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Effects of Light and Host Leaf Ages on Oviposition and
Feeding Behavior of Bemisia tabaci
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Abstract: The effects of light intension and leaf age on feeding process of the whitefly, Bemisia tabact
( Gennaidus) ,were studied. It was found that the feeding behavior of the whitefly was dominant among
other activities and strongly affected ovipostion and mating behavior of whitefly. The oviposition behavior
was not independent and occured with feeding behavior together. The feeding preference was major cause
of eggs distribution on host leaves with different ages. Intensive light could induce mating behavior of
male ,however, the female had no this response. It also was revealed from the results that the dominant
feeding behavior was resulted from whitefly as a generalist relying mainly on population fecundity for host

adaptation instead of the physiological specialization.
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Tab.1 ANOVA of oviposition for whitefly on leaves with different ages

trijix?;nt vaiiiﬁce Ftei[‘;si 55 v MS F P
ik young leaf 44 j] 56.00+5.29 6121.33 2 3 060. 67 16.94 <0.001
F {4 medium leaf AN 48.50 £6.00 3794.00 21 180. 67
ERT old leaf | BE 19.00 £5.48 9915.33 23
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Tab.2 ANOVA of feeding preference for whitefly on leaves with different ages
hErm young leaf £HjA] 1.88 +0.44 18.58 2 9.29 6.35 0.007
P4 medium leaf AN 2.63+0.53 30.75 21 1.46
ER M old leaf B 0.50 +0.27 49.33 23
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Tab.3 LSD multiple comparison of feeding preference for whitefly
14 leaf age 7= Bl oviposition HUA feeding
I J M+ SE P M +SE P
2T young {41t medium 7.50+6.72 0.277 -0.75 £0.61 0.229
St young £t old 37.00£6.72° <0.001 1.38+0.61" 0.034
F1 41+ medium 41 1 young -7.50+6.72 0.277 0.75 +0.61 0.229
F A I medium EiB - old 29.50+6.72° <0.001 2.13£0.61° 0.002
FEidnt old 5 young -37.00+6.72" <0.001 -1.38+0.61" 0.034
it old th4 i medium -29.50+6.72" <0.001 -2.13x0.61" 0.002

D+ RFI1AS5 JRAEFREF(P<0.05)

X R B ZE S R R B R3RAT A SR T
TR (3R4.5) R, 783 FARBREROEREE
T ERABBTNNAREFEEER, THETE

%4

SRIEARAFT , MERUR IR 3R4T O B 3 hn, 3 Ut B O
HRSHR B E A 3 48 A A% TR Kot M RS RSB T .

SR B\ R R SRR T 2 S AR

Tab.4 ANOVA of light stimulation for whitefly male adults
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treatment various source  light response/ (X * min~") 55 v MS F P
38 5% high £ /] 14.50 £0.93 717.87 2 358.93  54.35 <0.001
H15% medium R 6.10 £0.94 178.3 57 6.6
535 low BFE 2.90 £0.48 896. 17 59
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Tab.5 LSD multiple comparison of light stimulation
for whitefly male adults

HeAbFE light treatment
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