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Abstract: In order to solve the problem of pesticide fertilizer application in potato growing area in eastern Hei-
longjiang province,the test material was the potato variety Kexin 13,and the pesticide and fertilizer integration
technology from Italy SIPCAM company were compared with the commonly used pesticides and fertilizers in
this area. The analysis of variance between the emergence rate, the disease index and the yield components of
the disease was analyzed. An integrated disease control and yield increasing technique for potato in Heilongjiang
province was screened out. The result showed that the application of N:P:Zn=11:50:1 (30 kgehm™) as seed
fertilizer, before sowing,the potato was sprayed 20 % azoxystrobin 1 125 kgehm? with water, then in the appli-
cation of potato late blight in the early onset of 60% cymoxanil-azoxystrobin 1 000 times liquid spray was the
best treatment.
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Table 1 Thetoxicity of 6 kinds of insecticides on adult of Cacopsylla chinensis
# & Nymphs A HL Aadults
At A7 ImE g5 2 A ZEL LCso (mge L) ?ﬁ%ﬁ #3175 A FHIC R B LCso/ (mge L) ?Lij]*g
Treatments Regression Related  Median lethal H(TD Regression Related  Median lethal (D
equation coefficient concentration Toxieity equation coefficient concentration Toxieity
index index
T1 Y=1.6209+1.721X 0.9756 91.921 4,2676 Y=0.9731+1.6212X 0.99620 304. 6975 1. 4508
T2 Y=3.8499+1.5297X 0.9615 5. 6470 69.4679 Y=3.5369+1.4459X 0.9795 10. 2789 43. 0069
T3 Y=1.2302+1.4535X 0. 9585 392. 285 1.0000 Y=0.6481+1.6450X 0.9828 442.0636 1. 0000
T4 Y=2.5524+2,3426X 0.9901 11.0874 35.3812 Y=2.73+1.5957X 0. 857 26.4598 16. 707
TS5 Y=2.208+1.5445X 0. 9965 64. 2231 6.1082 Y=1.6139+1.6599X 0.9257 109. 6467 4.0317
T6 Y=2.5112+1.5467X 0. 9985 40. 4564 9.6965 Y=2.1305+1.6599X 0.9938 90. 7169 4,873
2.2 JL%h3R BRI RE Ah [E LR K ELBY E 8 B 3 25 K HBIRCAE] 20% . 255 14 d BiaAL Ry 50 %

Hid R 2 T LAFE W 6 F gy p, T6 4k BR
30 %6 S AE AN T4 AbH 25 V68 HL s X v [ B4 g K
AR BB R . 30 %0 R IE 7R 25 )5 55 1 A
14 KRBT N Fe 25 Y E h BEAE 24 )5 3 A1 7 d
B sk I fE s A B2 R 5 7 K5 B i & B
R, W 2 B R) B HERS L B AR BT R R (R B R
FE T0% LA L3 TS5 AbBE 40 %6 75 56 W B 80k 22 A i
Y5 T KR R R B — . 25 14 d
B RS JE 65 % s T2 b P 1. 8% Bl 4 14 % B 34 %

FeAis T3 Rb 3 1006 w8 250 S 9 035 e A T1 4k 3%
350 geL'mt Rt mk AL 4F, 25 )5 7 d B AAE 602 LA
Lo FEERAYE Dy . T4 AbBE 2500 e AL T6 b
B30 %6 HUME S A TS b B 40 %6 75 56 1 0 A T
FA 3 R R . 45 b6 Fh 2 R B A AR R
b T6 AbFE 30 %6 ik il > T4 AbBE 25 %6 158 dy g >
T5 b3 40 % FF FE W8 > T1 4b ¥ 350 g+ L' ok ft
Wh>>T3 4b F 1096 = 250 5 9 045 e > T2 kb3
L8 BT e & .
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Table 2 Results of the field efficacy test on Cacopsylla chinensis for 6 insecticides

i 1d Zif3d ZETd Zijg 14 d
1 d after treatment 3 d after treatment 7 d after treatment 14 d after treatment
it _ , _ _ _
e, B REWH Hit B Rt BERH Bt RENH
Decrease Corrected Decrease Corrected Decrease Corrected Decrease Corrected
rate control effect rate control effect rate control effect rate control effect

T 43.9792+2,8558  41,905842.9616 b 52.583543.6097  56.9773£3.2752 b 61.3068+2,5502  67.261342.1578 ¢ 44.6912+2.3922  57.7256+1. 8284 od

T2 18.47£2.1217 15, 4525%2, 2064 ¢ 38.487£1.5104 14, 186941, 3704 ¢ 19,793143.1902  57.5194+2.6993 e 36,6928+3.4792  51.6122%2.6592d

T3 43, 757512, 9385 41,675943,0472 b 55.991944,9753 60.0698+4,5143 b 53,6305+4,5771 60,76633.8727 de  34.1163+14.1884 49, 6429+5, 4223 d

T4 56. 685343, 0261 55.082243.1381 a 69.578941. 6356 72.397841.4840 a 81,1062 L1, 7450 84, 01371, 4765 a 61,4684£3. 1478 70,5490%2, 4059 ab

T5 52.8434+2,6466  51,0982%2, 7446 ab  53.274043.3544  57.6037£3.0436 b 67.6547£1.7793  72.6323£1.5055 be  53.1768+2.5667  64.2114£1. 9618 he

T6 61. 764946, 7902 60. 349847, 0416 a 64, 270045, 0915 67.5808£4.6197 ab  74,3490£4.5314 78.2964£3.8341 ab  69.9920%3,7023 77.0639£2.8298 a
TH(CK) 3.5690£2. 8592 —10,2127£1.6820 —18,1880£2. 3389 —30.8329£3.2879

AFNGFERRTE 0.05 KT 1% R B % P<0.05,
Different lowercase letters indicate significant difference at 0, 05 level,
3
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Toxicity and Control Effect of Pesticides Against
Cacopsylla chinensis

WEI Ming-feng, YAO Zhong,LIU Zhen,FAN Qiao-lan,ZHANG Li-ping

(Cotton Research Institute,Shanxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences.Yuncheng 044000, China)

Abstract; Laboratory toxicity bioassay and field control effect to Cacopsylla chinensis were conducted to find

out the sensitivity and effectiveness of six insecticides that were used commonly. Toxicities of these insecticides

against 2nd-3rd instar nymphs and adults were determined with insect-dipping method and leaf-dipping method

respectively, field control effects were determined using spray method on pear orchards. The results of laborato-

ry toxicity experiments showed that these insecticides had higher toxicity on 2nd-3rd instar nymphs than adult.

1.8% Abamectin had highest toxicity and 10% beta-cypermethrin had the lowest toxicity. Field trials sugges-

ted that these insecticides had the highest decrease rate and best control effect at 7 d after applying insecticides.

The corrected control effects of 25% thiamethoxam and 30% chlorfenapyr were best,and above 70 % at 14d af-

ter spraying. These results indicated that hiamethoxam and chlorfenapyr showed good available effect and last-

ing validity period to pear psylla. They were recommended to use in the field.

Keywords: Cacopsylla chinensis ; pesticides ; toxicity ; control effect
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