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Population Dynamic and Control Measures of Cacopsylla chinensis

( Hemiptera; Psyllidae) in Dormant Period of Pear

WEI Mingfeng,YAO Zhong,LIU Zhen,FAN Qiaolan,ZHANG Liping

( Cotton Research Institute,Shanxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Yuncheng 044000, China)

Abstract; In order to find the critical prevention periods and effective measures to control Cacopsylla
chinensisis Yang & Li,and decrease the use of chemical pesticides in pear growth period, we studied the
occurrence regularity of Cacopsylla chinensis in pear orchards of Yuncheng city in 2016—2017 , and the
control effects of two field trials in the dormant period of pear in 2017—2018. The results showed that
early to middle November was the peak period of the overwintering adults. In late February of the next
year,the overwintering adults began to emerge, and the peak of the adults appeared in early March. In
middle and late March, the number of eggs in buds reached the maximum. The best effect of field test
against overwintering adults was 84. 13% after using chlorfenapyr and thiamethoxam mixture for 7 days
before overwintering. Application of Kaolin surround WP before spawning could significantly reduce the
population of the first generation. The mean of eggs in buds was 0. 28 heads/bud, and the means of
nymphs on flower and leaf were 0. 04 heads/flower and 0. 06 heads/leaf respectively. Through both the
pesticide control before adults overwintering and protective measure before early spring spawning, the pop-
ulation density and pest attack index of the first generation of Cacopsylla chinensis can be reduced more
effectively.
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Tab.1 Trial design 1 to control Cacopsylla chinensis
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Tab.2 Trial design 2 to control Cacopsylla chinensis
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Fig.1 The dynamic of Cacopsylla chinensis during the dormant period of pear in Yuncheng,2016—2017
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Fig.2 Effects of various insecticides on

overwintering adults of Cacopsylla chinensis
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Tab.3 Effects of later autumn and early spring treatments on population of the first generation of Cacopsylla chinensis

I e R s 5K fis 96 2

e (3A24H) (GA3H) (476 H) (5A8H)
Treatment No. Eggs per bud/head Nymphs per flower/head Nymphs per leaf/head Pest attack index

( March 24) (March 31) (April 6) (May 8)

1 8.49 £0.70a 0.66 £0.21a 6.59 £0.77a 1.88 £0.07a

2 5.80 £0.66b 0.46 £0.08a 6.19 £0.45a 1.76 £0.07a

3 0.28 £0.05¢ 0.04 £0.01b 0.06 £0.04b 0.14 £0.03b

4 0.45 £0.20c¢ 0.03 £0.01b 0.01 £0.01b 0.05 £0.02b

I FIIAFNG 5B RN BR1E 0. 05 KF ExF R,

Note: Data with different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant difference at 0.05 level.
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