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Abstract The occurrence of Spodoptera frugiperda in wheat field of northern Anhui province was investigated
from November 9th to 15th in 2019. It was found that the wheat in some fields were seriously damaged by S. fru-
giperda in Guoyang, Mengcheng, Lixin, Linquan counties and Qiaocheng district. The density of S. frugiperda
larvae reached 51 individuals per square meter, and the highest damage rate was 66. 85%. Based on analysis of
CO | and Tpi gene sequences, the larvae collected in Guoyang county were all identified as corn strain. The
results of the field experiments showed that the control efficacy of emamectin benzoate « chlorantraniliprole 10%
SC 3 and 14 days post application was 90.64% and 91.32% , respectively, and for emamectin benzoate * chlorfe-
napyr 12% SC, it was 92.17% and 92.26% , respectively. Both insecticides showed quick effect and long persist-
ence against S. frugiperda , and can be recommended for the control of S. frugiperda in wheat field.
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Table 1 Occurrence of Spodoptera frugiperda in wheat fields of northern Anhui province
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FEHL ZEHR/ N » Number of different instar larvae
L Sampling Rate of BES T TR T e s Al s @ 6
Location . plant Larva number ¢ < < < < <
site T ‘ 1st -an ‘ 3rd ‘ 4th ' 5th ‘ 6th
instar instar instar instar instar instar
Ilfi S8 H Linquan county 1 38. 21 26 0 24 42 42 36 12
2 41. 26 27 0 36 48 48 24 6
3 45,51 31 0 30 48 60 42 6
4 89 23 26 0 12 o4 42 30 18
5 28.19 23 0 18 36 30 24 30
-5 37.68 26. 60 0.0 24.0 45. 6 44. 4 Nl 72 14. 4
i PFHE Guoyang county 1 51.21 45 0 6 66 72 72 54
2 66. 85 o1 6 18 72 72 102 36
3 50. 28 42 0 0 0 78 90 84
4 43. 21 38 0 0 6 60 114 48
5 53. 26 47 0 12 30 84 96 60
1y 52. 96 44, 60 1.2 7.2 34. 8 73.2 94. 8 56. 4
HEIR X Qiaocheng district 1 42. 36 33 0 0 36 48 72 42
2 49. 56 37 0 6 30 66 60 60
3 51.59 32 6 12 24 48 48 54
4 38. 28 28 6 6 18 60 54 24
5 30. 57 21 0 12 30 30 18 36
14 42,47 30. 20 2.4 7.2 27.6 50. 4 50. 4 43. 2
F2H Lixin county 1 7.56 8 0 0 0 18 18 12
2 12. 11 9 0 6 12 18 12 6
3 4,32 6 0 0 0 6 12 18
4 13. 25 11 0 0 0 24 24 18
5 4. 36 5 0 0 0 6 24 0
Sy 8. 32 7. 80 0.0 1.2 2.4 14. 4 18.0 10. 8
23R E Mengcheng county 1 5. 22 5 0 0 0 0 24 6
2 5. 66 6 0 0 0 24 12 0
3 4. 85 5 0 0 0 30 0 0
4 3. 86 4 0 0 0 12 12 0
5 3.31 2 0 0 0 0 12 0
S35 4,58 4.40 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.2 12.0 1.2
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Fig. 1 Relationship between the larva number of

Spodoptera frugiperda and damaged rate of wheat

2.2 RIEEZHEMFTRHEEYE

X CO T B )47 o 70 M & 3, ok A
P FHZE Y 40 By FEH BT AN 1 CO T B A 3158
A3 P T — M FEAR (GY-Wheat) CO T 751
55 NCBI A A7 45 #5504t 5 % i CO T 781617 L
f, AR B Helicoverpa armigera CO 1 FEHE N
IR R G (] 3) . 5 X B TR

N ! :
a: B b Bk )Z i o CRHEEIE; d: & 4hm
a: Lacking seedlings; b: Larva in shallow soil; ¢: Hatched egg masses;
d: The various instar larvae

B2 EMREHEAENZEBER
Fig. 2 Symptoms of wheat seedlings damaged
by Spodoptera frugiperda
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Fig. 3 Phylogenetic tree inferred from CO | gene fragments of Spodoptera frugiperda collected in Guoyang county
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Table 2 Field control efficacy of five insecticides against Spodoptera frugiperda

(Huagou town, Guoyang county)
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10 % F ik « S0 AU F B e SC . _
emamectin benzoateschlorantraniliprole 10% SC 3 B e 90. 64 a S BB (289 IS
12 %0 i 4k £k « dulgfi SC -
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Data in the table are mean. Data followed by different lowercase in the same column are significantly different (P<Z0. 05) according to Dun-

can’s multiple range test.

3 itig

WFFEIN N AR 3R [ 114 5 5 1 M2 — R AR

1 FOR B HRBE o 3 K HBE A 3 e A
S HIE DRSS . BEAMTIEN . BRTOK R

A RS AN /INZE e M BRI A X0 B ) A
F 2 IR /N B b BB A L U L P
PR 7 B AR PRI R T R FOR AR R R A B

AR /N B iE A AR T K ERE A
HILREAEAE /N A B8 e KR B IR LB M 5%
TR B3 £ FOKRBEZ 0, RO 50 ik T 5% 78y
TN, 2019 4R 10 A 22 B IRIEZ BT HR
2 TH A B M S B 5 /N A v IREEBOR, I
VG R Y Co i DN 1 DS S SN 4
ARREATE IR AT AE S B0 M SRR AE D ORI R
B E N



« 204 -

5 4Ly 2020

2019 4E 11 H 9 HZE 15 B X228 db /N H 2
BT K A DU HEAT T R A L % B BH B L S R
BORE B I X I SR B AR Y 5 R
AR Pl R W e R, 5 A RIX
b SR M e e 22 1 B 4y [ S B AR
HEE, PP 3~5 B4 R 2, 5 I K i
HUiEik 51 3k, E kB E ik 66. 8500, HAM
U FORMCRI B H )R 2 A BOK B A 5
R FE/INFZ A T R A b B A B ) A L X
e gl B RS Sy AR T R 55 A ER R U
R T B () AF X S 20 P B ST L R R 22 i
B B AR AL T 2 ) A A DT R R S
DX/ INAZ FH R 1 5 08 i 2 o5 R v ol

MEAER , WA B b 5 3k 1 4 HRORT 22 R B R
A e o o 3258 kAR R LA™ Y e
X, — ZR IR B Fp A T R B ERY L
FH Ak S U R e L Bk s il R R SR
A AU RRUR B LR R E R G, HANE B
TCH T RN 1B i 0 ik i) 25 7 K &
SR E R TSGR AE . 2019 AR AT % T
H A3 Ty ia B 53 i 8 e R 25, J2 1 T 25
Tl 2 fit FH A A 257 i e RBR A A Ak 25
WE S THERESEYLRY.,

TEW PHELTF 1% 5 Fili XS /N Az FH R b 57 13 1k
FH [ 97 34 25 ik iy, v 1096 B 4« 48 28 W e
PRI A 4 T Ay 245 700 o) e b 57 13 i S LA B e
OB AR » AT AE S /N2 P 5 5 0 0k 1 B 96 2 791
YFLNE R ARES TR RS A L2
T 1.0~2.5 cm, JpH /N MR ZEER G IHEA T 25 I B R
EEINAR FHZK i X /N2 AR K - 2 Mt , LA 3 2457
BEEZHEN. EWAH—50 {4 F/mL £
FLREF NG-Mad0 1] 23 HOh 7 A H A — 2 4
THIRCR » th FHEA R T MITOHER B8 R, i 5 1R
FHF AR TR S R bk S E R S R A 245711

b B IR S R AR ) S A L R [ A
PER A B RAT G F 7 AR 4 Al AR 3
J RS H s HUTE AT, 2020 422 A8 B L ST
Uk % A B ] 28 /02 L 2019 4R RET— AN H LA 228K
BN TR E BRI TEE /N A 77 1) O B il
1, RS I B TR AR R X N e B
F WG N A A A HE /N TR I R b BT
IR ] BB 20w Wi R OKR AL 7 4 oK A

SORK A E o PRI i) R 0588 %) 22 B /1N A2 R
BRI A4 AN

S22 3Tk

[1] CRUZI, TURPIN F T. Yield impact of larval infestations of
the fall armyworm (Lepidoptera: Noctuidae) to midwhorl
growth stage of corn [J]. Journal of Economic Entomology,
1983, 76(5): 1052 - 1054.

[2] SPARKS A N. A review of the biology of the fall armyworm
[J]. Florida Entomologist, 1979, 62(2); 82— 87.

[3] CRUZ I, DE LOURDES CORREA FIGUEIREDO M, DA
SILVA R B, et al. Using sex pheromone traps in the decision-
making process for pesticide application against fall armyworm
(Spodoptera frugiperda [ Smith] [ Lepidoptera: Noctuidae])
larvae in maize [ J]. International Journal of Pest Management,
2012, 58(1): 83 -90.

(4] SRIFEE, BE, fIREk, 45 B G R I T A SRk A
R EL] PRy 2018, 44(6): 1-10.

(5] AEAVFARME MRS H0. B TRIKLE 2 5 P g HE 3 T
HEAFOKIR]. YR AU 2019 4F58 8 1, 2019-01-31.

(6] JdvE AL, FObFRMRA 13 B0 ERERL K2
W fEE . 2019(11); 58.

(7] LEHE, XA, PEE. % 2019 43 E 1 Tk B &
FADIILT L. APy, 2019, 45(6): 1019,

(8] Tfw. R, shEME, % TRARERE IR E LG
T BEURTT R R B SR AR () ], PRBE R s, 2019,
41(3): 479 —487.

L9 FERUv, 4B, F57. % FUb SR A% JUR BT oT
JELT]. 42254, 2019, 21(4): 401 - 408.

[10] TREEGR, BIAIE, JR%a. & ARZRUE B 0T it %
AL ARy, 2019, 45(5); 47 - 53,

[11] sk, MDl, SR, 25 AN ) DX 3 50 Ah A A 4
RS FRAESHILT]. LR 2019, 45(4): 20— 27.

[12] PITRE H N, MULROONEY ] E, HOGG D B. Fall army-
worm (Lepidoptera; Noctuidae) oviposition: crop preferences
and egg distribution on plants [J]. Journal of Economic Ento-
mology, 1983, 76(3): 463 — 466.

[13] ELmkvh, sk 2, kA, & B aunoigont /N2 i 5K 7= o
PePRPE AR Ar R ). LRI, 2020, 46(1): 17 -23.

[14] P, R, BE6E, 55 T ST AE /N2 AN ] £k 5
ol b AP A B LR LT /OL DL A4 4: 1 - 8[2020 - 03 -
27]. https: //doi. org/10. 16688/j. zwbh. 2020099.

[15] IRAC. Integrated pest management (IPM) &. insect resistance
management (IRM) for fall armyworm in South Africa maize [ EB/
OLJ. IRAC South Africa, www. irac-oline. org, May 2018.

[16] 4R, P5EME. 2KOF, . MR ST A7 B VR HR 11
WrsE S ] HYPe, 2019, 45(4H) . 7-13.

[17] RBkHk, LEIE, Wlm, S5 i BB F0 R S b X5 5
e W T LB A b, AP, 2019, 45(3): 1-9.

(THERE. £ %)





