WA L7 2003, 49(1):278 - 284 Plant Protection

4%/ e B U EL Bl 44 B R A R ER TR RO I 1AL
R EAhZG RIS B th

F O, IHE, IxgY
WA RTINS b, £98 321300 2. WHIAMAFIURAEBE, B 311300)

WE ANZEXHGPERTEHEZRE A KRFEFAMD. ANEREAFEAXRANEFTE, AEREFFTA
%Fqéfilﬁ%%‘?ﬁ&;”‘(“‘r’éﬁ”)Wa‘ﬁﬁé’l‘%ﬂfﬁﬁﬁ#@iﬂ%»ﬁi}ﬂQﬁﬂ%}%‘«ﬂ‘]k?%']‘é’—ﬁ%«ﬁ‘?éﬁﬂ‘ﬁ’ﬁ(EB)ﬁ'8ﬁ"f’—)f”
6 LR SR T A s EB AP AR A4k W R AR (JHD Ao O AP BE(S) 69 i B . 71 22 33 AR
xii,#%d\%ﬂz% EBA Bt P L4 FAT 43 4450 P ERF R, A FTER X HLTFRF R LM, b ok F
BB LR A BT B PR R AR B S X FE P RS AR BRI, HAMAT
Bt (PBO) (B8 = 3 B (TPP) A= T M —8 — 285 (DEMD 3 5T 2 H 42 & W 4 B x4 45 ) 52 98 EB A+ #%  JH A+ %8 4= S
FrEEUE NS . A ¥ EB AP B4 i0 & & P450(3. 9 42) 4= bs @%(3 348) JO-BLF B E M (4. 2 45) - H
PR S-EEASEEERE QT4 KRRESIER G2 BF ST SHR. %A S H Ak S-445 8 56 A58

R IR T TG D AT G B A SRR ERAL,
KEBIE MER; THE;, £2XFZ; RBH; XAZRM; RN
hESHES: S481.4  XEKERIEEL: A DOIL:  10. 16688/j. zwbh. 2021586

Resistance mechanisms of Bactrocera dorsalis population to emamectin
benzoate and its cross-resistance to other insecticides
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2. College of Advanced Agricultural and Science , Zhejiang A & F University. Hangzhou 311300, China)

Abstract Bactrocera dorsalis is a destructive quarantine pest of vegetables, flowers and fruits, and insecticides are
often used to control this pest in the field. In order to explore the resistance risk, the cross resistance to eight
insecticides was investigated using the method of drug film in the glass tube. In addition, the biochemical
resistance mechanism of the resistant population (EB), Jinhua field population (JH) and susceptible population
(S) of B. dorsalis were also studied. After selecting for 33 generations, B. dorsalis showed a medium level of
resistance to emamectin benzoate (43. 4-fold). The results showed that the EB population had a medium level of
cross-resistance to abamectin, and a low level of cross-resistance to imidacloprid, phoxim and malathion, but no
cross-resistance to clothianidin, lambda-cyhalothrin, spinosad and chlorfenapyr. All of the synergists, including
piperonyl butoxide (PBO) , triphenyl phosphate (TPP) and diethyl maleate (DEM) ., had a significant synergistic
effect on emamectin benzoate in killing the EB, JH and S populations. Compared to the S population, the
activities of mixed-function oxidases P450 (3. 9-fold), bs (3. 3-fold) and O-demethylase (4. 2-fold) , glutathione S-
transferases (2. 7-fold) and carboxylesterase (3. 2-fold) increased significantly in the EB population. The results
indicated that the increased mixed-function oxidases, glutathione S-transferases and carboxylesterase might play an
important role in the resistance of B. dorsalis to emamectin benzoate.

Key words  Bactrocera dorsalis; emamectin benzoate; spinosad; chlorfenapyr; cross-resistance; resistance

mechanism
KRS HE: 2021-10-24 &iTHHI: 2022-01-20
Eﬁlﬁiﬁ E K AR #34:(31701848)
x JEfEVEH  E-mail: wm20002021@163. com



49 5 11

AR AT /NSRS R AEER A BT B X HAt 25790 1 52 JL < 279 -

¥ /NSE M Bactrocera dorsalis X 44 % 140 . 5
W R R /0N S N ARy R SR A T A A
FrEER LR AR RS S X A /NS
A IR H R A EARE R KR G
AL 76 AL 211 AN 627 M S B F RSB S
K AT B AR /ISR B A S T 28 7 K R TR
FETE IR R F AU A ResSHC Y, H M g e fi
PS5 5% R ARG S B, TE 2R Bz 7 O, B4k 7 B
o 5~10 RASED, B 1~6 d, Wpfb)a 4 i re
RN E BTG Bl RS0 7% SR AR 2
REGVME™ . R /) S e R T A
] oz 28 8 L, R R A A e X 42

T/ NEWRIE AR RRAE L A3 ML AR 2T PR AR
MAERMZES B A i BT e N BT
A HGR 2 A8 T DG TR /0N S e FH i) o B0 44 1 O
FEARGE DB WG N NS e TR [ A | AR
H AR A Tt b X TR 3 3B A b XA
SEMEPT A VE AR R . BRI SRR B, TETR
I 3 Ml DX A7 /0 S 6 % 2 0 05 K HU ) BT 44 1 2R A
B TR 24 A7 M 7] S8 9 502 TR R e A S U T 7 A T
16. 59~18. 95 & [ H 55 ACE- Pk X ) 15k 4k B
Pl E NS R A U RS D A Wt S (A S
Ptk AEE A= W5 % HUR) PR a5 B 4 v 3 PR R R
CLATE fa] Bk W 4E 6 1 2 4 5 R ) 46 T BUSCR
A ] R AR ) AF 98 R B, T 75 AN [R) b XA /N
SEMEHME R KT 22 SRR, EARFNE 455 4 b
I ARG /)NS5 0 FH ] b A 24 0 S TUA6 T 7 A T &K
S R BT 4 TR BT AP SR B D S A
B2/U N2 T S N VRSN S E 7 =R Gl I N
BI T A /N S5 W2 A5 A AE UM XU | 3 4o % P 32 282
& 33 AARAT T /NSl bt FP 4 SR AP RE (43. 4 £5)
DN 7470 Y A 0 A5 /)N S e PR 5 T 4 T 28 A4 1
7 e 5 S R T TR O B2 A% H ) b e ik A iy
J¥ie A BILBAE 2 A% H T = e R S M A R T
FIBT4E T8 28 F1 22 R 35 R B AL 22 20 % HUR) G 1Y
SEHAGUHEACE  FRERR TG /NS ) B ek i A= 1k
PR .

1 HEEE

L1 5 A fnidH
PRI HOR A 24 99 V0 F 4EER 99 Do B 4 7
A 98 V4 Mtk BRI T 5t MR 25 A7 BRZY ] 599 96

VR 99 V0 TEHEI L 99 Vo 1E HI L 99 Vo i A SR R
TR 990 Z R R W T A IR /KB YR
B 7] 5 98 20 H s il ) F B2 v 250 A 0 B 4 A B
NI

FEALH]: 98 % B i 0% 98%0 & e U £ PR
(EDTA) 98 %645 IfiL 5 18 11 (BSA) 5 9926+ ¢
FBE RN (SDS) I F Sigma 43 1) 5 70 %6 % Dy i 52
G250 5 99 %010 S AU A bk H K (GSHD I F Fluka 2%
F396% o ZIRZERS (o NA) T Aladdin A H], 34
R 95 Yo UL T Bk (PBO) 1 T i1 A6 05k K AE W
FHEABR A 5 98 Vo B iR = 2K g (TPP) I F 1 45 [
ARG B W15 97 26 I T 95 — R — £ g (DEMD Il
F R RAIABR A A . HA R A = Al
s fbee i,
1.2 i HiE

FEXTHUBFPRE (S R TR SR B
BAE LT 8770 & I 8 A [ PP < e R A A e [ M
NG, R ORI E RS A 5 cm WYY
SR IR N 2 2 AR A TRV AR .
ERAR /NS B B R T 20 HZPJE N (60 em X 60 cm
X 60 cm) , R H R AL B K (390) #MFRE %« (1 FH A
B0, = NEFE 10 48, I RIAS 32 fil AT o] 5% 1
s g S AE X O AN HE L S 2 H O B AR S
H

S H IR (THD <R B WL G ik B
TEAET R\ R A, e SR (0] 2 P S5 2 B A 1)
F%. WAE Fo 4010 2 H g Hu i

YR BUPEREE CEB) < 4 H 4 £ J5 24 {4 i
TiC ] VL AR AR ATS /N S T A R 43 BRI
i BE % B2 50 Vo g HL I 7] 8 7 W B UK Hhoim AR 4
ERBER . WAEURRIRE 2 HIR AR 2y 1 000 Sk AE N
e R B T RN VUL 2 h )5 DTN
TN P 4 46 0 5 K, A /NS IRCEE 1 h S B R 4
AR K A TC A R M A 4k S 55 . i 33
RIG - HUHEM BRI RO 43. 4 5. BUERBTHEF
B 2 Hi s g, R bs 4508 R (25+0.5) C,
eS8 L/ D=14 h//10 h,RH(65+5) %,
1.3 £9E

A7 /NS AR A R SR PR A 2 L kg
At HOR0 D 245 et FH PR I 5 ) Bk R s AR B T g
D 235 SR s 275 B 550 B 80P PR R, 5~ 7 ik
FE o HHHEL 10 mL #RE G 25 T E A B IS T (|



« 280 o 159 4 47 2023

725 em. K 15 em) 35 SRR A 6 25980 1 PR A . f5)
ZRM W E PR BN BEL RO T . H 20
~25 St /NTE MR 2 H i LA TR A 2 5 ) B 5
B CE 300 M B KR B BRI R R T2 A
BB M. 24 h 5 WU AE AR /NIl
ARG R DL B 2 8 ik U RE I 3 T€AT A bR
WERIE N AET . A R PN R K O . A 803

X HREHAE TR AR T 1020, Ak BRFIXS B4 1)
23K

SRR A= I 7 - B S S RG] W R T
(PBO) B2 = 4 Wg (TPP) A T 4% — 1R — £ Ig
(DEMD fiff F P 1 FC ) B BE W (10 g/T)M% SR JE AR
P PO 4 5 R AR HOR R B 5~ 8 MR,
IR LA 100 380G0 BRI AR . B HER0GR
BRI ZA W, 7T 5 38 85000 7 i A 24 9 v | ok B —
(100 mg/L) . HABERAE S Fi& A Yy % Jr 240
], MWL 3K,

1.4 EEMENE
L4.1 zZjiex PASO £ 8N

%7 Lee 5 17 UG /N SE 0 2 H % e
B S Sk BT A i (0.1 mol/L pH 7.5 #
BREH 2% WM &, & 1 mmol/L EDTA, 0.1 mmol/L
DTT.1 mmol/L PTU.1 mmol/L PMSF #1 10% H
WO A, BRAE 2R K. 4CL 10 000 g Bl
15 min, i Bi#E.4C,10 000 g FEL 1 h,
P ORLAR T VE 75 F 2 PR 22 M (0. 1 mol/L pH 7.5
WEEREN 22 Pk . 1 mmol/L EDTA.0. 1 mol/L. DTT,
1 mmol/L. PMSF Fl 20 % H i) Hb 5 & 77 15 il 5 .
HA 3 HRIA I

22 Omura 551 CO 22783 G155 & 2 I g
SAALEE (MFO) FIZHMI (4 3R PASO & . R fokL 4 &
RS R FE R 1 mg/mL 245 A GE =
A R AR UL AR P 5 min, — 432 L 4RI
AZCAFIRE SRR (TS AT UL 23 606 BE T HTE
P 400~500 nm ZL4H, LIS AR 25 L A
AR IS A LR . i B AR e T LA
il CO. LA HUAR 28 B SRR AR 1 D6 I
{H i 5% ODysy . ODigo ODyos 1 ODyo » 4% 204305131
A PASO MM ER by &, AU i 52 )
E 3.

P450 75 = (ODsso —ODyso )/ GHIE R B HE H
EED HPFERECH 91 mmol « L'« em ™5

éﬂiﬁ@@% bs /E‘Q\Jgii_:(()Dm*()Dm)/(iﬁ)\lﬁ/%%ﬁx
EHEEHPFERECH 185 mmol « L+ em ™',
1.4.2 M4 % P450 O-fi ¥ L8 % Ml 2

2% Hansen 55" I E Z )R8 ELEE (MFO) O-Jii
SRS M. RV A ZR 2 mL:1 270 pll 0.1 mol/L
pH 7. 8 BBEIRZZ i - 200 1L 0. 36 mmol/L NAD-
PH., 30 pL. 3 mmol/L Xf—fgHEA gk, 500 L BE
SR FRAE 25 CHe P il & K0 30 min, JILAO. 5 mL
1 mol/L HCl & 1B - BN 2.5 mL =58 b Ak
USRI — i Ay . 3 000 g #2500 15 min, BT
JER =& )2 1.5 mL finA 1.5 mL 0.5 mol/L
NaOH J #£ 5, NaOH #E BB 43066 B 111
400 nm P ODAE, LA 0. 5 mol/L NaOH ¥ b %
R, ARl 35 T o o gl 6 0 R PP A0 2 P R R
SR B A3 B g 2 B AL A R X i s 1 1 R
IRECR IR G YE, TR 3 IR . B4R
IR SR I 3 WK
1.4.3 BB EEERE NN

Z M Van Asperen™ [ J5 35 Ml & 5 /)N 52
CarE {577, W5 SAG/NSEME 2 H i i i R 78 VA
S %G L Z A 0. 04 mol/L Wi R 5% sh it (pH
7.002 mL, FE VKR A T VR S A1 3K ST T
4°C .10 000 r/min B0 10 min. 4855 1 35 1 B 2 fid
W VKSR . PL 5 mL o ZBRZERR (310 *mol/L)
KW A 0. 2 mL B, 78 37 C 2544 T fE I 7K
B3R 30 min, il A 1 mL DBLS(1% R [ % B £
IR+ 500+ e SR A KB =2 + H &Ik
SR KH IR A TR T % 2 4 30 min, #2606
FETHI%E 600 nm 4 OD . X} BEZHLL 0. 2 mL
PR g% th iR AR B . AR o 28 T A oA T R 55 1
TR TR O o ZE B i . I W VR B 1 T o
(mg » mL~"), 718 R R B8 B 1% L 1% 77 (amol -
min '+ mg ), T 3 WHREEHR  BEIR PEHUER
HFEME 3K,
1.4.4 BHHIK S4B EE NN E

Z B Wu P B ik GST LS 77, B
5 KA/ NS 2 H 1 ME SR A R TP RS Sz
A 0.1 mol/L B§FRZE M (pH 7. 002 mL FEvKIF 4%
P G 5853 599K ST 4 C .10 000 r/min B0
10 min, 73 25 _F 5 W& BP A B, vKis R . LA CDNB
RIEY AERAT PRI A 66 mmol /L W2 2% thii
2.4 mL, 50 mmol/L & Bt H ik 0.3 ml,0. 03 mol/L



49 5 11

AR AT /NSRS R AEER A BT B X HAt 25790 1 52 JL « 281 -

CDNB 0. 1 mL, fiff#fZ 0. 2 mL, 7 BJVR%5) . 78 27 CKiB
AR RO 5 min, 4 HOGEETHAE 340 nm R
ODE. XfHRZH LA 0.2 mL B8R 2% wh W A0 K
it U 26 B P O 0 AR A DR K SRR RS Tl
B EETS 77 (nmol « min ™! e mg™ '), TE 3 IKIZHEH
T FRR AR IOBRR S 3 1K
1.45 EaRENE

it 5 A o R S S s iE G250 Y
JED ), RE 0. 3 mL BHA T 10 mL K&, 5
FXTRELL 0. 3 mL B R 2% vh AR . M A 5 mL %
S G250 i, oA F 25 CHE KB
Ye 2 min, KB )5 5 min PN AE 595 nm T H 6]
OD{H ., M4 il A& absEih &t m i En
J i, bR L 0.3 BVARZE T B P A B 1 5 i (mg
emL "), FEH 3 REEHEGIR B U O T

ME 3K,
1.5 iR

il /1N S i A EL AT 5 AR A A A £l
Polo Plus 1. 0 #4438, 11538 1 A il 2wl 32 L 3L
FEH R B (1LCso ) T 95 %0 A7 DX ], il 2 0
B fii FH SPSS 22. 0 3 A4 #4743 41 » A Duncan [%
BIE MR T 2 57 BE T

2 HRESH

2.1 XEHMHE

TG/ NS0 EB Rl bl 2 i A7 A TSR K 32
HHUME(RRso =20. 7) , 50 HU0bk 7= B % RN -5 1 6
TELEAR A3 Bt (5<<RRs,<<10) , 5188 du it . &
BT TR | 2 A% 5 2 R0 dU il g ok R 22 BBt
P (RR:<<5)(FE D,

F1 wNERRRERL TR 8 MR BA WX EHEKEY

Table 1 The level of cross-resistance of Bactrocera dorsalis EB population to eight insecticides

25 e REREFRER LCs0 (95 % B A5 X [H])/mg « L™ df ) Btk AL

Insecticide Population Slope #+=SE LCs0(95% CD - X RRs0
Yk T 24 2% Y R EB 2.01+0. 20 36. 69(30. 65~43. 57) 13 7.97 43. 4
emamectin benzoate S 1. 9640. 20 0. 85 (0. 70~1.07) 13 9.42
TS EB 2.44740. 22 59. 61 (51. 28~69. 42) 13 7. 60 20.7
abamectin S 2.31+0. 22 2. 89 (2.48~3. 36) 13 3. 85
i, H mk EB 2.27%0. 21 38.99 (33. 22~45. 68) 13 4. 57 7.4
imidacloprid S 2.08+0. 20 5.26 (4.44~6.23) 13 8.55
SERE EB 2.36740. 22 124. 26 (106. 32~145. 26) 13 3. 01 7.6
phoxim S 2.33%0. 22 16.41(14. 09~19. 19) 13 8.52
LR A EB 1.7240. 17 31. 07 (26. 58~36. 32) 13 3.51 &),
malathion S 2.7610. 24 5. 47 (4.69~6. 39) 13 8.52
TE 1 jiz EB 2.6740. 30 39. 38 (33. 81~46. 06) 13 3. 97 4.8
clothianidin S 2.4470. 22 8. 28 (7.09~9. 68) 13 8.52
B R E TS EB 2.2940. 21 71. 60 (61. 28~83. 83) 13 10. 67 4.7
lambda-cyhalothrin S 2.1740. 21 15. 40 (13.05~18. 12) 13 6. 50
ZRER EB 2.327£0. 21 0. 98 (0. 84~1.15) 13 4. 69 1.8
spinosad S 2.15%0. 20 0.55 (0. 47~0. 65) 13 3.95
o i i EB 1. 7840. 19 62. 13 (53.16~72.63) 13 7.05 1.4
chlorfenapyr S 2.63710. 29 43.75 (37.57~51.18) 13 8.52

1) EB: $TH4EERFIRE; S BURFIE. TR, SUrEMB=4utE iR LCs /U R L s,

EB: Population resistant to emamectin benzoate; S: Susceptible population. The same applies below. Resistance ratio (RRso) = LCsg

(EB) /LC,’,U (S) .
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Table 2 Synergistic effect of PBO, TPP and DEM on emamectin benzoate
puilisa Jb3 RERERMER  LCs (95% A5 XA /mg « L~ df ) HRAEEL
Population Treatment Slope==SE LCs0(95% CD x SRs0
EB HZEEE emamectin benzoate 2.8440. 26 36. 69 (30. 65~43.57) 13 7.97 =
H 4k emamectin benzoate+PBO 2.61+£0. 22 10. 93 (9. 23~12. 82) 13 6. 95 3.4*
H 2t Eh emamectin benzoate+ TPP 2.1540. 20 14. 57 (12. 30~17. 10) 13 7.32 2.5*
H 2EEE emamectin benzoate-+DEM 1.94+0. 19 21. 48 (18. 23~25. 21) 13 5. 47 1.7+
S H 4k emamectin benzoate 2.11+£0. 21 0. 85 (0. 70~1.01) 13 9. 42 =
H 2 £k emamectin benzoate+PBO 2.0840. 23 0. 29 (0.21~0. 36) 13 8. 23 2.9*
H 2R emamectin benzoate+ TPP 1.75+0. 18 0. 42 (0. 35~0. 50) 13 5.91 2.0%
I 2EEE emamectin benzoate-+DEM 2.35+0. 24 0. 59 (0.49~0.71) 13 6. 68 1.4%
JH H 4 £h emamectin benzoate 2.25740.19 8. 95 (7.59~10. 50) 13 7.52 =
H 2 b emamectin benzoate+PBO 1.63=£0. 17 2.69 (2.28~3.15) 13 8. 17 3.3*
H 2 Eh emamectin benzoate+ TPP 1. 89-+0. 19 3.58 (3.04~4. 20) 13 6. 59 2.5%
1 4 Eh emamectin benzoate-+DEM 2.21+£0. 21 5. 47 (4.56~6. 30) 13 8. 11 1.6

D JH: gtemERiE, MR, RSFaRiIERon a1 LCs A B# M2 5 (P<0. 05,

JH: Field population from Jinhua. The same below. Asterisk indicates significant difference between LCs before and after the addition of

synergist (P<C0. 05).
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Table 3 The activity of MROD and the contents of cytochrome P450 and bs in Bactrocera dorsalis populations

1

P450 &+ /nmol » mg~! bs &+ /nmol « mg ! O B B 5 /pmol » min~! » mg—
peivies P450 content bs content MROD activity
Population P L FRifER % T E AR %k P FRifER %
Mean=+SE Ratio Mean=+SE Ratio Mean=SE Ratio
EB (10.19=£1. 20)a 3.9 (0. 63£0.05)a 3.3 (5.692£0.53)a 4.2
JH (7.944£0.5Db 3.1 (0.244£0.02)b 1.3 (2.08+£0.16)b 1.5
S (2.58+0. 24)¢ 1.0 (0.194£0.02)¢ 1.0 (1.37+£0. 15)¢ 1.0

1) R [d]—F B HAT AN A 5113 4 Duncan BB AR 25 4G50 25 5 % (P<<0. 05), N,

Different letters in the same column indicate significant difference (Duncan’s test, P<(0.05) The same applies below.

R4 BNTRAEFES M S-HBEANRER T

Table 4 The activities of GST and CarE in Bactrocera dorsalis populations

B H Ak SR EEE £ /nmol « min™! « mg™! FRIR R B £ /nmol « min™! « mg™!

peiipicd GST activity CarE activity
Population A B 77 A fic
Mean=+SE Ratio Mean=+SE Ratio
EB (4.60+£0.31)a 2.7 (5.22+0.49)a 3.2
JH (2.09+0.17)b 1.4 (3.18+0.30)b 1.9
S (1.522£0. 13)c 1.0 (1. 64=£0.18)c 1.0
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