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Fig. 1. The wh|tefly population dynamic and the infection rate of tomato leaf curl virus in tomato
field in winter crop at 2004
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Fig. 2. The whitefly population dynamic and the infection rate of tomato leaf curl virus in tomato
field in spring crop at 2005
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Fig. 3. Detection of TYLCV in one whitefly by polymerase chain reaction
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Table 1. Transmission test of TYLCV by whitefly.
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Monitoring of Tomato Yelow Leaf Curl Virusin theFidd
and the Transmisson of Virusby Whitefly *

Peng, J. C.and S. K. Chen?

Summary

Tomato yellow leaf curl virus (TYLCV) is a serious disease in tomato field,
causing symptoms of leaf yellowing, leaf-curling, and severe reduction of Tomato
yield. The TYLCV is a whitefly-transmitted geminiviruses. We try to study
the relationship between infection rate and whitefly transmission. The DNA
fragments from whiteflies and tomato leaves could be amplified by polymerase
chain reaction to detect the infection rate.  In winter crops in the green house, the
infection rate of plants was 0.19¢, and the infection of whitefly was 109, the
insect population density was 89.2 individual on a stick-paper. In the field, the
infection rate was 42.2% on plants, and 100% of whiteflies were infected, the
insect population was 68 individual on a stick-paper. In the green house the
temperature was cooler and the insect number increased, but infection rate was
not increased in tomato plant. In spring crops in the green house, the infection
rate of plants was 65%;, the 709 of whiteflies were infected, the insect
population density was 303.3 individual on a stick-paper. In the field, the
infection rate was 229%;0n plants and 50% of whiteflies were infected , the insect
population density was 591 individual on a stick-paper. The insect population
density increased and the virus infected plants were observed after three weeks.
The TYLCV injured were serioudly in the field than in the green house. The
infection rate of TYLCV is positively related to the population of silver leaf
whitefly (Bemisia argentifolii). Different tomato growth periods were used to
test the transmission of tomato yellow leaf curl virus by whitefly. Plants of 40
days were transmitted easily than that of 20 days. It seems that plants at 60 days
or older are resistant to infection or transmission of the virus.
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