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The influences of several common-used pesticides on
Bemisia tabaci population

SHEN Bin-bin', REN Shun-xiang?, WU Jian-hui', ZHOU Rou-chang'
(1 Department of Entomology, College of Resources and Environment, South China Agric. Univ., Guangzhou 510642, China;
2 The Modem Agricultural Demonstration Zone of Guangdong Province, Jiangmen 529147, China)

Abstract: The experiment was conducted to estimate the influences of Abamectin, imidacloprid, buprofezin
and dimethoate on Bemisia tabaci. The result showed that the imidacloprid was the most effective and its inter-
ference index of population control (IIPC) was 0.047 2, i.e. the populatién of B. tabaci in the imidacloprid-
used area was 4.72% of the population in control, the next are abamectin and buprofezin, their IIPC are
0.101 9 and 0.155 1, respectively. The IIPC of the population of B. tabaci in dimethoate area was
1.076 2, this means the population of B. tfabaci in the dimethoate application block was 1.076 2 times of

that of the control.
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Tab. 1 Bemisia tabaci population life tables in different areas
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BT HTRHWEETE
28 v YEFEREF survival rates caused by affecting factors
stages affecting factors X 18 P 4 T A, o Bk FhER KE
control abamectin imidacloprid buprofezin dimethoate
HE B EEAMD 0.543 4 0.588 1 0.567 8 0.5322
58 egg predators and others 0.5622
T ceaey HRRERHEA 0.660 0 0.542 6 0.5370 0.466 8 0.632 4
small nymph predators and others ’
(=i WEEHAM 0.641 4 0.212 3 0.265 4 0.157 1 0.769 9
large nymph predators and others :
I 0.911 8 1.000 0 1.000 0 0.866 7
parasitoids 0.9379
fﬁ 0.965 5 1.000 0 1.000 0 0.928 6 0.993 8
APk 0.953 9 0.953 9 0.953 9 0.9539 0.953 9
not emergence
B adult M2 57718 3 (SA) 1.000 0 0.304 5 0.1180 1.000 0 0.854 2
survival rates after '
insecticides were used
UHE B EE B (P) 0.757 6 0.757 6 0.757 6 0.757 6 0.757 6
proportion of
female adult
7=5i & (FPF) 138 138 138 138 138
fecundity
MEERBHW 20.195 5 2.057 1 0.952 4 3.1324 21.733 8
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Tab. 2 Control effect of different insecticides on B. tabaci population
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T HAE A 42 45 B (TIPC)
18-t Interference Index of population control

stages A 4 7 R it o pbk FrER SRR

abamectin imidacloprid buprofezin rogor
59 egg 1.082 3 1.044 9 0.979 4 1.034 6
% # B small nymph 0.822 1 0.8136 0.707 3 0.958 2
B4 % H large nymph 0.376 0 0.470 1 0.2239 1.270 9
B HL adult 0.304 5 0.118 0 1.000 0 0.854 2
T3 /E R 45 1 98 51 interference index of 0.101 9 0.047 2 0.1551 1.076 2
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Fig. 1 Effect of dimethoate treatment on predators of B. tabaci (Xinhui, Guangdong)
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