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Control Effect of Pesticide Application with Concealment on Eriosoma lanigerum
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Abstract [ Objective] The aim was to make clear the control effect of pesticide application with concealment on Eriosoma lanigerum. [ Meth-
od] Field control effects of 25% thiamethoxam SC, 50% pymetrozine WP, 40% dinotefuran SP, 24% sulfoxaflor SC were detected by wind-
ing the cloth band around the trunk of apple tree. [ Result] Field control effects of 100 —200 times of 25% thiamethoxam SC, 50 — 100 times
of 50% pymetrozine WP, 50 — 100 times of 40% dinotefuran SP, and 50 — 100 times of 24% sulfoxaflor SC were between 84. 94% and
89.28% . [ Conclusion] 25% thiamethoxam SC, 50% pymetrozine WP, 40% dinotefuran SP and 24% sulfoxaflor SC are the excellent pesti-

cides to control E. lanigerum by winding the cloth band around the trunk of apple tree, and they can be used in application and dissemination
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of E. lanigerum.
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Table 1 Control effect of 25% thiamethoxam SC and 50 % pymetrozine WP application with concealment on Eriosoma lanigerum

|\ 2L L R Z4J5 7 d 7 d after pesticide application #J5 14 d 14 d after pesticide application
i Initial insect numb, —
%eatment mbl:f():%e(‘ nugl “ 1 )dIE # Decrease B IE %% Revised U YIE # Decrease B 1F 7% Revised

> > fore pesticide . .

application // 3k rate of insect // % control effect // % rate of insect // % control effect // %

25% BEHIER SC 100 % 126 84.13 89.28aA 72.22 87.08aA
100 times of 25% thiamethoxam SC
25% WE 1 SC 200 % 118 79. 66 86.26aA 69.49 85.81aA
200 times of 25% thiamethoxam SC
25% BE H 1% SC 400 1% 135 71.85 80.99bB 51.85 77.60bB
400 times of 25% thiamethoxam SC
50% ML EF R WP 50 1% 124 81.45 87.47aA 71.77 86.87aA
50 times of 50% pymetrozine WP
50% Nt EF i WP 100 % 119 78.99 85.81aA 68.07 85. 14aA
100 times of 50% pymetrozine WP
50% N WP 200 f5 136 68.38 78.64bB 49.26 76.40bB
200 times of 50% pymetrozine WP
10% Itk Lk WP 1 000 £ 111 78.38 85.39aA 66.67 84.49aA
1 000 times of 10% imidacloprid WP
17K % Clean water control 126 -41.27 -87.30
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Note ; Different capital letters and lowercases in the same row indicated significant differences at 0.01 and 0.05 levels,respectively.
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Table 2 Control effect of 40% dinotefuran SP and 24 % sulfoxaflor SC application with concealment on Eriosoma lanigerum

2T R 24J5 7 d 7 d after pesticide application #J5 14 d 14 d after pesticide application
AbER Initial insect number . N : . N ;
Treatment before pesticide Y IE # Decrease B IE %k Revised H R % Decrease B 1F [J5%4 Revised
application // 3 rate of insect // % control effect // % rate of insect // % control effect // %
40% e AL e SP 50 £ 108 82.41 87.55aA 73.15 85.66aA
50 times of 40% dinotefuran SP
40% W 41 Jii SP 100 {5 94 78.72 84.94bB 72.34 85.23aA
100 times of 40% dinotefuran SP
40% " 41 fii SP 200 1% 87 71.26 79.66¢C 64.37 80.98bB
200 times of 40% dinotefuran SP
24% SEE B G SC 50 i 125 81.60 86.98aA 74.40 86.33aA
50 times of 24% sulfoxaflor SC
24% SEE BEAE SC 100 %5 117 79.49 85.48aA 72.65 85.40aA
100 times of 24% sulfoxaflor SC
24% FRNE B G SC 200 % 106 72.64 80.63cC 66. 04 81.87bB
200 times of 24% sulfoxaflor SC
10% niLHibk WP 1 000 f35 122 80.33 86.07aA 71.31 84.68aA
1 000 times of 10% imidacloprid WP
Vi 7K %F i Clean water control 126 -41.27 -87.30
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Note ; Different capital letters and lowercases in the same row indicated significant differences at 0.01 and 0.05 levels,respectively.
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Fig.3 Amplification curve of fluorescent quantitative PCR of

the lowest limit of detection of Streptococcus suis type 2
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Fig.4 Comparison of the amplification curves of two extraction
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