :duhall Caalll g SSIY) 20,01 2 y0m cBlas cBles Cigmn 550 caeh) )l dnalall Eignll dalal) 234l (3)

oaidlall

Laliy) clpdall Gan 2 (Bemisia tabaci) sbéad) ol bl il 2021 . draad) dasly lgaill sia ¢ aldl Gl sana calyj ¢ puast)
https://doi.org/10.22268/AJPP-39.4.241251 .251-241 :(4)39 duall cliil) d:lg dlaa . uls dliblaa 8 "118 s’ Ghadl) ciial

iy Cla Alilag/cpe 5 didaie (3 "T18 s’ bl Caial duegilly Lality ) chdzall b elianll LLAL LaY) 5T poasl 2uhal o3a cujal
CLAl b G G il dles das GalEYL bl Culad et dakd ely G il 10 Gadal) aa (a8 Cplusgalls Blaie (alil e
Coelal L (oadl pag G5y wLa Aalaag ¢dadl 800 400 200 (0) dikise SBLS ayl 2019 5 2018 Caamisall AS 3 8/1 doyly (alid) Jaks Ganly)
b e (816 0) e g il (e LA (o5 ¢l B A yaall L) ey eliandl AL AES Gy dule Ll cBle ()
LY s il G AnlRallyy ol Aley il oy S Seally el Seally aSlly Jawsiall Gsall de Cus e duelilaiaY) (gl cDlalas
OS5 «%76.89 M 71.94 e olail) dle 8 2l dus i X %72.97 ) 63.05 e i) e clioal) dae 8 2l Al g (dahisa)
s clS8 2019 ausall & LI .2018 ausall 8 43,5/350m 822.07 () 90.67 e bypal) LIS ¢ 1)) vic %24.4 s 5.86 85all (35 3 38U
Oe bl Lo Lyl ehal) s 8 S A i 33)54,6701.2 ) 76.47 e lysall BES ¢ lisy) diad . alid) avssall e Ji ple <80 a4l
Jalee e cialy Led .%14.21 3a 5.75 e Byl Oy 3 8Wls %34.80 ) 7.69 e bl Ao b 3l A ol SISy % 29.77 ) 4.58
L) sl K5 Lea (gl e 201952018 Gpamsall 3 =0.706 5 —0.681 dugyaall laally (sl LA Sljen BES o (R) BLyY)
e sl lpdally Ay paall daliY) hdsa) o elianll LA
gall ae (Byall (s cdaaliy) cilybzall cilia Gl Colas ¢l (Bemisia tabaci eliaud) ol 4L :dalita ilals

AileasS)) Al a diald daaliail plud cawdg L,ES ) ST dala
ol e las Ayl iy
bl e elzanll plaall 4L e Uyl Sy
S PR G dlilly gsil) Galisial e Bydla gV ¢yl
Gang Siball el dayll pshadll lale sati lly dabusel) 5ol
Lald) 4880 o) ehal ot DS e AR5 Apsal) (g e
Laddl el Laliy clblall 2000 de ) e gl aial
e Blasll Laliaid dagiy «(Umaharan et al., 1998) g
Jiy cilina) e aS i Ll ddbdall Lslal) sy 3lysY)
$35: Les (Bethke et al., 1991) Ghs¥) & Ssall cuSall Ll
Cige Eaan o (Kas o(Umaharan et al., 1998) G&lys¥! bl )
Lmpe €I aleaty clill delie G of (S WS g 800 eals
Bl eWla iy Ll diegi e Jiliilly (9881 VL ALl

241 Arab J. Pl. Prot. Vol. 39, No. 4 (2021)

dandal)

it Bemisia tabaci (Gennadius) elawll Glaall ld axd
) jhal e sasly (Hemiptera) 45,5 (Aleyrodidae) luad
Sogs 900 olany muly lilse e Slay Al
53 Js¥ ilaus (Simmons et al., 2008 ¢Oliveira et al., 2001)
Jsl IS LS «(Cock, 1993) 1889 ale lisdl & ol Jsis b
Dabia iy 8 il e 8had BS sliandl il 403 Jon o
Jleds & GlLABBl die (o S gy oalall Ol Gliyde (e
& Ay WS clagd) Gl 4L clas (Wls GlasU) xigl
Al LS5 g g clalle cbad cayd <)
480 ol e elianll LLA a3 duyem A9 (Traboulsi, 1994)

https://doi.org/10.22268/AJPP-39.4.241251
Avrab Society for Plant Protection <Ll 4,8 5l 4 jall Lxaall 2021 ©


https://doi.org/10.22268/AJPP-39.4.241251

lede capal lils 10 opa3 %ol daloses syl dnaill canad
ESa dipae) Aehl Bl Cluag caes daeh) i deadll Glilee
hie Laaa Jiled @) Gaih dakd IS culaé (2019 ol
oaldY) G dilae CSHg can 220%130%130 dena Cplussalls
Bl & padlll Jh b sl il g Ul Caea Jala
0) ddnide SIS ayl (ald) Jaly cliaull LLAL (saall eyl
aals (ol [2all 0 Alsladl) cpsie) o aill/2all 800 400 200
2l Alalee ks 10 @sai %0 1 dalie <SGy pall (e Jf
leUadl) aanaiy Aol G . (geie (el (all g Gov (LB
ldlas JSI )y Ko 3D 6l jaliy (RCBD) kel 455l

dbdlae A (pe & dahaie (o sbanll LU Gl Caes
il b deganall AEY) Cumgy QLAN clils e ge cls
Ciles Jue Byl A3l elaa]) mhas e aung slhat @l dals)
Sl clpdal) laill cusal (Parafilm) aldblil )l asta
DsSally LY On Swailly casal S (8 Gl e e
(U] 56S) 1] Ay (ggaall (& Craddidg

2018/5/14 & ol deh)) s 2018 ale puse b
((Las: 80 il yac) 2018/8/1 (b elumnll ALl Ciladly (gp2alls
s2alls 2019/4/24 oyl A3l cass 38 2019 plo auiga S Ll
LLAN Cljga 43U C1p08 L (52 100 <lall jae) 2019/8/1 Fl
& (Hyy/nlysall ) dlalae IS G hadl) iy e clall
ee gpaad) (ga Lagy 60 22) 2018/9/30 oyt Js¥) avssal)
Lose 52 30 2019/9/22 ool S ausgall iy (a2 130 il
e sl sae el cial L (an 150 @lal) jee ((ganl) o
& Cus 2019/10/1 52018/9/29 b la skt o AalS il
8-1 0 Sysiaa lajae s 1 Sgal) sl e )l G Speail
saidlaje Ay L 2579 (e Aasia cBysall (oS dlaya ag ol
ST Asidiag (gsal) gmi Alaje Ay Lagy 50726 (e 5S (55l
il (oal puse S Algs A Anaall Sisall a5 L 50 (e
2019/10/225 10 5 2018/10/24 515 & (imis o il
) aganall Q) (g pibiall jeal) aae el B lgia il
g Glua @y ol JS 8 SN magiall Geadl (e @) (s
)lke Alelaall il Sl daws Gilon 5 Alelae US A 839l O3
;A0 AL s Lall

Alalaall — 2alal)

o
L&l 6l %

100 x

McAuslane, ¢Markham etal., 1994) clall Gge caand of oS
Dl IS8 o oK duluall sgul) 554 (s @lls L) Caual (2000
Legl sy bae lgple 5a () Daa)l) shadll DA (e L)
& A5 A daill chda diliall Beail) s I giagay L)
& oalsl Abual) 5ol d5ms e i LS gl elacY) Ll
alally (sticky cotton) 3l Gladll Cajes Ly (lal) 415 5asag doesd
5eliSy dighiall LSl iy o3 ladll ((Sooty Lint) Al
(Johnson et al.,1982 ¢Hector & Hodkinson, 1989) Cakall
dna ISEe cud Al Flug¥ly L) L e (sad Ly
O %10 Aol xS ((Ayars et al., 1986) Jxdl Jlaad daally
-(Hector & Hodkinson, 1989) i

Il cye el b 8yl el e 3l (il 5y00s a3
Lyl calally clbgaally ¢(Strolz, 1992) (haall daiidl)
13 Ay ioilly dggudl] diod il Skl Layg 48 e A5l
Sl glsil 2 (Gl e 508 Gl Lilual) 5ol Caaag
iyl @lySull sucrose s fructose «glucose  «trehalulose
S0 trehalulose Su s Cum chilual) gouill 3 sasagall
Gl A g djlhe ol LT e gl s il Sl
Ge hae sloawll LU Jim Al ALyl . (Ellsworth, 1999)
kil 3l axat e Leadl o(DuFfus, 1996) s il Y]
ol LL3 ddalugy Jaww (sl Cotton leaf curl virus 4w 3
ple Ty ) opliil R SuSUl) & e die Cigjae gag sl
SV 1992 sle & u<a 121458 ) ala)s LHbsa 24 8 1988
199451992 camsa (B %4030 Loty (il Jmna (aid
SN sk Sie I8 clanall Jlasi) of LS. (Mahmood, 1999)
Slandl olad daglaall dia Cigang Al COKE Hlalas 8ol
tlls «(Prabhaker et al., 1998) 8uiall oda Ciladiaa (aua
BV @3 Jualaad)l e 2aell Loy 481 eliand) 2031 Caspal
LAalady|

Al slaull LA e Au ) el e G
LIS Ay Bsad) gy ligall axe ooy (sl Al sl
18 s laall bl Gis e ellyy ¢ ilall gl o
caldly s alidlae 8 del) b adied)

aiihhag Cadl dlga

deis Ahasha e "TI8 s’ Civall (o oyhadll joh de)y) sl
aoall gl 4ol 10 8BSl ddsdlag/gpe B dihaie

(2021) 4 3= 39 alaa Ay ol) bl A8 U 242



LLA Z8ESD (ggina il lia (IS G ALAL (gael) (e Lagy 60
(obil) Sl e alahe gaen el e b a8 sliayl)
2019 S avsall it @y Sly 2018 Jo¥) pugall & el
Jasd ol 3 psall all dhael lae ¢ sall ki dalie gaen e
celand) LLA el Lgina 156 juall jeall slac

Osy bl lalea b alalye auess jeall dlael el
Cpg cDhalaall G SSY) Gl Gana (o0 (99 il S (G920
S el el il Caea e Ju 13ay cpaalall o (358
Casps (2018) V) amsgall g+ Cppanssal) AS 3 llyg jsall Sl
200 ED ElbS (alidY) Gaca sloanll LLAL (goaal) C s
alabe gaens sall slael & L elian 4313 42l 8005 400 5
At Jeall dlacl 85 aly ((Ausine 3ayp) 2aLal) e Ji cuilsa
LEDE EDalaal) cp (F.pr=0.005) disina (33

Jacl 8 LA EDlalas 355 a1 (2019) S anssall b Ll
Deall W ((Fpr=0.202) cdadll el e ddall Gua il jsal)
sloandl LLAL (gpaall cBlalae b oolael cumids) 3 Jausidl
G dagine 3908 s OS] camlall e (Fpr=0.01) Lisiee (i
Jeal) dlael cul€ Tl T < ¢ LLAL ADEN (g5ael) <D lelas
(sal) Alalas b Ladh cuadiily L dgine (398 (3 Ayliie
gl galll aall S, L addll 8 AL 800 Jaee ALAL
Cpalall e LLAD Adladl LUK ve ((griee BHR) A
gsaall EOUN o lalaall (p dugina 3558 (9 (S ¢(F.pr<0.001)
B EE B el o BEAY) e o oS AL
O S augall B danng bl yee o ) siall jeal) slaed
ST Slaas @y lael Gus (ggaal) vie Jg¥) ausall (e LS
Al

dE8lial)g )

sk B el (B gemll e pliand) LLAY clidl daef i
ol il Ao by al) d8ls
Alial Galdy) b phdll bl o eliandl 4L el sl
BB Jaee i 008 i celiand) LA iy (goanll 2
Oogsd 3 il 8 il s Bl e sliandl LU @ilyes
e 201952018 Ganssall 3 gy 5255 60) gpaal) (3o Lt
& Aexdinual) GBI 230 G (gyina Taliy) agag (1 Jsaa) (s
Oo W Cped su Byl o clpsall BESy (x) addl) (g3
(y=1.0702x - 3.626, R? = 0.9288) 2018 auga & (y) o=l
i iy L (y=0.9132x-2.944, R? = 0.9273) 2019 ause i
Camesall ) 3y5/p5m 0.93 5 1.07 Joner 325 L) A3ES
G 88 P il & bl 0/ Al 1 JS ge (s e
(i Il 305 pudanself T 1 ) L

Ll dlalee (& clianll L0 @bjes e 230 dgag das
CaliY) pumy U dlal A 3sms s (g0 (g (il (para
Laddia el (Hon LA dlalea < AL ol Lo o Jaal) <t
Sl aul) Al 3 sdlad) dgall oaedU LLi Ssas e
‘(@\ «Nabius sp. (b «Orius sp.iji «Chrysoperla carnae
L) (e Alaugie BESH ol AL 200 U] dlales S Ll
8005400 D) ilelea b dlle LS il Ly ¢ oligd) csoad)
e la elae il Alilly Gladl) Gl il dall

W ghaiy chadll cfjga A slaand) LAY d8ES L350
b ) e ohdll @l dacl o (2 dsas) bl el
ay llyg (Aaazaliy 5u€ o dlangia o) Seall L cul]) layelasy

O Lag 60 58 2y had LS 10 (g5 %a 1 Aialie ol (e Jiall 8 (A8 5/40 5 58) sloand) LLAN @l ) pa AUS cllan ia |1 Jyaa

2019 pus 5 8 Apelilaal) (5 ganll (o 053 50 55385 2018 w5 (b dpclihaall 5 sl
Table 1. Whitefly nymphs' density average (nymphs/leaf) 50 and 60 days after artificial release of whitefly adults in cotton fields
inside 1m? cages containing 10 plants during 2018 and 2019 seasons, respectively.

(Ua8d/Aall) s giall (B daddiual) alll) & Clalll) 2o

Number of whiteflies adults artificially released per cage s g4

800 400 200 0 Nocage u<iddl Season
21.77+822.07 5.18+£545.20 9.29+90.67 7.61+£25.80 4.32+31.00 2018
17.77£701.20 4.15+466.73 10.37+76.47 5.08+22.27 4.03+£26.33 2019
761.64 505.97 83.97 24.04 28.97 Average  bwsie
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Table 2. Average number of bolls at different development stage on cotton plant in 1m? cage after 60 days of whiteflies adults

artificial release in the field.
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C.m.d\ ‘)‘9.;“ M\ JJ@J‘ hu}ul\ JJQJ\ ):ta.«d.“ JJQJ‘ No. Of
Opened boll Big boll Medium boll Small boll adults in

2019 2018 2019 2018 2019 2018 2019 2018 cage

0.94+12.00a 0.7247.67a 0.47+12.00a 0.47+7.00a 0.72+15.67a 0.72+10.67a 0.47+12.00a 0.94+9.00a Uatd Sh
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1.19+10.67ab 0.98+8.67a 0.72#9.67a  0.94+8.00a 0.54+12.67ab 0.27+10.67a 0.72+10.67a 0.98+9.67 a 0
0.27+7.33bc  0.47£3.00b 0.94+10.67a 0.27+2.00b  0.72+10.67b  0.27+3.33b 0.47+13.00a 0.7245.34b 200
0.47£7.00 bc  0.27#2.33b 0.27+11.00a 0.27+x1.33b  0.54+10.67 b  0.27+3.67b 0.54+11.33a 0.27+4.00b 400
0.94+4.00c  0.27+167b 0.724533b  0.27£1.67b  0.54+£10.67b  0.2742.67b 0.72£+10.67a 0.48+4.00b 800
<0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.01 <0.001 0.202 0.005 F.pro.*
2.64 1.649 1.867 1.954 2.696 1.803 2.331 3.016 LSD
17.1 18.8 10.2 258 11.9 154 10.7 25 C.V%
15.39 41.3 20.58 29.22 7.02 54.84 1.91 8.79 F,14)
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Table 3. Average numbers of boll on cotton plants and percent of openned bolls at the end of season following whiteflies adults
artificially released in cages under field conditions.
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) gl L A (%) i) e i/ sl o clalld) s
Opened Boll number/plant at the s/ shy) Total boll/plant in end of i il
end of the season % of opening at end of September September No. of adults

2019 2018 2019 2018 2019 2018 in cage
23.12+1.00 ab 22.03+0.71 ab 50.60+1.99 a 32.90+1.58 a 51.67+2.31 a 34.67+1.18 a No cage o=k
24.21%¥1.29 a 23.27+1.65a 42.07£2.77b 35.63+3.03 a 43.67+3.18 b 37.00+3.09 a 0
17.59+0.46 b 22.30+3.76 ab 39.53+0.72 b 13.43+0.73 b 41.67+0.29 b 13.67+0.72 b 200
17.47+0.97 b 20.43+1.86 ab 38.20+0.71b 10.57+0.15 b 40.00+0.58 b 11.33+0.27 b 400
12.63+2.31 ¢ 16.80+2.94 b 28.63+2.01 ¢ 9.50+0.25 b 30.67+1.44 ¢ 10.00+0.47 b 800
0.003 0.16 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 P<0.001 F.pro.*
4712 5.597 6.010 6.404 5.732 6.297 LSD
13.2 14.2 8 16.7 7.3 15.7 CV.%
10.66 2.19 18.34 42.29 18.43 46.53 F
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Figure 1. Relationship between whiteflies nymph number on cotton leaves (nymphs/leaf) and yield loss (%) in numbers of cotton

balls per plant in cages during 2018 and 2019 seasons.
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Figure 2. Relationship between whiteflies nymphs' density on cotton leaves (nymph/leaf) and % loses in weight of cotton bolls

(9) in cages during 2018 and 2019 seasons.
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Table 4. Average productivity of cotton plants in a cage with area 1 m?(g/m?) under effect of artificial release of whiteflies adults
in field condition with cages.
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productivity in cages during 2018 and 2019 seasons.
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Abstract

Al-Eisa, Z., M.N. El-Salti, M. EI-Nabhan and A. El-Jumaa. 2021. The Effect of Whiteflies on Productivity and Boll Weight
of Cotton “Aleppo 118” Variety in Aleppo Governorate. Arab Journal of Plant Protection, 39(4): 241-251.
https://doi.org/10.22268/AJPP-39.4.241251

This study was conducted to evaluate the negative effects of whiteflies on productive and qualitative measurements of “Aleppo 118~
variety of cotton. The experiment was conducted in Tal-Aran village, Aleppo Governorate, muslin covered cages, and each cage was considered
a replicate containing 10 cotton plants. The release of whitefly adults was conducted on August 1 every season at four different densities (0
adults, 200 adults, 400 adults and 800 adults, in addition to uncovered plot as a control). The results obtained showed that there was no effect
of cages on the evaluated components. A negative correlation was found between different whiteflies densities and cotton yield. The yield of
the treatment where no adult whiteflies were added exceeded all other treatments where an artificial whitefly adult was released at different
levels. Loss in cotton balls increased from 63.05 to 72.97%, and the loss in cotton yield increased from 71.94 to 76.89%. The loss in boll
weight increased from 5.86 to 24.4% when the density of nymphs increased from 90.67 to 822.07 nymph/leaf during 2018 season. In 2019
season, yield loss was less than in the previous season and loss in cotton yield increased from 7.69 to 34.80%. Loss in boll weight increased
from 5.75 to 14.21% when the density of whitefly nymphs increased from 76.47 to 701.2 nymph/leaf. Likewise, the correlation between
whiteflies nymph density and yield components was R= -0.681 and R=-0.706 during 2018 and 2019 growing seasons, respectively, which
confirm the negative effect of whiteflies on cotton yield and lint quality.
Keywords: Whiteflies, cage experiment, cotton boll weight, bolls number, productivity.
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