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Efficacy Test of Insecticides for Controlling Whitefly, Bemisia tabaci
(Gennadius) in Chayote
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Abstract
This study aimed to demonstrate the effect of various insecticides against Whitefly,
Bemisia tabaci (Gennadius) in Chayote at Phetchabun Highland Agricultural Research Center,
Phetchabun province. Randomized Complete Block Design (RCBD) was used in this
experiment with 8 treatments and 4 replications as following: 1) Spray buprofezin 25% WP 2)
imidacloprid 70% WG 3) carbosulfan 20% EC 4) fipronil 5% SC 5) thiamethoxam 25% WG 6)
dinotefuran 10% WP 7) etofenprox 10% EC and 8) Control. Conducting spraying according to
the treatment of the experiment. Results in 2018 and 2019 showed that the insecticide in
Chayote with a tendency to control whitefly is etofenprox 10% EC (Trebon) application rate
50 millilitres/20 liter water, imidacloprid 70 % WG (Provado) application rate 8 grams/20 liter
water and buprofezin 25% WP (Applaed) application rate 30 grams/20 liter. All spraying
treatments can’t prevent 100% whitefly adult stage so harvesting process must have good

management in order to prevent the spread of the virus, the leaves of the chayote.
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0.58, 0.60, 0.76 uaz 0.77 Awalu muaIRU (Table 1) Fanslaans imidacloprid d@onAaBINUNITVIAGDS
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Table 1 Number of whitefly found in Chayote before and after various insecticides at

Phetchabun Highland Agricultural Research Center on January to April 2018

Treatment Application rate Mean number of whitefly/ leaf'
8 mi20 L) before after treatment
treatment 1 2 3 4

1. buprofezin 25% WP (Applaed) 30 0.45a 0.30a  055bc 030  0.35ab




2. imidacloprid 70 % WG (Provado) 8 0.50ab 0.30a  0.58bc  0.40 0.25a

3. Carbosulfan 20 % EC (Posse) 50 0.52ab 0.35a 0.95¢ 0.60  0.53cd
4. Fipronil 5 % SC (Ascend) 40 0.38a 0.38a  0.43a 0.60  0.58bcd
5. Thiamethoxam 25% WG (Actara) 10 0.60abc  0.58ab 0.70bc  0.58  0.60cd
6. Dinotefuran 10% WP (Stakle) 20 0.95¢ 0.50ab  0.63bc 050  0.78d
7. Etofenprox 10% EC (Trebon) 50 0.90bc  0.40a  0.63bc  0.25 0.43abc
8. Control (lainiuans) - 0.75abc  0.73b  0.98c 052 0.77d
CV% - 41.00 40.20  44.00 56.10  28.00

' Mean followed by the same letters were not significantly different at 5% levet by DMRT.
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Figure 1 Phytotoxic of plants in the process of spraying dinotefuran in 2018
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MEIMTHUEIASI 3 WUt n3sEAEnnsHUES dinotefuran wudLfu Toutasivaeasten
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carbosulfan finuiade 0.43 way 0.38 fasolu wilduandrafunssuddanuans imidacloprid,
fipronil, thiamethoxam, etofenprox LayNILId kN UENT fiwuiaae 0.18, 0.20, 0.20, 0.10 uaz 0.18 i
Aolu MR
nsnawuansasedl 4 nudn nssuABniawuans etofenprox wuffuiousasiunlosiign
wie 0.03 fselu Teeniuazunniegefitodfynadatunssudsnisnuans  imidacloprid
waz dinotefuran finutades 0.43 waz 0.40 farolu waldunnaisfunssuiiainiuans buprofezin,
carbosulfan, fipronil, thiamethoxam wayn35u38 lnWwans fiwuae 0.10, 0.13, 0.28, 0.15 uag 0.33
fnslu mua1Au (Table 2)

Table 2 Number of whitefly found in Chayote before and after various insecticides at

Phetchabun Highland Agricultural Research Center on November to April 2019

Treatment Application rate Mean number of whitefly/ plant/ leaf'
(8, mv200 before after treatment
treatment 1 2 3 4

1. buprofezin 25% WP (Applaed) 30 0.68a 0.23 0.60ab  0.43c 0.10ab
2. imidacloprid 70 % WG (Provado) 8 1.60c 0.70 0.75ab  0.18ab  0.43c

3. Carbosulfan 20 % EC (Posse) 50 0.70a 1.65 0.33ab  0.38bc  0.13abc
4. Fipronil 5 % SC (Ascend) 40 1.33bc 0.70 0.97b 0.20ab  0.28abc
5. Thiamethoxam 25% WG (Actara) 10 1.08ab 1.33 0.35ab  0.20ab  0.15abc
6. Dinotefuran 10% WP (Stakle) 20 1.28bc 0.88 0.97b 0.08a 0.40bc
7. Etofenprox 10% EC (Trebon) 50 0.85ab 1.50 0.20a 0.10a 0.03a

8. Control (luiwuans) - 1.25bc 0.80 0.95b 0.18ab  0.33abc
CV% - 28.20 76.80  63.10 64.50 83.30

" Mean followed by the same letters were not significantly different at 5% levet by DMRT
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Figure 2 Phytotoxic of plants in the process of spraying carbosulfan and dinotefuran in 2019
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Table 3 Number of whitefly found in Chayote before and after various insecticides at

Phetchabun Highland Agricultural Research Center on April to June 2019

Treatment Application rate Mean number of whitefly/ plant/ leaf"
(gram, mV before after treatment
20 liter water)  treatment 1 2 3 4
1. buprofezin 25% WP (Applaed) 30 2.55 0.74a 0.78a 0.81a 0.36a
2. imidacloprid 70 % WG (Provado) 8 2.26 1.03a 0.98a 0.76a 0.67a
3. Fipronil 5 % SC (Ascend) 40 2.01 1.41a 1.30a 0.77a 0.37a
4. Etofenprox 10% EC (Trebon) 50 1.99 1.70a 1.35a 0.66a 0.49a
5. Control (laiwiuans) - 1.45 2.0%a 1.55a 1.80b 0.81a
CV% - 40.30 76.40 40.10 63.10 65.20
RE% - 101.00 125.30 - 164.50 100.70

' Mean followed by the same letters were not significantly different at 5% levet by DMRT. Mean

were the average of 4 replication
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