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A Short Study on Promoting the Dispersal of Phytoseiulus persimilis
using a Bridge on Green Pepper

Jum Rae Cho, Jeong Hwan Kim, Bo Yoon Seo, Bue Yong Park and Meeja Seo*
Crop Protection Division, Dept. of Agro-food Safety and Crop protection, National Institute of Agricultural Sciences, RDA, Wanju 55365, Korea

ABSTRACT: The vertical distribution and dispersion of the two-spotted spider mite, Tetranychus urticae and its predator, Phytoseiulus
persimilis, were investigated within and between green pepper plants. We also tested the effect of an artificial bridge with threads on
dispersal of P. persimilis between the plants. The extent of spread of T. urticae depended on its infested density and location. When 10
adults of T. urticae were inoculated on upper leaf, they stayed on the upper leaf until 5 days after inoculation. However, when 100 adults
were inoculated on an upper leaf, they dispersed to the lower leaf within a day. In condition that 10 adults of T urticae were inoculated
on the lower leaf, they started to move toward upward within a day. In the absence of T. urticae, P. persimilis tended to move to the leaves
where T. urticae was present when both 7. urticae and P. persimilis were inoculated together within a plant. An artificial bridge with threads
between two plants was helpful to disperse P. persimilis to neighboring plants. Therefore, it would be expected that the dispersal of P.
persimilis can be promoted by supplying the artificial bridges among plants and by narrowing the distances between plants.
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Fig. 1. Three neighboring plants were connected with a bridge of thread (A: upper region, B: lower region) and they were placed in a

water-filled tray.
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Fig. 7. Changes in population density of 7. urticaeand P. persimilis on two different bridge positions (A: upper bridge, B: lower bridge) and
control effect by P. persimilis. Numbers above bar indicate corrected mortality at each days after treatment.
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