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Systemic distribution of imidacloprid in strawberry plant and its control
effect against aphid with foliar spraying or root drenching
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Abstract Systemic distribution of imidacloprid in strawberry plants and its control effect on strawberry aphids
were investigated by foliar spraying and root drenching with imidacloprid at high and low concentrations, respec-
tively. The results showed that in spray treatment area, the original deposition of the imidacloprid in strawberry
leaves was higher than that in stems, but degraded faster in leaves. In root drenching treatment area, the accumu-
lation of imidacloprid in leaves reached the maximum at 7th day after treatment, and then decreased slowly. The
retention of imidacloprid in stems was relatively stable 1—28 days after root-drenching. As time went on, the con-
trol effect of imidacloprid on aphids under the two treatments was different. Spraying of imidacloprid showed a
better control effect on aphids within 7 d than root drenching, but the effective duration was shorter. The root
drenching of imidacloprid acted slower but showed a longer effective duration, and the control effect remained
above 70% 7—28 days after application. Meanwhile, with the increase of pesticide concentration, the instant ef-

ficacy of root drenching method was improved.
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O Acetonitrile y=31 035x-+51. 367
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Fig. 1 Residues of imidacloprid in leaves and stems after

application by foliar spraying and root drenching
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Fig. 2 Control effect of imidacloprid at high and low

concentrations on strawberry aphids under two

application methods
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