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Insecticide Resistance of Plutella xylostella from Fields of Pearl River Delta
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South China Agricultural University , Guangzhou 510642, China)

Abstract ; The resistance to emamectin benzoate , tebufenozide , chlorfenapyr, methomyl of field populations
of diamondback moth Plutella xylostella from six counties in Pear] River Delta was detected by leaf dip-
ping method in 2008. The results showed that the resistant factors of diamondback moth to emamectin
benzoate varied from 1. 08 to 41. 86. In the six tested populations,one was high resistant,one was moder-
ate resistant and four were low resistant to emamectin benzoate. The resistant factor to chlorfenapyr ranged
from 5. 38 to 22. 73. Among the six tested populations,three were moderate resistant and three were low
resistant to chlorfenapyr. The resistant factors to tebufenozide were from 3. 05 to 86. 38. Among the five
tested populations,itwo were high resistant, two were moderate resistant and one was low resistant to te-
bufenozide. The resistant factor to methomyl differed were from 9.56 to 190.32 (except the population
from Shantou ). In the six tested populations,two were very high resistant,two were high resistant, one

was moderate resistant and one was low resistant to methomyl.
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Tab.1 Resistance of diamondback moth larvae to emamectin benzoate

Fi B R LCSJE/_ | P 95% E%‘IX_EEI/ ﬁfab Hutk

(pg-mL™ ) (r) (pg-mL™") 15k 7
I y=4.4750+1.199 1x 2.74 0.996 7 1.89 ~3.97 3.61 &5
A y=3.759 0 +1. 262 2« 9.62 0.986 0 6.82 ~13.58 12. 66 EE7)
= y=4.967 4 +1. 090 9% 1.07 0.997 0 0.67 ~1.71 1.41 G
b y=5.077 2 +0. 875 8x 0. 82 0.9955 0.50 ~1.32 1.08 i
sk y=3.813 9 +0. 789 4« 31. 81 0.998 3 20. 01 ~50. 57 41.86 =
ZE y=4.794 3 +0. 888 1x 1.70 0.997 7 92,18 ~238.01 2.24 L
B TTES y=5.146 0 +1.223 0x 0.76 0.978 9 0.49 ~1.18
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Tab.2 Resistance of diamondback moth larvae to chlorfenapyr
Fhag HAEEFRD LCy {8/ | PSS 95% ﬁ%lz_llﬁl/ :fﬁfi EiiNi3
(pg+mL™") (r) (pg - mL™") 1B K
I y=4.006 2 +1.227 3% 6. 45 0.991 7 4.18 ~9.96 17.43 P
f= y=4.058 4 +1.089 9% 7.30 0.995 8 4.57 ~11.70 19.73 H
=20 y=4.418 3 +1.071 2« 3.49 0.989 3 2.20 ~5.54 9.43 &+t
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wHi y=4.6607 +1.131 6% 1.99 0.998 9 1.28 ~3. 10 5.38 1541
BRSFR y=5.612 8 +1.429 4% 0.37 0.975 1 0.26 ~0.54
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Tab.3 Resistance of diamondback moth larvae to tebufenozide
— Fmpma— LCy 18/ HERRE 95% E{E“IZ_ !'Eﬂ/ ﬁﬂé Ptk
(pg - mlL™") (r) (pg-mL™) fE5 K
4 y=2.166 8 +0. 802 5x 3392.84 0.9952 1 458.61 ~7 892.03 69. 96 =2
5 y=1.8552+1.092 1% 758.07 0.988 0 373.52 ~1 538.56 15. 63 g
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Tab.4 Resistance of diamondback moth larvae to methomyl
- p— LCSO{E/_ | UiESES 95% ﬁ%z_!‘ﬂ/ Btk ik
(ug - mL™") (r) (pg-mL™") B K
I y=2.736 9 +0. 682 6x 2 068. 26 0.996 2 882. 11 ~4 849. 38 77.40 (=7
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