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ABSTRACT

Tetranychus cinnabarinus Boisduval on eggplant was sampled from one each
of young, mid-aged, and old leaves per plant. Most spider mites, 62%, were on
the old leaves, the mid-aged leaves contained 31%, and 7% were on the young
leaves. Linear regression of the number of mites sampled per plant against the
number of mites on old leaves gave R*=0.925. Nearly 30% of leaves on an egg
plant were old. The old leaves are therefore a good site to sample spider mites
on eggplant. For spider mites on old leaves, 8% were adult females, 60% were
eggs, and the rest (adult males + young individuals) formed 32%. Linear
regression of the sample mean against various age groups gave R’=0.879 for
adult females, R?=0.97 for eggs, and R*=0.956 for the rest. As the adult female is
more eazily recognized, rough estimates of the spider mite population by
sampling adult females should be undertaken. The ratio of s/X%’, the C, of
Green, the patchiness of Lloyd, the b value of Taylor’s power law (TPL), and
the B value of Iwao’s patchiness regression (IPR) all indicated a clumped
dispersion of T. cinnabarinus on eggplant. Estimates of sample size based on the
assumption of either TPL or IPR were both too large to be realistic; estimates of
sample sizes to sample adult females were also too large.
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Table 1 Population density of 7. cinnabarinus on leaves of varied aged of eggplant (1991)

Date Young leaf Mid-aged leaf Old leaf Total
X SE X SE X SE X SE

Jun. 26 1.1 0.4 1.1 0.7 1.9 0.8 4.0 1.7
Jul. 03 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.4 5.6 2.5 6.5 2.6
Jul. 10 0.5 0.3 1.9 18 33.9 19.1 36.3 21.0
Jul. 17 0.0 0 3.0 1.2 27.3 12.8 30.3 13.4
Jul. 24 6.5 3.6 276.0 136.7 327.0 92.5 609.6 2017.8
Jul. 31 5.5 1.6 96.0 31.4 525.4 126.9 626.9 141.1
Aug. 07 0.1 0.0 2.1 0.9 4.3 0.8 6.5 1.1
Aug. 14 0.5 0.5 5.6 2.2 245 8.1 30.6 8.5
Aug. 21 0.0 0 0.8 0.6 0.8 0.4 1.6 0.7
Aug. 28 04 0.3 2.9 2.1 3.3 1.3 6.5 2.5
Sep. 04 0.3 0.3 14 0.8 134 5.3 15.1 5.4
Sep. 11 0.1 0.1 12.9 6.0 32.8 12.1 45.7 15.7
Sep. 18 2.3 19 51.0 22.4 123.9 33.6 177.1 40.8

Sep. 26 55.9 25.9 440.6 91.6 566.7 104.4 1053.1 188.3
Oct. 02 1804 49.0 542.5 96.1 602.4 94.6 1325.3 204.9
Oct. 09 144.4 37.3 239.6 544 313.4 59.7 697.4 118.7
Oct. 16 64.6 22.1 169.5 38.1 168.8 44.7 402.8 88.7
Oct. 23 1.5 0.7 65.3 31.4 50.9 18.2 117.6 40.4
1) x: mean, SE: standard error
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Fig. 1. Population fluctuation of 7. cinnabarinus on eggplant and proportion of the mite on
leaves of various age—groups.
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Table 2. Proportions of the number of 7. cinnabarinus on the young, mid-aged, and old

leaves of eggplant

" SE® SE/x
Average of 18 samples
Young leaf 0.060 0.017 0.286
Mid-aged leaf 0.303 0.022 0.073
Old leaf 0.637 0.029 0.046
Average of 571 eggplants
Young leaf 0.069 0.008 0.111
Mid-aged leaf 0.315 0.015 0.048
Old leaf 0.616 0.016 0.026

1) x: mean, SE: standard error.
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Fig. 2. Average number of leaves of an eggplant and the proportion of the young,
mid-aged, and old leaves. Filled arrows indicate pruning, hollow arrows indicate
application of pesticides to control aphids or leafhoppers.
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Fig. 3. Linear regression of the population of 7. cinnabarinus on leaves of various
age—groups and their sum, df=570.
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Table 3. Proportion of adult female, egg, and adult male+young mites of 7. cinnabarinus

on old leaves of eggplant

X SE SE/x
Average of 47 samples
Female 0.078 0.008 0.110
Male & Young 0.321 0.024 0.074
Egg 0.601 0.024 0.040
Average of 1770 eggplants
Female 0.142 0.006 0.039
Male & Young 0.352 0.008 0.022
Egg 0.505 0.008 0.015

1) x: mean, SE: standard error
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