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Field Occurrence Dynamics of Myzus hemerocallis Takahashi and
the Efficacy of Different Pesticides for Its Control

XIAO Chenchen, WANG Wentao, LIU Yaya,MA Li,ZHANG Lijun,ZHAO Zhiguo, L1 Jie
(College of Plant Protection, Shanxi Agricultural University,Jinzhong 030801, China)

Abstract: To clarify the dynamic of the occurrence of Myzus hemerocallis Takahashi on day-lily buds and screen out the
effective and low toxic pesticides to prevent and control Myzus hemerocallis, and provide the basis for the scientifically and
efficiently preventing and controlling Myzus hemerocallis Takahashi. In this study, in Taigu district of Jinzhong city from March
2021 to March 2022, the occurrence dynamics of Myzus hemerocallis Takahashi was studied using trap boards and field surveys.
The control efficiency of 7 chemical pesticides and 5 biological pesticides on Myzus hemerocallis Takahashi was evaluated by
spray method. The results of the dynamic survey showed that, in mid-late April, Myzus hemerocallis Takahashi began to
appear in Taigu, peaked from the end of May to the middle of June, and disappeared in mid—-July. The maximum amount
reached 307.8 head/plant on June 5. The dynamics of Myzus hemerocallis Takahashi on yellow boards was similar to that on
plant, but the occurrence number of alatae was significantly less than that on the plant. Results of field efficacy study showed that
except for 22.4% of spirotetramat SC and 75% of pymetrozine - spirotetramat WDG in chemical pesticides and 0.5% of
veratrine SL in biological pesticides, the other pesticides had better quick—acting effects, and the control efficiency could reach
more than 88% and 84 % respectively at one day after application. The control efficiency of 70% of imidacloprid WG, 25% of
imidacloprid WP, and 20% of nitenpyram WG, 22.4% of spirotetramat SC, and 21% of thiamethoxam SC was significantly
better than that of others in chemical pesticides. The control efficiency of 6.0 % of rotenone ME, 2% of abamectin, and 1.5% of
natural pyrethrins EW in biological pesticides. could reach 100% at 14 days after application. It is recommended that the above
chemical pesticides and biological pesticides should be used alternately in the early stage of the occurrence of Myzus hemerocallis
Takahashi on daylily to delay the development of drug resistance of Myzus hemerocallis Takahashi.
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Fig.1 Myzus hemerocallis Takahashi
symptoms in the field
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Tab.1 Information of pesticides

41  Number 257 Pesticides J"% Manufacturer Hit Dosage
1 22 2 5 70 %6 M HLBpR K 2 R 5 INARBBEA AL Tl A FRA 4.0 g/hm?
2 Chemical pesticides oo/ sy i 4t 43 71 B 7 22 A R A ) 8.0 g/hm
3 20 %6 J7 WE M K 43 0K INARBBEA AL Tl A FRA W 10.0 g/hm?
4 22.4 %6 W8 1 Z R B TR PGB 1 TA R 10.0 g/hm?
5 21 %6 15 LR B vE L PG A 1 TA R H 9.5 mL/hm?
6 75 %% WIS - 5 R K 43 HORE e 7 7 AR L W B A BR 2 | 12.0 g/hm?
7 6.0 26 BE HU bk AT 3 Pk B INARBBEA AR Tl A PR H 2.5 g/hm?
8 H W25 6.0 %6 o i faf 7L 591 A5t = A E AR A ) R A PR R 50.0 mL/hm?
9 Biological pesticides o/ o e oy ¢ e 217 A1 L B A e T AT RS ) 300 mL/hm?
10 0.5%6 B2 Hl AT 7 W ) T e FAR FE MR A PR ) 6.7 g/hm?
11 0.3% ERBR % 2L ARk A AR YR BRSTAE A W 500.0 mL./hm?
12 1.5% RIRER 25 K7L PN 52 ol T AR AR R A B D 160.0 mL/hm?
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Fig.2 Occurrence dynamics of Myzus hemerocallis
Takahashi
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Tab.2 The pest density and pest reduction rate of
water control

R FE I R] RO/ Ch/pk) BOEuR A/ %

Sample time Insect density Reduction rate
i 245 70.6+10.4b
Before application
IR PN 92.7+10.6b -31.21+0.24c
Day 1 after application
EEEIRPN 103.1410.3b -99.59+0.54bc
Day 3 after application
HIRHTR 120.7+11.0ab -161.1240.84b
Day 7 after application
R 14K 180.5+13.4b -278.80+1.80a

Day 14 after application

T« 3 OS2 R T BIE AR R R RNE BR8N A Ab
HRE7E 0.05 K P22 57 3 . TR

Note: The data in the table represented mean + SE, the differ-
ent lowercase letters indicated the significant difference among differ-
ent treatments at the 0.05 level. The same as below.
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Tab.3 Control efficiency of chemical pesticides on Myzus hemerocallis Takahashi %

Jite 245 11y
Before ap-
25%|  plication

EIEEABN
Day 1 after application

2R 3R
Day 3 after application

AR 14K
Day 14 after application

HIRE TR
Day 7 after application

Pesti~ di [y 5/

K 2 928 2 T % 2 928 7 b 928 2 928 2
cide (3 /H) G ‘@j(nxﬁﬁ_ EED/EZLK F]j(n%’l%. s GE Fﬂ(nxi?tg G F]j(rl)&sf%_
: Control effi- Reduction Control effi- . Control effi- } Control effi-
Insect den- Reduction rate . . Reduction rate . Reduction rate .
sity ciency rate ciency ciency ciency
1 122.1  91.98+0.14ab 93.88+2.58ab 98.73+0.01a 99.36+0.86a 100.00=£0.00a 100.00+0.00a 100.0040.00a 100.00=+0.00a

139.8  96.25:£0.03a 97.14£2.06a 95.3040.0la 97.65£5.88a 99.554-0.01a 99.83£0.67a 100.00=£0.00a 100.00=£0.00a
144.7  90.52£0.04ab 92.77£2.58ab 98.8540.01a 99.42+0.59a 99.844-0.02a 99.94+0.16a 100.00£0.00a 100.00=£0.00a

67.05£0.03¢c  74.89£18.20c 80.8040.02b 90.38£6.78b 53.73+0.18b 82.284+13.01b 99.7240.01ab 99.9340.19ab

96.5  84.8840.01b 88.48412.36b 94.56£0.07a 97.27+5.14a 98.11£0.02a 99.28£1.52a 100.0040.00a 100.00=£0.00a
63.5  50.2840.17d 62.114+16.46d 69.56£0.13c 84.7549.23c 38.49£0.23c 76.44+23.43b 98.484+0.01b 99.60£0.71b
60.6  88.7840.0lab 91.454-4.24ab 91.54+£0.03a 95.76+2.70a 82.01£0.10a 93.11+£7.21a 94.534+0.02c 98.56£1.24c

2
3
4 86.2
5
6
7

MFESHTIFE I, 255 1d, 2570 1.255) 2. 255
3V 5 RIZ 7 ) A AT B A AR Y ik #)
8876 LA I Jf H il MR H K 8] 84 % L |, i 2%
T A% b B2 (P<<0.05) 5 25 K1) 6 Ay 8 3Pk B
25 BHARCR R 62.11% , B KT HAb 257 (P<<
0.05) , I iE Rt H A 50.28% . 25J5 3 d, 255 4

255 6 BB G SR B AT 90.38% M 84.75% , L E AR
FH A 255 (P<C0.05) , HL R R 2 A5 80.8% Al
69.56 %6 o FHoA 2550 (B A AR I AE 95 % LA L. 2y
Ja 7 d 21 2GR 2 2550 3L 25 5 A2 ) 7 Ak B
4114 By I R0 AR 4 5k T 93 %6 A1 82 %6
PLE, B T HA AR P4 (P<<0.05) , Hoh 2550 1
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Tab.4 Control efficiency of biological pesticides on Myzus hemerocallis Takahashi %

Ji 245 iy
Before ap-
25%|  plication

EIEE AN

Day 1 after application

2Rt 3R

Day 3 after application

R TR
Day 7 after application

B FRUPN
Day 14 after application

Pesti= 1 g/

; R O 2% b 928 7 b 928 7 R
cide (3 /80) RS F]f(n)&%_ ﬂﬁ,@}: Fﬂ{n%'l%_ Wl 2= F]ﬂn%’l%. B F]f(n)&%_
) Control effi- Reduction Control effi- ) Control effi- ) Control effi-
Insect den- Reduction rate . . Reduction rate . Reduction rate .
sity ciency rate ciency ciency ciency
8 59.1 91.82+0.07a 93.76+3.49a 94.3940.06a 97.19+2.77a 98.34+0.10a 99.36+1.05a 100.0040.00a 100.0040.00a

9 113.4  80.35£0.06b 85.03£12.10b 89.70£0.06a 94.84+3.31a 81.40£0.10b 92.88£5.34b
10 60.0  58.60+£0.23c 68.44417.42c 64.734+0.20b 82.3349.35b 75.1140.13b 90.4748.30b
11 201.7  84.96+£0.05ab 88.5345.03ab 92.1840.03a 96.0841.50a 60.564-0.09c 84.89+6.44c
12 101.1

99.73£0.05a 99.93£0.21a
87.33£0.11b  96.66+3.08b
88.76£0.06b  97.03+1.58b

91.45£0.06a 93.49+£4.80a 94.0140.04a 97.00+1.99a 72.954+0.14bc 89.64+8.84bc 97.0440.00a 99.22+1.66a
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