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Abstract : A ecological nodel O= mlnV was devel poed to assess host adaptation for fecundity of Bemsi a

P B
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abaci ( Ccnnai d

us), where m= paraneters of average eggs wthin a tine period, and V = vari ance of

sanpl es. The nodel was used to assess the fecundity of whitefly on 37 pl ant species. The results showed

that the whitefly was able to lay eggs on nost host plants, and the fecundity of adults was affected by host

plants eit her.

37 host plants were classified wth clustering analysis into 3 groups: favorite hosts, adaptive

hosts and non-adaptive hosts. The results fromclustering anal ysis were not accordant wth host-donai n

hypot hesi s, because the close relative plants were classified to different clusters. It was found that,in a-

nal ysis of palr-sanpl es nean conpari ng,

the different bio-type of whitefly showed a significant difference

In the host adaptation while the sane bio-type whitefly population wth different feedi ng experience

showed the quite simlar perfornance.
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Tab.1 Statistic of ovlposmon for B type population of B. tabaci from cabbage

ZF & host plant FEHIE eggs 5 % variance 7= B %Uﬂ_ wlposnmn( 0)
FEZR Hibiscus mutabilis 7.8 +1.3 12. 50 3.07
W 4G Citrus madurensis 36.0+11.6 1 090. 00 5.15
WAL Gossypium hirsutum 25.7 +3. 4 93. 07 5. 68
22 Hibiscus rosa-sinensis 37.0+4. 4 156, 57 7. 32
Eg?i—‘nnf Euphorbia pulcherrima 43,3 +6.7 364. 50 7.33

% 17 Phaseolus vulgaris 68.5+9.8 778. 57 10. 29
jﬁjm Lycopersicon esculentum 82.3 +11.0 971. 64 11. 96
# J\ Cucumis sativus 110.7 +14. 5 1671. 36 14. 92
T IESE Lactuca sativa var. longifolia 129.4 £11. 6 1069. 98 18. 35
H & Brassica oleracea L: var. capitata 145.3 +12.1 1171. 64 20. 56
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Tab.2 Statistic of oviposition for Cv type population of B. tabact

| s
2 host plant - FEENE eggs 75 & variance 7= BN oviposition( O )

M #E Citrus madurensis 14.38 +5.30 22484 2.65

#i JI\ Cucumis sativus 14.75 +4.49 161. 36 2.90

F A —— Sh 41 Euphorbia pulcherrnma. 31.00 £6.60 348. 57 5.30

%% Hibiscus rosa-sinensis 42.88 +£6.31 318.938 7.44

AR it A Codiaeum variegatum var. pictum 84.25 +9 83 773.36 12. 67

MM Lactuca sativa var. longifolia B 90. 50 9. 47 7.1 13.76
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Tab.3 Statistic of oviposition for B type population of B. tabaci from cucumber

-

2 F host plant | | r=Hi & eggs 75 %= variance = BREN oviposition( O)
AJN Carica papaya 2.3£0.8 5.07 139
AR A Codiaeum variegatum var. pietum 5.6+10.4 19.70 1. 89
Y1 FFi B Bauhinia purpurea 8.3+2.7 56. 21 2.05
B R Ricinus communts 13.9+4. 3 150. 98 271
Y25 Hibiscus mutabilis 11.0x2. 1 39. 00 3.00
2 538 (i i Millettia pochycarpa 10.,0£1.5 16. 86 3.54
MR FL Nicotiana tabacum 14.4 +£2.3 41.70 3.85
(12~ Michelia alba 18.4+3.7 107. 41 3.93
KB Manihot esculeata 8.0+0.9 7.43 3.99
WwE L Plumpago auriculata 19.3.%£3. 7 113. 64 4. 07
%3 3E Alocasia macrorhiza 23 3 28.3 227. 64 4. 28
Fi)AZ Lycium chinense 30.0£9.4 705. 43 4. 57
WA — L 41 Euphorbia pulcherrima 45.1 +12.2 1 197.55 6. 37
F3 A4t Gossypium hirsutum 38.9+5.2 220. 98 7. 20
4% Citrus madurensis 49.9 +10.4 868. 98 T.37
#1116 & Tephrosia vogelii 48.4 +7.6 400. 62 8. 08
B8 Cassia surattensts 42.8 £4. 6 168. 21 8. 34
H: 32 Lactuca sativa var. crispa 64.8 +18. 1 2 286. 81 8. 38
=i} & Trifolium repens 36.0+£2.8 64. 00 8. 66
i Solanum melongena var. esculentum 56. 543, 242, 86 10. 29
£ g Phaseolus vulgaris 77.1+14.9 1 790.70 10. 30
2> Brassica parachinensis 65.9+6.0 289. 84 10. 44
47 I\ Luffa cylindrical 70.0 £9. 7 749. 71 10. 57
Rk I% Abelmoschus esculentus 72.7 £10.7 909. 36 10. 68
¥ A Capsicum frutescens 63.4 +5. 8 239, 29 {1. 58
E B3 Brassica oleracea var. botrytis 65.9 £6.0 289. 84 11. 62
5 2% Hibiscus rosa-sinensis 55.9+3.7 112. 41 11. 83
# A Lycopersicon esculentum 107.7 £17.6 2 479. 07 13.79
—-Sh21 Euphorbia pulcherrima 115.1 £15.2 1 854.70 15. 30
% | Raphanus sativus var. longipinnatus 107.1 £11. 4 1 043. 55 15. 41
FOZ Dioscorea alata 134.5 +16.3 2 141.71 [7.54
Hi JIN Cucumis saiivus 133.3 +14. 2 1 610. 21 18. 05
Wi 3 Lactuca sativa var. longifolia 134.7 +13.0 1 354.79 18. 69
15 Brassica oleracea var. capitata 162.3 +18.6 2T752.719 20. 49
W21 %] Ageratum conyzoides 158. 6 +14.4 1 659.13 21. 40
#& 4 Ipomoea nil 132.6 + 6.4 324. 27 22.94

057 WH. 25 _Wedeli'a, Ehin&mis 166.4 +9.8 764. 84 25.06
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Tab.4 Comparing among three population of B. ftabaci on

Same host plant

S ——aiiek i P Ky ~— e - =

2 F host

0 1{d 5 value

w/.  H B. oleracea | Cy &

C. satius  var.capuata  Cv type

& I\ Cucumis sativus 18. 05 14,92 2.90
B2 Hibiscus rosa-sinensis 11.83 .32 7. 44
B¥4E—ghZL Euphorbia pulchernima 6.37 .33 5.30
RIS Citrus madurensis 7.37 5. 15 2. 65

M¥E3¢ Lactuca sativa var. longifolia 18.69 ' I18.35 13.76

K Phaseolus vudgaris

i T-Solanum melongena var. esculerntum
3%y Brassica parachwiensis

22 NI\ Luffa cylindrical

i FKRE dbelmoschus esculenius
{EHIESE Rrassica oleracea var. botrytis
B Capsicum frutescens

Tk 5% Hibiscus rosa-sinensis

- man 2l Fuphorbia pulcherrima

5 b Raphanus sativus var. longipinnatus
Bl Lyvcopersicon escuderitiim

H23E Luctuca sativa var. crispa

i MR Cassia suratfensis

AEM L & T Tephrosia vogelii

= NEY Trifolitun repens

oA Gossyvpitan liirsuium

FHAG Citrus madurensis

T H=— -zl uphorbia pulcherrima
I AL Codiaewm variegatum var, pictum
ZUAE A W/EN Davhinia pnurpurea

AN Curica papuya

ALBE AManihot exculeara

¥ 2% Michelia alba

WETY Nicotiana tabacun

WESE 4L Plumpago auriculata

iS5 Alocasia macrorhiza

Kyrgd Lycnnn chinense

—-ﬂf{{% Hibiscus rosc-sinensis

ELWK Ricinus conunuis

L QLA (e Adddlettia pockhyvearpa

i NI Cucunis sativias

G ¥ Dioscorca alaia

WiNE 5% Lactuca sativa var. longifolia
88 Brassica oleracea var. capirata
WE 2L 8] Ageratum convzoides

== [pomoca il

sl 45 Hedelia chinensis
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Tab.5 Paired T test of three population of B. fabaci

ACX 2

FRER

paired sample mean of difference t ’ o
BN -HE 1.81£0.99 1.823 4 0.142
(. sativus-B. oleracea var. capitata
N - Cv 6.05+2.38 2.542 4 0.064
C. sativus-Cv
HE -Cv 4.24+2.09 2.026 4 0.113

B. oleracea var. capitata-Cv

A HLEY 3
adaptive host

AE 15 FLEF 4

non-adaptive

I I 7 1=

favorite host
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Fig. 1 Dendrogram of clustering O values with 25 iterates for whitefly
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