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Control Effects of Bemisia tabaci on Eggplant using Sticky Trap

Kim, Ju - Choi, In-Young - Lee, Jang—Ho - Kim, Ju-Hee -
Lim, Joo-Rag - Cheong, Seong-Soo + Kim, Jin-Ho

This experiment was conducted to develop control method for Bemisia tabaci
(Gennadius) on eggplant using sticky trap method. According to the color of the
sticky traps, the attractiveness of the B. fabaci was the highest in the yellow trap,
followed by the green and orange. However, white, blue, red, black and green
sticky traps have reduced attractiveness of B. fabaci. In order to improve the
efficiency and attractiveness of sticky trap to the B. fabaci, the different kinds of
sugars such as glucose, fructose, oligosaccharide, starch syrup and pure sugar were
added to sticky traps respectively. However, the effect of B. tabaci attractiveness
was low in starch syrup, pure sugar, and non-treated sticky traps. The attracting
effect of B. tabaci was depending on the location of sticky trap. The highest value
was obtained where sticky traps were located in the top of the eggplant, followed
by 30 cm above from the top level. In addition, we were installed up to 40 sticky
traps to determine the optimal amount of sticky traps to control B. tabaci in
eggplant. When increasing the sticky traps, the number of adult and nymphs of B.
tabaci were tended to be decreased significantly. This tendency was more effective
in the latter stages than in the early stages. As the number of sticky traps
increased, not only the growth rate of eggplant, leaf length, and stem diameter
were to be better. But also number of fruits and product marketable value were
increased at the early stage of growing as well. The study had proven that the
sticky traps had an effect on increasing the yield at the early stage of growth, but
the efficiency of controlling decreased due to the high density of B. fabaci of the
next generation.
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7VA(Solanum melongena L.)= 7FA#H(Solanaceae) 2HE= JAE7F YAitolH, k=, F=
L&, A= 5 oprJol H7tol A AuiE AL Tk 7HA S| Y& 7RI Aoy, BdtE
oA FAFo] FHEtAL, I AEQU FEAOIIFH kst A& FeEEo]l b &

A2 S Y5 olEoly 49 F A8l £, 1Y FHAG3} ool ALgd
HKim et al, 2001). Ut s F2 U802 2oy, 1, Eu7], Az 9 X
ol ol &3ta A, A& Ae T VA= AU Ayegor I AL F2 AL
2 o] geta qlom, Hiow JdF /\}%Qﬂr SElvket 7hA Aui A2 2000l 1,000 h
7F ofzE dlen 2015l oF 731 ha® ZFAsHith @9 HAG R 20009 oF 3E
/10 aoll A 2015539l ©F 4.6:=/10a= °F 50% S7FeFATh & A4S 2015 o 33,483 ©| A
THMinistry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs, 2015).

U Rag 7Ex| o] A s|Fo 2= Huto|S-ol(Tetranychus urticae), XFH A]-5-°l(Poly-
phagotarsonemus latus), 2-O|FAN B (Thrips palmi), 25N H | (Frankliniella occidentalis),
w2 & 2] = Al (Acanthocoris  sordidus), =S AE(Aphis gossypii), Bt RAE(Myzus
persicar), =7} 0|(Trialeurodes vaporariorum), B U (Helicoverpa assulta), IHRFU-Hr
(Spodoptera exigua), °FHIBIZV L= 32l (Liriomyza trifolii), B W75 °l(Bemisia tabaci) 5 ©|Th
(Rural Development Administration, 2013). 53], Sl 7}o](Hemiptera: Aleyrodidae)= vl "]
E(Homoptera)oll &3}, 600 9| §2&, ¥ T A& F+= 7]':‘7"*0]374' n) 43 0]
Th(Perring et al., 1993). Hulj7FFole] 542 A5 9 5 2
A FAE FHFIER A= AKAA, ] HANF E
), HdE& ZAo] EqfREtA ") ofFo] widete RS
Bk ofuel ARl FFAEES Adfiste] A FHFAE FEF THByrne, 1999). E3F
Fal7HFol= Hholg 29 S MUF o2 o T/ ulelg =S wizisk=d, M
EAIA == vle]2]22= TYLCV (tomato yellow leaf curl virus)©]THKim et al., 2000).

FHll 7ol AEHLAZ = HH Q] -2 (Eretmocerus erimicus), 178 = A Al (Nesi-
diocoris tenuis), &7} F0|E " (Encarsia formosa), B 7150 E " (Eretmocerus mundus) s
S i F2]5ke] o] £-3)= WH(Alomar et al., 2006; Stansly et al., 2005)°] &R = o] A|A
102 200 7oA ALSE L At =3 THFols S {R1ET] Wl $AaE
OJEf S o] &3t AF UWEE AL, AFS T3 IEE AlEe 28 W
Hol| o] &57|= FTHKim et al, 2000). 715 HA7|<2 tUE S8EHIL Y= F0]
ERS AN o] gste] tintEAEHE LAISHH(Seo et al,, 2006), F4-& o]-§sto] 24
710l E fst=d AFEE tH(Yokoyama et al., 2000). =3, WS EULE AujjolA AL
o of A 24A7FFo] el x4 A Aol FuBATE Fof 247l
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o Z A 2% AFLFTHKim et al., 1999). ERIES] ¢ 71Fo]Fo LEodAE 3l
B L ERRS HXE W AF27] FujrtFo] HAUE AA B AT} ] S (Park et al.,
2012), otrlgl7dEue] WHAlo] F85 = Lo EYRS X £o|E FEF e Fo|o
AR FoF £L& FAEHAE A4S 5 UThSong et al., 2000).

weba B ATE S0 Ef S o] &ste] JhA ] WAt FulvtRolE WAkt
i 7FRe] fle 913 &Rl BEEFYS Adata Aty o] EQS o] 83}

wrbso] WAl ETE AL

=3
=

=3
=

1. o] ER] At

2011@ 7€l 7}A <EupE Z3FAE 180 cm, 3 AT 30 cmE A4Sk 2B /2138
of A Th Lo 2 M NEATNN ARHA e T, B, WA G 2

— - i, 1
B, AF, FAT} Bl F2 AgeE FA AgAE Jo FYste AE. &

TolEY ML HA ] Furo] BLOENS A5, 7kl ol FAHE A

W, polEdel B 49 AR =AY Astel 2YAY soush EEF, B,

T
i
S8, =9, 2" TOE 20%E HUlete v Vi SdAdnE FHEEER &

Z3ke] Gul7kRol Aol FAHE AYFS 2AS AT Do EY fel D3 2
AR GFRE AN FYol golste] B7} BEol ¥ FREZ LS on, 4
ge koA Abgol Mg B, Sl LAHRH ofn EviE, BE, A SolA

247 o), Gull7FFol, oivgl7ld = atE] #ElE 8l AFSs] 2 Ao ER S ARE
3} tH(Hoelmer2} Simmons, 2008; Song et al., 2000; Veire®} Vacante, 1984).
ELolE X A= 7HA e AGE 30 cm 9, AGE, SF, AAFE 30 cm 912 T

wael A sl gulshTol 4% EHFL 2ASYT

N

Lol Eq) WAzt

T EF S o] &3t FujrhFol (lE oA asts ARstAL, 7HA] 10579 S48
O|Eg(15%25 em, HL-ILREN)E 1, 3, 5, 10, 20, 4071 HAEH o, hE2TE T
2ok F7ke] Fa ARl 313Hs K(dinotefuran FL, 20%)< AE3te] WAl A3E =
kATt

A
L
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7HA BEE A 289 FoF 49 F 230 AA 2, A, A, B, A7 52 24
stom, AU 75 7|3t AA A, A, AT, A, FEFE, THF 5 AR
o} ZAHE dlo]E &= SASEZZ 13(V. 9.2, Cary, NC, USA)2] PROC ANOVA procedure S ©]
43} Duncan® T35 2174 W (Dancan’s multiple rage test, DMRT)S %3l HT a2 5%
ool Al Blaskd .

7HAl Sdoll AR FfjrhEo] At ofFe] SAYEE 8¢ 139, 9¢ 3¢, 10¥ 1Y T
33)o A g9, T4, skl ol AR niElrE 546‘}%‘4. AR A4S 99

g, T2 4 o ] Gl TS v FE AGEATh. £ Efe] 23 E GurhFol
AE 5 89 13Y, 9€ 3Y, 109 1Y 5 330 A F7lolA 713 Bol AMEHI A=
375 o (15x25 cm, 1AL ZH]) ot AR A =5 ZASII T
HPo] EY FHL A 27](7.30.9.7)9 S $71(9.8~10.17)F o A3, 34
4, A5, I, FEE, Y 52 ARSI
LHolE] Ao wE AAE 4 ]
2 4bg3tal, #EolERY A o T Tl %?‘SPO% 10 a &S AltstArt
2592 10 aF FFol kgD T} 500692 Ft AFESATE kgD ©7F= KAMIS
(2014)°l] 2011'd F-&°F 71A] 107](1.2 kg F4) 74 1501794 1 kgo 2 33l =
7vA Zb WIS 40%E A&ttt sskeek A 7EA 9 7hA -2 2011 A HE F4=E
ZFS(RDA, 2012)E Zastdtt 2FdoA ZAYrE W & A502 A&,
H|= ZAH 9 =98 Hatgon, =98 20119 SAIRF 9 AR w9 E7} 7241598 7]

Toz s

20%E 283t 1,481

=
Y
i

A=
K
M

AFA, F3 o)Ak 2y BH*" w A ST A o] o] Ef]of A=
gl 7hFo] £ E3rF WolH Tk ol= 7Y 20¥85E 8€ 30U7FA AR A7)l whebA
OF7Fe] ApolE UEAAT AR A ST wheba] gl 7o) WAlE 98 S0 EYLS
AL E ALEEHE Ao] G820 tHTable 1). ©]& Kim 5(2010)% Park 5(2012)°] &
Hj7}F0] 9l EHE FASFZ>m S 2G> A A A AW o] ke Haleh YA EH &
Ao 2 FufjrtFolet 24VERol A% B AES oddS Asse AFA & F
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= AXY Aol Ao ke A2 wr] Wl
g FFol utet G437 B9 F1ito]E
dErEAEeE o A9 vk ga) 3ol
oW, 4| FitolEslo] 744 T&Holen A

lm&

Table 1. Attraction effect of Bemisia tabaci according to the colors of sticky trap on eggplant
(No. of B. tabaci/ 100 cii)

Colors 7. 20.~7. 30. 8. 1.~8. 10. 8. 11.~8. 20. 8. 21.~8. 30. Mean value
Orange 9.0 ¢* 92 ¢ 262 ¢ 832 ¢ 319 ¢
Green 4.5 cd 49 ¢ 17.6 cd 60.8 cd 30.0 cd
Yellow 359 a 427 a 59.0 a 2140 a 88.0 a
White 1.8 cd 0.7 ¢ 48 ¢ 240 d 7.8 d
Blue 23 cd 1.1c 8.7 de 432 d 13.8 cd
Red 24 cd 39 ¢ 13.7 de 46.4 cd 16.6 cd
Yellowish green 23.6 b 238 b 42.1 a 155.0 b 612 b
Black 13d 44 c 15.8 cde 544 cd 19.0 cd

“Means with same letters are not significantly different in DMRT (p<0.05).

——— = o'lgl'l_E
proEdy B84 230 9 :IEMIEMI A7V F FFE GuizkTo] £ At
TP HPe WG BHERANA f At wor, e Selugoltt
Se B, 49, RAUSIAE TR $9 E) St Table 2), ol SR
ol Apgmuto] ofUet ¥ FRol whek FAHE A ol 2ol & Ukl Ao FRE
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Table 2. Attraction effect of Bemisia tabac/ according to added sugar types on sticky trap

on eggplant (No. of B. tabaci/ 100 cri)

Sugars 7. 20.~7.30. 8. 1.~8. 10. 8. 11.~8. 20. 8. 21.~8. 30. Mean Value
Non-added 162 a° 464 ¢ 722 ¢ 278.4 ab 1033 b
Glucose 20.8 a 112.0 ab 149.2 ab 3552 a 1592 a
Fructose 27.0 a 123.0 a 1732 a 312.9 ab 159.1 a
Oligosaccharides 18.8 a 69.6 ¢ 138.0 ab 281.6 ab 127.0 ab
Starch syrup 19.8 a 79.7 be 1272 b 2672 b 1235 b
Pure sugar 195 a 70.5 ¢ 1258 b 2672 b 120.8 b

“Means with same letters are not significantly different in DMRT (p<0.05).

3) BLOIEY MR

ZHA ol ol E EIo|E]S At d@ujrtFole fl¥S AWE A vk Ao
Foll AAeRs W guirkRolrh filEs AR el 7 Bk, e AAF 30 em
HollA BATHTable 3). ol= FHi7FFole &5 Ho7E 571 Wl A& AelA ol
2 AT, FUHFEHAE AEAY o]Fo] A= 7] wiiol FuljrFFole] A3 ol
AN Aoz AZdnt. weps @ujrbRe] 120 aFE Eol7] AsfiAe BEoERS
7HA Ao} AAFE 30 cm Y& FALE AA S Aol F& HoE AT Yutd
° g guj7lFolet 4VIFo] AFH &S dFE A=Y AT FE A4 SAR 2
ol W} Bx 97} 27| % sttt EntES 79 24V olE A0 HAT 7HE
Bol X3t W ghjrtRols ZE9 ﬁﬂ*&%iﬂr oFZt ot Foll 7HE wol Ears)
O oeYS MFsl= Aoz A ATtHAmo et al., 2006). L& ZHE2] 7137} o™
AZ71oll &= st = ofdlo] Br] wfiol iZo|Ef]e] HX| 9|7} FujrtFolet 2417

|

£

m[o

]_

Table 3. Attraction effect of Bemisia tabaci according to installation location of sticky trap

on eggplant (No. of B. tabaci/ 100 cr)
Installation location 7. 20.~7. 30.| 8. 1.~8. 10. | 8. 11.~8. 20. 8. 21.~8. 30.| Mean Value
30cm above from top level 7.2 b* 21.6 b 55.7 be 1232 ¢ 519 b
Top level 162 a 464 a 722 a 2784 a 1033 a
Middle level 84 b 192 b 46.7 c 1472 ¢ 554 b
30 cm above from soil surface 183 a 39.0 a 66.7 ab 216.0 b 85.0 a

“Means with same letters are not significantly different in DMRT (p<0.05).
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Folo] 1ol & AolE THH A Rdhs 9= ATh(Park et al, 201).
1) 7t 4=

Hul7FRo]l WAE AR EolERY HAAFES 7] fste] EEOIER A g

e A S 2 A3 4 288 F b AR Sshscke] tha Eghom, BE

o|Ef] AA| 7ol W& 7HA A5 Aol A ¢ &’kE‘r(Table 4). 1 B 49 Foll= £
LolEY MR 7t B2 APolA 24, 94, AW 5o AFo] F23d AFS EAt
ol EEolEHo] FHjrFo] WAL E A a3r} a1, EEolEY] AX] 7 BeT

2 ghl7lRo] MAME oA 7t Fol 71X A%l YW Aoz AZwEn

Table 4. The growth effects on eggplant due to the number of sticky trap for controlling
of Bemisia tabaci

No. of sticky trap Plant height Leaf length Internode number Stem diameter
/10 plants (cm) (cm) (no.) (mm)
Transplanting after 28 days
Non treatment 71.7 ab” 26.6 a 43 ab 8.1 ab
1 66.4 ab 263 a 38 Db 8.2 ab
3 633 b 27.1 a 4.6 ab 84 a
5 71.8 ab 258 a 48 a 8.6 a
10 68.1 ab 254 a 43 ab 7.9 ab
20 69.2 ab 253 a 4.6 ab 73 b
40 69.6 ab 269 a 4.6 ab 7.9 ab
Chemical control 72.8 a 27.0 a 49 a 8.0 ab

Transplanting after 49 days

Non treatment 136.4 cd 27.3 be 10.0 ab 6.5 be
1 1322 d 25.2 bed 9.0 ¢ 6.7 be
3 140.0 be 243 d 10.0 ab 7.1 be
5 141.3 be 25.0 cd 9.7 be 62 ¢
10 1443 b 243 d 10.0 ab 6.5 be
20 147.0 b 29.7 a 10.7 a 72 b
40 1544 a 27.3 be 10.2 ab 83 a
Chemical control 157.1 a 27.7 ab 10.4 ab 8.6 a

“Means with same letters are not significantly different in DMRT (p<0.05).
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2) SHi7tR0| M WSt

Lo EY A NFN/105F7)0 wE S rtFo] 45 S 2AE A3 Table 59
2k Pl Ef] AX #7F SUMESE 7R o] A e "l rFo
A3 gaske Aok olHd FEFS 89 13Y3 10¥ 1Y 2AET 9Y 3 XA
oA 7}A] Qe wAFI= DHjrtFo] Ao WAL EE FEEHA ZFastAn

PO EY Aol oE FulrtFol 459 WAl ade FHEoEfS 7HA 105
40, 20, 10, 371 AX3tS w 2H2F 40.9, 35.3, 32.3, 13.9%°] 31
Hj 7hRo] AE] WAl &3 95.5%%k= 2ol 7t BAIRE, gl 7bRo] wAlo] £&4%1 f7]
A AA7E fle AR A ZEOEYLS FirbFo] AU EE W] 9% shte] dich

o] & & 9& Ao AT}

ox

off
)
L

o
B
f
1

Table 5. Attraction effect of Bemisia tabac/ adults according to the number of sticky trap

on eggplant (No. of B. tabaci / leaf)
No. of sticky trap 8. 13. 9. 3. 10. 1. Mean Value
/10 plants

0 42 ab” 46.3 ab 50.6 a 337 a

1 4.0 abc 518 a 52.0 a 359 a

3 46 a 347 be 478 ab 29.0 ab

5 3.7 abc 40.0 abc 49.0 ab 309 a

10 3.2 abc 20.9 de 44.4 be 22.8 ab

20 25 ¢ 18.1 cd 447 be 21.8 ab

40 3.0 bc 14.1 e 425 ¢ 19.9 ab
Chemical control 0.6 d 1.6 f 24 d 15b

“Means with same letters are not significantly different in DMRT (p<0.05).

3) EHi7tF0| 2%4Z A=t

o EY AR NF(N/107)0 wE Sl 7hFo] %] A& ZAS A7 Table 63
2ok PO EfY Ax) 47 STV E 7R oo @irbRol ok TAE s Adte
oIt 84 13¢ o= BHi7EFo] oFF TAUETLE gIoy 94 3Y o] Fo &=
o] ol wet FujrtFo] % WAFE Fksla, S Eq] X FUF &
=5 7HA e At "ElivERol o %] WAUER AT Iy 10€ 1
ZA A= A 2 FurbRo] o5 WAL E Aoyl o5, FAA
Ak o= BEo|EF ] o3 FujrtFo] ko] MAEE oA &= 10€ 1

24 ehgkA R 08 3 EAAE WE A B3t TR

e

ZA}
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Table 6. Attraction effect of Bemisia tabac/ nymphs according to the number of sticky trap

on eggplant (No. of B. tabaci/4 cn)
No. of sticky trap 8. 13. 9.3 10. 1. Mean Value
/10 plants

0 0.0 a° 2289 a 209.8 a 146.2 a

1 0.0 a 168.7 b 2112 a 126.6 ab

3 0.0 a 1164 ¢ 2059 a 107.4 ab

5 0.0 a 96.4 cd 2044 a 100.3 ab

10 03 a 733 d 2022 a 91.9 ab

20 0.0 a 72.6 d 197.6 a 90.1 ab

40 0.0 a 71.0 d 1879 a 86.3 ab
Chemical control 0.0 a 0.7 e 0.8 b 05b

“Means with same letters are not significantly different in DMRT (p<0.05).

PO ERY AR ol wE FujrbRo] ok WAl e EHEolERS JHA 105
2 4071, 2070, 1070, 370 X3S wf Z+Z} 40.9, 38.3, 37.1, 26.5%°1 ATt ol= AT
Tol A Hulrto] ekFo] WAl & 99.6%9H= ZFolrt BAIRE, EnfEA u] Aol £
o|Ef ) tigt JpFolR{ HA UEe FA ] HE) 379 10]3t2 WA JEhgtia B
gt Ayl 22 A ko] A th(Park et al., 2012).

4) BZO0|E MEE HEZIFO| dE5=

[
LEOIEH 25 aid AHH GHi7FFol AF 5 2AGE A3 Table 73 2t} E0]E

Table 7. Presence of adults Bemisia tabaci on eggplant according to the number of sticky

trap (No. of B. tabaci/375 ci)
No. of sticky trap 8. 13. 9.3 10. 1. Mean Value
/10 plants

1 01 1,160.0 a 12844 a 828.8 a

3 273 ab 875.0 b 1013.8 b 638.7 a

5 222 be 870.0 b 976.0 b 622.7 ab

10 18.5 bed 535.0 ¢ 697.6 ¢ 417.0 be

20 6.6 cd 460.0 ¢ 5784 od 3483 cd

40 3.0 d 205.0 d 407.6 d 2052 d

“Means with same letters are not significantly different in DMRT (p<0.05).
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s7kekdt &, £io

EAS 1) A
323 S w 9.9u)

z39 FurhFo] A FS
< wrEoh 107] XS = 50.3%, 20
407 A S W 24.7% FEOE EYT FuljrhFo] APl 7

< o, FAX G} vl B ATHTable 8). ol £ Ego] Furhro] YT
Fuf7he] AW E A A7t Eot

Table 8. Yield and fruit characteristics of eggplant at different harvesting stages accord-

ing to the number of sticky trap

. . . . Ratio of
No.ofsicky 0 | o | gumeter | weh | mmber | MOl | Vidd
(cm) (mm) (® (no.) %)
Early stage of harvest (7. 30.~9. 7.)
0 18.7 a 435 b 1134 b 32 ¢ 65.5 365.6 d
1 19.0 a 457 ab 126.0 ab 38 ¢ 70.6 476.0 cd
3 189 a 487 a 1355 a 41 ¢ 70.3 557.1 be
5 19.6 a 475 a 1385 a 4.3 be 66.7 600.1 be
10 18.7 a 487 a 1392 a 4.6 bc 68.3 634.3 be
20 20.0 a 46.2 ab 141.0 a 4.7 be 76.2 658.2 bc
40 19.6 a 46.5 ab 131.5 ab 5.4 ab 73.5 7158 b
Chemical control 20.1 a 470 a 1372 a 6.7 a 88.3 9143 a
Later stage of harvest (9. 8.~10. 17.)
0 184 a 433 ¢ 108.7 b 48 b 60.4 5194 b
1 183 a 44.8 be 119.8 ab 520D 63.8 625.7 b
3 188 a 493 a 1359 a 560D 68.0 7552 b
5 19.7 a 474 ab 1353 a 53D 64.6 7216 b
10 183 a 48.0 ab 1349 a 58D 61.5 7793 b
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. . . . Ratio of

No. of sticky trap Fruit ‘let let Fruit marketable Yield

/10 plants length diameter weight number production (/plant)
(cm) (mm) (® (no.) 0
(%)

20 19.2 a 46.2 ab 1324 a 6.0 b 68.5 7944 b
40 194 a 46.4 ab 130.6 a 590 73.6 768.9 b
Chemical control 19.1 a 46.8 ab 130.7 a 12.0 a 85.2 1568.3 a

“ Means with same letters are not significantly different in DMRT (p<0.05).

A& 27 7HA FEe BEOERY 7 S5
ok vl 52~78% FEe YEHH =
MM E 242t 76.2%, 13.5%% E& BAEFS
Froh ko] A8 WolH AL, 39-49% FEY T
ol EEolEHY HA7t FulrtFe] BAUE oo} $7F Bl FHIl| &t

o

gl QA T,
g Tl gEiskRole] MRSl A% 27le) vs) WA Frhste] BEolERS

o]-&% HHj7bRo] MARE oA EATE vop iF Bl FAF Y vA= o] A2 A

o= Az

6) ZHY =4

prolEq X So e AAA BAT A9 LEoEY 47} AR P 3
hstarh. 531 7bg wol MAF 40/ A3 FFol A thul Lesel Frhsl o,
ssksol il 59.8% oItk Te BEolEd 4 47} BeSE 259L $AY
FAA | 0 go] F7ste] fhol FolEUth wekA 5ol M FYUE W a5
Tyto)Eq MX ANE7E 1079 30 W) FAe ol Lawl, SHSRsoF e 15 e 7

A’ YEFATHTable 9).
ol te] AAE TS B W Lo Efe ThjrtFo] HAYE
om, 53] A& Z7|ole Fui7tFol HAYE oA B JkA] &

el ol Ao FR7| FHi7hFeolE WAlsks Zlo] o] F Al 713t FHuirkol

ot
oy M
N e
Foll
%
N
rlu
PO
o
b

WEe) 27 FFL FA7] WRel FRI) BAo] BEOERL ol g5k Zlo] WP £8
@ Aoz AEn 53wk S-S kA Rt AR PARRo] BEF SHA §7)
A Eel A BiolERS AW AA 53 A ST B T PASHOD B
877 ¥2 Aoz AzEn
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Table 9. Comparison of economic efficiency according to the number of sticky trap on

egeplant
Operating cost
Treatment interval Yield Gross income (1,000 won/10 a) Income
(days) (kg/10 a) | (1,000 won/10 a) Materials | Labor Total (1,000 won/10 a)

Non treatment 1,311% 6,563% o 0" 0 6,563
1 1,632 8,170 165 22 187 7,983

3 1,944 9,732 495 65 560 9,172

5 1,957 9,797 824 109 933 8,864

10 2,094 10,482 1,649 224 1,873 8,609

20 2,151 10,768 3,297 449 3,746 7,023

40 2,199 11,008 6,595 891 7,486 3,522
Chemical control 3,677 6,380" 83" 217 300 6,080

“Yield/one plantxplant numbers/10 a [1,481 plants=1,000 mi/(1.8x0.3 m)x80%].

"Yield/10 axprice/kg (5,006 won)=15,017 won/1.2 kg (10 numbers)x0.83 (1kg price)x40%, 40% is wholesale
price divide by retail price.

*Yield/10 axprice/kg (1,735 won)=1,735 won/kg (2011 agricultural income data by region).

w Trap costs=557 won/trap (unit price)xtrap number (double installation).

" Pesticide price=3 timesx27,500 won/bottle (dinotefuran).

“Trap installation wages=number of people/dayx72,415 won/day (working cost in 2011 is 72,415 won).

' Pesticide spreading wage=3 timesx72,415 won/day (working cost in 2011 is 72,415 won).
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