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Evaluation of Chrysanthemum as a Potential Banker Plant of

Orius laevigatus (Fieber) (Heteroptera: Anthocoridae)

Hye-Won Shin, Hwal-Su Hwang, Jae-Kyoung Shim and Kyeong-Yeoll Lee*
College of Agriculture and Life sciences, Kyungpook National University, Daegu 41566, Korea

ABSTRACT: Banker plants are non-crop plants that can be used to maintain natural enemies of crop pests. Orius laevigatus (Fieber)
(Heteroptera: Anthocoridae) is an important natural predator used to control pest insects, such as thrips, in horticultural crops. The
development of suitable banker plants is necessary to maintain O. laevigatus populations within agricultural areas and to effectively
improve thrips control. The oviposition rate of O. laevigatus was compared when reared on various flowering plants, such as sedum, rose
moss, and chrysanthemum,; oviposition rate was highest on the yellow-flowered chrysanthemum variety than on any other plant. This
study provides important information for the practical application of banker plants to improve the efficiency of O. laevigatus in agri-
cultural areas.
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Fig. 1. Rearing cage (A) for Orius laevigatus (B), and eggs deposited
into the stem of Sedum samentosum (C). The red circle indicates
Orius laevigatus eggs.
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Fig. 2. Seven different plant species or varieties used to determine
the oviposition preference of O. laevigatus. Sedum sarmentosum
(A), Lampranthus spectabilis (B), pink-flowered Chrysanthemum
morifolium (C), yellow-flowered Chrysanthemum morifolium (D),
red-flowered Chrysanthemum morifolium(E), Portulaca grandiflora
(F), and Portulaca sp. (G). Pieces of each plant used for the experi-
ment (H).
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Fig. 3. Effect of plant species or varieties on the oviposition
preference of O. /aevigatus. Female O. laevigatus adults (n = 30)
were reared in a cage with seven different plant species/varieties
for 24 h, then the eggs deposited on each plant species were
counted. There was a significant difference between oviposition
rates on different plant species (F=33.33; df = 6, 14, p< 0.0001).
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Fig. 4. Six different Chrysanthemum varieties used to measure
the oviposition rate of O. /aevigatus. Mywinni (A), 561-110 (B),
Florist’s mum (C), Small rose (D), Cutibubble (E), and Guiwin (F).
Pieces of each plant used for the experiment (H).
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Fig. 5. Effect of different Chrysanthemum varieties on the ovi-
position preference of O. laevigatus. Female O. laevigatus adults
(n = 30) were placed in a cage containing six different Chrysan-
themumvarieties for 24 h, then the eggs oviposited on each plant
were counted. The number of eggs oviposited on each plant
varied considerably. There was a significant difference between
oviposition rates on different plant species (F=14.07;df =5,18; P
<0.0001).
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