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Metabolic mechanisms of resistance to emamectin and

cypermethrin in field populations of Spodoptera exigua
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Abstract Three populations of Spodoptera exigua (YN-JN, SH-FX, and JS-LH) showed high levels of resistance to
emamectin (45 to 437-old) and cypermethrin (211 to 555-old) compared to a susceptible SWH strain. Increased
activity of detoxification enzymes such as monooxygenases (2.7 to 8. 4-fold) , glutathione S-transferases (1.9 to 8. 6-fold)
and esterases (1.6 to 5.7-fold) were detected in these populations compared with the SWH strain. The synergistic ratios
(SRs) of the oxidase inhibitor (PBO) and the esterase inhibitor (DEF) to emamectin were 1.24.3 and 1.39.7
respectively and the SRs of PBO and DEF to cypermethrin were 1. 8-58 and 3. 6245 respectively. The glutathione S-
transferase inhibitor (DEM) displayed no significant synergism with these two insecticides. These results indicate that
enhanced detoxification by both esterases and oxidases are important resistance mechanisms to emamectin and
cypermethrin in S. exigua, and that enhanced detoxification is associated with increased esterase and oxidase activity, but
not increased glutathione S-transferase activity. Multiple—pesticide resistance in many insect populations makes synergistic
bioassays a more reliable method of determining the contribution of metabolic detoxification to resistance to specific
insecticides.
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BT FSRERMR R R X B 2, o)
AN T 27 HRUFR 7 A e o e A R D (O
#1998 ; B 3L 4 25,2000 ; X1 7k A 2, 2002) o F#t
Sk ot L A PP IR 2 ) BE A AR 4 0 AT ML
S A ML 205G IR 5 Rl B bR 44 TR A R U,
QR A= TN R SR U SN N o S a7
)} % % 1 % %5 25 %) (Meinke and Marp, 1978 ; fi]
Al 2%, 1999 ; Moulton et al. , 2000; T JT iz 2%,
2001 ; X1 7k 2% 555 2004) o

FH 0 B BT o 1 25 O FH R Eh (TRT Bk H 4 36) & —
Fofo 7 70 v R T AR B 2R L SR R, ) % R
A R A R 4Rk T2 N T/ 32 0
Plutella xylostella~ F} 2L % g% Spodoptera litura F it
S0k A5 X Ak 2 BT R Rk O B AR A
(Clark et al. ;1995 ; 55 5 FURX 2 °F-,2003) o H i
FE] Py A A 57 OO 2 356 B 4 1 35 R TR b
PUIE IR 438 AN [7] b X ) /s 2 0 A B O A 30 ~ 60
AN 25 () B PE (Zhao et al. , 2006; J& F #5 &,
2011) . Ahmad % (2008) 76 3L W H M A 7 3 4
ANTE A 19 A HH 8] A} S0l ol T %o R i o] 4
B2 R R 3 i b, LR A S5 AN BIORE (% B Ik A
15 ~21 fi5, 5340 3 ARk 2] T 33.37 F1 77 £
A 25 55 (2009) R 38 BT B0 R B 0 g
B 24 T 2R R IR SR O LR ik 13.8 £ o WFFT R W,
T S A0 Xof —— 4 7 R g 2 ) e A R AR R TR
RN 22 28 B 2 I PR 38 55 2 D) fig A A T 1R 0 T 2
i % (Smagghe et al. , 1998,2003; Wang et al. ,
2006) 5 {H FF 52 B0 2 5 BT 4E T 25 K IR 2R 11
PUIEHL R v R A R E .

2010 R H =1 5 7 Ll FE R 5N &
fR 3 A Tl S A0 I T i) Aofr 40 S0k HY 2 ik o 2 R 3% A8 1
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JB0~ 22 2% R 2 LT R R R AR T U 4 24 R R I R
PUHEAN I (45 R0 5 30) « ARSCRR I T i 3 AN
() Pl B 3 b 32 AR 1R 95 7 R EAT T PBO
DEM Fl DEF 3 Fi 58 24 571 0] FH 2 5 ] 4t 1) 22 2% H R
6 T e 28RS T 1) 3G R T SE ol B R AT
FURA A T 25 AU BT AL BE AR S8 0o Y g
B 2 BT 2% 2% P R R s 28 S 2 T ko ) R B
YERYS 52 A 2 BTk vE B 7 R B8 T 3
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1.1 #hiR 3 SR

& WU RN (SWH) © iy 2007 85 5% B 2% 0t
FUBT PP, £E = Y R 2 Al A Ao % HUAR 0 A5 F R
N THPRBES IR 224 - 2010 4% B KH 3 4
SR g PR [6) Al R 23 90 O c 2 R T R RE (YN-
IND SR A = AT OB B A R
(SH-FX) , SR [ b 115 48 B XK 6L H VL 95 N &
#E(JS-LH) , SR YL IR 48 N & X IS H

M Hb SR 1 b S 0 0k P () Al A 4 A
Iy AE N TARE b4 5% AL 0 R 4 1 - R
(26 £1) °C, X B 60% 7647, Y 5 # L: D = 16:
8o Ap U P AL I N IR HUE N 5 B IR BL10% 1)
B TN AT & 1 AR B

1.2 7 R A F iR

1% PP, o] 4 v 22 2% HY 1 6 3L ol ) b iz
AR T AT BR S W) 4. 5% e A AR 4 B L
M AR R K R R 95% ML EE T T
(piperonly butoxide, PBO) , j& K F) Endura 2t 7 ;
95% I T 5 — 12 — £ 1§ (DEM) , db 5% 4k 2% 38 57 24
w5 98% Wt @ (DEF), X fi & % F Ok (p-
nitroanisole) , F 5 5& 7 [y 3% M (methoxyresorufin) ,
T-C 58 3 7 5 % (7-ethoxycoumarin) , i Jit 8 %l filg
I (NADPH) , 1442, 41§ 3 % (CDNB) ,3,4-"
SRS (DCNB) , 3f J5t 24 23 e H ik (GSH) » a=2
1 Z5 i% (o-naphthyl acetate, o-NA) , [&# ¥ RR 3L
TARIE B EE (DTT) 4%, Sigma-Aldrich A 7] ; 4
W 2.1 (EDTA) » b g ek b Tl | R
ik (PTU) , b 70— % B L 9t i (PMSF)
A EXED N ]

1.3 SE¥NEFRE RIS B IE L8
AN E R FH R i o g T S 24 00 AR RS K
5 ~7 ANREE, IF LLIE K (4 1%0 Triton-100) /E 45 (3
X B HUF it 4 1) H S TR A 6.5 em R[]
Fo B AE 25 0h R 10 s 5 I BT K i T
M 8 AE B AR 6.5 em (R FR LA, I8N 3 %
A LS Sk (K S ~7 mg) , BEDNIREBLE 6 1K
o 25K PE 48 h Jo A A 45 R, DUEE 1 e fid iR
RASRE IE €47 4 JE 1. {F #E 4T PBO.DEM A
DEF %5 18 20710 F 20 16 B 4 By 35 2K PR IR 6 A0 s 2
SRS I P 19 R4 U SE I K 8 R LL 6.4 g/
SKI A A T 3 W4 g AR L b R B
R ITTVEBAT W 5E -
1.4 @REAHEEHE LN E
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1.4.1 BEgi®l&  H10 Sk 3 &% P ) Al e ROk 4h
d, B 0.1 mol/L pH 7.6 1Y % B 2% vh W (%
1 mmol/L EDTA, 1 mmol/L DTT, 1 mmol/L PTU,
1 mmol /L PMSF 1 20% Hith) VKt 21 % . ) % i
S 200 WL 0. 1 mol /L pH 7.6 % 3 2% ph ik » i
HI1 000 pLAJ 3 7 ph WG B8 A 9% 4 & JF A N W
31200 wL. 4°C,13 000 g, 20> 30 min, ¥ b
WOH BFE AL e R BB 1.5 mL B0 T,
B0 10 min, 145 00 5E F -

1.4.2 Z IR WKEESH (MFO) ME 755l
SE T A3 BT 3 A A [F) 22 T g A A i RS A S
T3> 53 O 2 0f A kRS T B ORE E D (p-
nitroanisole O-demethoxylation, PNOD) .\ Fi 4 3 & iy
MM AOBE B 3L 3R ) (methoxyresorufin O-
demethoxylation, MROD) \7-Z 8 £ & & & il 2 %
W& 77 (7-ethoxycoumarin O-deethoxylation, ECOD)
1.4.2.1 MHEFPREN R EEF SN (PNOD)
ME 56K 0 5L 28 BB T 2 B IS R 400
mmol /LBE, B Tl # # 0. 1 mol /L pH 7. 8 ] T
2 28 0P A SCR R ) 2 mmol /L. 75 96 7L, 1% 8
FrA P AR FLAK N 100 wL 2 mmol /L % filf & 2
HA Tk #1190 L 53, 30°C 5. & 3 min J5, A 10 pL
9.6 mmol /L NADPH (BLECHL ) J& JT 46l 52«
VERSAmax 7 i b5 1% (Molecular Devices 2 &) 7E
405 nm | i 30 8RR, WAL O AE 30°C TR #E
17, B0 25 s a3 — I M 15 min, H4E Gl Sk A
Kb F A Softmax® PRO A4,

1422 HEEFHMIEMEARBELESN
(MROD) FE 564 A 2k 5 o e ] — 3L
i (DMSO) it ¢ 1 mmol /L %, FF ] 0.1 mol/L
pH 7.8 1R 2% ph R A0 B 21 0. 01 mmol /L.
11 96 fL 5 6 g b e b A5 LK i A 100 L 0. 01
mmol /T, VA BE 57 19 2% e F1 50 L 9, 30°C il
3 min J&, I 10 wL 9.6 mmol/L. NADPH JF 44l
€. J Spectra max® GEMINI XS Y 5 3% i Fr X
(Molecular Devices 2 d)) 7F % & W K 530 nm, & &)
WK 585 nm Nl sOGE BEAE B AR S N AE 30C TR
BEAT, BB 45 s Ak G RO 12 ming K A0 %
AL H Softmax® PRO # A4 #E4T -

1.4.2.3 7-2EREFTERZEE N (ECOD)
E AR T-CHERERE T LR 20 mmol/
L REY, 75 0. 1 mol /L pH 7. 8 [ B 6 22 w0 3L
MiBEF) 0.5 mmol /L. 1E 96 L7 )t Wl 5 A 45 L

RN 80 L 0.5 mmol /1L 7-2 %8 3k 75 T2 1 50
wL ¥, 30°C ¥ & 3 min J5, I A 10 pL 9.6
mmol /L. NADPH JF 45 Il €. M Spectra max ®
GEMINI XS 2 52 5t i # A ¥ & 9% K 380 nm, & 4
B 460 nm Nl SO B BEAE B L SV AE 30°C TR
HEAT BB 30 s il sk — KOG A, R MY 15 min,
K fin i sk A AL FE Y Softmax®  PRO K4 HEAT -
1.4.3 AMEK SEHBETEH (GST) ME #
1402, 4= fil§ 2 % (CDNB) Fl 3, 4—— %G fif 3 5
(DCNB) R 2 T ] 5% 120 mmol /L BF 3%, 5 H 0. 1
mol/L pH 7.6 [¥] B f2 2% b 0 4% I W B 3 1.2
mmol /LI JIEP)EEH - % CDNB, 71 96 L 1 F5 #i
FEALINN 10 L i BB (356 1 0.1 mol/L pH
7.6 FRIBE R 28 v R BE 10 %) <100 L 1.2 mmol/
L CDNB #1 100 L 6 mmol/L it J5 % 2% bk H ik
(GSH, 1 0. 1 mol/L pH 7. 6 [{7 1% 22 »l & B4 15 R
) o %I DCNB, 7 96 FLHG A AR & AL A 25 pL
fitf %+ 100 pL 1.2 mmol/L DCNB #1 100 pL 6
mmol /L & J7 B A Bt H k. H VERSAmax #Y i b
AXAE 340 nm Nl SO BEE B AR N AE 30C R
BEAT BERE 15 s g3 — IR RO 20 min, F4E id %
A4 HE FH Softmax® PRO # A
1.4.4 B5E8F N (EST) WE H o-LRZEN (a-
NA) 1B Ry By W 5E s e VERE RS 7). 76 10 mL
0.2 mol/L pH 6.0 [1) % & 2% pf i Hh i A 20 mg
#% RR 251 0.2 mL 100 mmol /L a-NA Z [ % »
TR A 3 A) 5 UE AT B B VT (M R R IR A
(TEILBCHLA) o 75 96 FLEGFR AR T &L I A 20 pL
M REBG A (F 28 0.1 mol /L pH 7. 6 f B R 2% i
WA RE 10 £i5) 1205 pL L3R R4 R0 i (58 & -
F VERSAmax 4§ #5 (X 7F 450 nm | id 3% 06 % S
{E B2 S AR 27°C R HEAT » BB 30 s il sk — K,
SN 15 min, B4 10 % FAE PR i Softmax® PRO %%
PEREAT
1.5 BEFKIHH

H POLO plus B vt 58 77 [B] 9 75 72 1) A} %
(slope) \FR#EE LC, b H 95% BASR - 5216 %%
P ge b o B R 22 5 8 3% M B (Analysis of
variance, ANOVA) Rl E M 2 £ EL K (P <
0.05) .
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SRR 53 0l W 5 7 P 2 o] 44 17 3 K
PR 3 D vot 200 A T 0 U = 1 T il
ZRWEANTL I3 /N A7 3 A Bl S B0k 1) B B 1) 25 77
IR T HGE K (R 1) o 5 BURFhBEAR LL, 3
A EEL D) Al AR X F 2 B o 1 3R R TR i K T P A

HAE 45 ~ 437 2], b 20 S Fof A Al A o
R R R PR R R DL AR e K P Bk e 3 A 1 T R
AR X i 2 S 2 I I U A5 BOAE 211 ~ 555 2
], 34 30 24 v K U S 4 156 S 24 ) 2 AN ]
I S B F 8] B A

x1 HREAHARHEMNARENEATZXAPRENSUETFERHIEKT

Table 1 Resistance levels of resistance to emamectin and cypermethrin in field populations of Spodoptera exigua
R HF LIk I W BE (95% B A5 BR) (mg/L) BUbEfis #L
Insecticide Population LC,, (mg/L) (95% CL) RR
P R T 4 T R O TR iR B A SWH 0.011 (0. 007 -0.019) 1
Emamectin = ME T YNIN 0.876(0.559 - 1.338) 80
b ZE N SHFX 4.759(3.585 - 6.849) 437
L /N& JSLH 0. 490 (0. 223 -0.913) 45
1 RS T 2 B UK Ab e SWH 3.131(2.317 -4.215) 1
Cypermethrin ~ M E T YNIN 655.707 (526. 617 - 817.767) 211
b 7= Bt SHEFX 684.479 (255.288 — 1 968.324) 219
LR 784 JSLH 1 738.071(909. 110 - 10 075.910) 555

VE s HUME A 80 = LCy, CH A RE) / LCs, CRBURFNAE) -
RR = LC,, (field population) /LC,, (susceptible strain) .

2.2 HE#HERSRIGEENEYE

DUSE T3 AN FH ) Bl FE R 5 Py 800 Rl A8 1 S 7
ik %)) oy 22 Th e S0 S 28 e H K S RS T R TS 1
ARG AR RIS 1, SR WK 2. B
TR 2 D) e 4L 1) PNOD.MROD FI ECOD 3%
JI SN 2. 75,2 Rl 4.2 £, b 2= W R R4y )
BN 5.4.7.8 R 7.0 i, 1T 95 /N A FORE 23 0 385
4.5.8.4 F16.0 f%. LL CDNB F1 DCNB 3 Ji& 4 il
A B H BK SHE R mg G AT N, = T
FE 4> I 08 00 2.7 F01.9 £, b g 2 5 b B 4 9
Hahne. 8 F2.4 £5, VLI5S A B ) 8 n 8. 6 Al
2.7 1% o 3 AN EH 32 00 1 TR B X G B TS 43 )
BN 1.6.3.5 F1 3.5 f%. BLHX 2 ROk dUR R B
HH B ST D D S A 0k A B AR I R ) 3
A ETE 3 B AR Y RT BE 2 5 R S A 0 S A
UE7 e

2.3 AR xR A P 4EE R R R R R A
BHARHERENIER

AT 30 WA R A A I AE 2 Bl BRI T
P 1R T 2 2 e S AL B 410 1 1) PBO S 23 b T
JIk S B it 4 i 57 DEM I8 G 40 ) %) DEF 347

P S, o] 4 s 2 OO PR IR R R v 23k S 2 T T 4 2k
PRI > &5 SR I 1 AT 2.

TR BT~ b 22 W RIVL 950 N & HIa) A
th, PBO G FF 2 i B 24 A7 2% 25 IR 56 1) 184 2k L 43l
J&4.3.2.0 F1 1.2, DEM X A %0 3 BT 4 14 25 % H R
I AL 43 ) 1.041.0 i1 0.6, DEF X 14 3
B 24 B 2% O P IR R TR 8 LG 20 il ot 4. 47,0 2. 2
SRR B 2 D Re R RIS S T
X3 AT SR A gk, P T o 4 0 P 0 56 T 2 3 O
TR R I Uk 78 36 RO AE H R Stk KA R . A
W] BEAEAE ILAR I = BB

7 R 3 AN R AR R, PBO St i 5% & i 44 I
(Y34 2 L 73 ) A2 4. 5.10.9 F1 58, DEM % a5 2 50
2 T8 14 38 2 LG 23 9 2 0.5.0.7 i 1.8, DEF X & 24
SURSH TR I R LE 43 00 02 31,321 #1245, (g ]
W, PBODEF 1] DL ] A 3 X0 i 20k ST 44 B 1) Bt
PE K B %, B DEF 8 245 H %5 T PBO. [A Ik,
i A U 48 5 i T R A R T 2 SR 4 I 0 T
PUPENLED e G A3 10 i 25 AE 9T 2 D) e AU 1L
(i 34 F S TS5 25 D H IR S48 1 T 6 .
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Table 2 Metabolic enzyme activities of the 3" instar larvae from the field-collected resistant
populations and the susceptible strain of Spodoptera exigua
A il JE ) (g v 2 B ) i il % WML
Enzyme Substrate (enzyme activity unit) Population Enzyme activity Activity ratio (R/S)
v b 5 UK AP SWH 3.75+0.49 a
X i i 4 Y T - X
) . =M T YNIN 10.05 +1.36 b 2.7
p-nitroanisole o
b ZE N SHFX 20.20 £1.60 d 5.4
(mOD/min/mg protein) e
VL9578 A JS-LH 16.70 £1.18 ¢ 5
o b E
) B P BE SWH 3149.72+174.37 a
e 43 e 1 A R
Z Dy e AL =T YNIN 16 392.11 =1 554.91b 5.2
Methoxyresorufin .
MFO 22 % SHFX 24 529.89 +1486.73 ¢ 7.8
(Rfu/min/mg protein) N
LN f JSLH 26 542.67 £2397.25 ¢ 8.4
. A RE SWH 15 564.85 £913.54
1L H BT !
=T YNSIN 65 853.95 +£2 463.41 b 4.
7-ethoxycoumarin X
g0 SHFX 10 9531. 10 +8 353.99 d 7.
(mRfu/min/mg protein) NN
LIRS 4 JSLH 93 579.92 +£6 296.00 ¢ 6.
St = N
- e B AP BE SWH 4161.29 £243.87 a
1402, 4= g3 2% DA
CDNB M E T YNIN 11 023.18 £722.59 a 2.7
e ' g Z % SHFX 28 329.64 +3 296.28 b 6.8
A e H Ik S (mOD/min/mg protein) NN y
Bl LN 4 JSLH 35822.26 £5172.37 b 8.6
~ e UK FRE SWH 284.89 +18.17 a
GST 3,4 FHE R RN
DCNB =~ M%7 YNIN 545.36 +£30.29 b 1.9
R g 7 B SHFX 675.32+24.98 ¢ 2.4
(mOD /min/mg protein) NN
Lo/~ & JSLH 767.76 +£65.94 ¢ 7
e WA SWH 736.23 £39.72 a
a-L PR 25N . .
1 Pty ANA XM T YNSIN 1 195.06 £64.96 b 1.6
EST b2 SHFX 2 559.38 £87.75 ¢ 3.5
(mOD/min/mg protein) NN
VL9578 A JS-LH 2 559.79 £174.30 ¢ 3.5

VE R 3 LU B £ bR R R R o [ S B S A AT A IR 0 RE R R P 22 e R 3 (P >0.05, Duncan” s i &A% 22 A

) .

Enzyme activities are shown as mean * SE. Data followed by the same letters in the same column indicate no significant difference at

0. 05 level by Duncan’ s multiple range tests) .

3 i

FE A P 2 0 A T e B AR 3 o A
B HOE &% HU5) = AR BbE G R AL EE (MceCaffery,
1998 ;Scott, 1999) . fREFEH S Lk, @ fH
PR AN [R) 0 75 30 R AT ) e, — iR SR AR A e
TR I T AU T 1 — A ) COLRR 8 2D
X oA HUR & A5 A7 78 38 21 S o5 — b B e
PUIE B A AU B R R AR . R R A
Pl 24 ) 9 A R AT B PUPE R O BT S N )
FE AR R AR SR S AT DUE S AR Bk T R (4R
R0 FH 8] Rl B 17 55 F T 24 00 1 A A 0 B A

0%, F OB H A7 AE 2 BUbE, ob I AR XE R i35 ) 1
AR AR 55 TR b 24 500 1) 0 R BE AT IBC AR TN o
B4 GRS g 5 2 7 (10 484 2% A P AT LA B ) W 5 4
PEA 0% (0 4 5 A I

AHIEFE AR 3 A T S5 A0 U 18] o e o FT 2 3 o]
O TR 2% AR IR D e 2%k S A R 4 0 B R v KT
(KT, 0 e 2y 70 e v A W s o2 g7 1) ) 22
PUPERRRE . 3 B 32 ZLACU B 35 0 D 2 45 RAE S8 2
I RS AT 73 DR H Bk S B g R IR G (V55 ) S
FCR R REAN L 2 A W S b TS UG S AR T (]
FORE 2 HTPE T REL5 3 ol A U I 10 3% 0 B8 5l A7 K
Ao AHIE AR AT ST S5 RS 2 R W, IR g A 2
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® SRS B Cypermethrin w R 4 H+PBO Cypermethrin+PBO

EHEH 45 EE+-DEM Cypermethrin+tDEM 0 &2 SUH 3§ BE-+DEF Cypermethrin+DEF

1 000
0.5

100 1

AR T
Resistance ratio

31
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¥ B (SH-FX)
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21 57

245

ILHRANEIS-LH)

Bl #EyHMMRREHEMESHSEANERENMEIER (HE EMEFHERL

Fig. 1

Suppression of resistance to cypermethrin by synergists in field populations of

Spodoptera exigua (the number over the column is the synergistic ratio)

® F4E £ Emamectin
B4 +DEM EmamectintDEM
1000 5
2 1004
= Z ]
g 8
ﬁ g 4.4
& 10 4
ZHET(YN-IN)

_E#EZE BHSH-FX)

= 4 EE +PBO Emamectin+PBO
O F 4t EE +DEF Emamectin+DEF

1.0
2.0

7.0 i

ILIF7SE(IS-LH)

2 BYHMERAEEHEMERFIRENERIZFRREAEMOMEER (HEmBFHEH)

Fig.2 Suppression of resistance to emamectin by synergists in field populations of

Spodoptera exigua (the number over the column is the synergistic ratio)

T il 4 A il A S A 0k T [0 o 0 S0 P 4 66 o 4
B R IR 6 0 v 2SS T R PR T i rh i A R
EAEM AP H K SHB R ERAWE. FIF
12 55 (2002) f 14 2% 52 56 38 W1 1l Ak 28 22 i S8 1k P
B PBO X I X 4 24 W 1 B 2% bk 4 3.3, SV,
TPP 1 DEM [ 18 Lk 1.5.1.9 1 1.2, Ff5ic
25 (2010) W & AN [ 4 4 Tt 52 10k F 0] ol % &
TR —4E Ja KRR, R O0 3 AR i e S ) L Rl
MR IAT BTt R A R A
M 380 2 A okt 24 500 i P . R E N T R — AR S

bR LA IDE Tk S # il 1) 3% ) L BBURE  ROE
S, AHL LA 24 70 1K) LD, {0 & T~ 0K b &R o LRl
SR s 45 WEH Ik S g 2 15 2 5 %) Rk )
P B DA BV ) ) AR AL I AN BE 1 E s AN SCRT R
DN 1) T S A0 0 P ) 0 A AR A I H I S 7 iy
T 1 i e AT b n) G A 24 7 F) T A G

[ Py Ab 5 T it i 10 o) 40 ikt 4 5 2 ok He A7)
PUPEAL T 1 30 E 52 0 W 4G I 5 5 T 1 B
P 5 e B A B B8 J) 3 9 47 X (Delorme et al. ,
1988 ; Brewer and Trumble,1994) , %} & % 50 24 s (1)
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PPk 5 2 Dy g S A I 10 3 R AR A O (X K AR 4
2005) o A SCHEFT 45 R R W 2 D) i 4 A B A0 IR A
S by e R SR A I A R A R EL IS W AE 0
R E R AR A G A A ¥ G Sl S SR (2
Pl o FUHE B 4 B 3R O IR R 2 — RO A 25 ),
A R PUENLE] 75 0 BT D o AH ) 5 A ]
Y T 2R R TR R FL A R A AL Bl A R Y
PUMENL AT 58 3 W5 2 Tl g S0 i AE /> S 0 ]
YT R P A R T LR E R A (3
14,2005 ; Pu et al. ,2010) , [k i A1 45 B H Ik S
Bl A — e PR B2 5 T /N SO BT 4 1R 3% 4L
T R (575 8 4, 2001) o AS BT 5Tt % B 1
15 22 Ty e S8 A il L R B0Ons Y S i Bl 4 1R 3K R
R Eh I BT ok .

HT 3 FH ) Rl (0 P 24 1 D0 SR 2%, W AT RE
Z TP IR B B Bk, HLAS 1R AR AL o e
FUAT e A AT [ R A 5T R BL AR T S SO B
AR PR A Btk . Ahmad 45 (2008 ) % (2 56 157 3
AN TR PR A S0 o A A 4 DN S R B TR R R ]
T 2 2K R £h A0 AU IR (lufenuron) Bl 4E 6 & 5
A Uk F (methoxyfenozide) [ LD, {f 7] 4 #% &
E I PSR S T o A S TR S Y D R
HUEE, DA 3 S0A2 B He ik B 77 Az e ANAS SCWIT 5 45
RF TRl 2 D) e S8 AL 85 11 Filt =2 30 o) = 20
TS B PO PE B A A D AR SR B 4
B3R R IR 6 (0 Pk b ke A e AR .
1 it i A gk T ) A B 0 HE 0 B 4 SR R T TR
AP A A P A BUE A HEBR 2 T S AR g R R
FIAZ AR 3 o DI A8 AR S R B JRE AR
F 2 B O] 44 T 2R R T TR 26 55 A% 8 1) % R 70 8 1)
T o 0 H S B 1 19 4255 £E 5 BT 25 19 [ s 78
3 AR 5 it A0 A 7 v A L AT R i A
1) Bk S 22 bt S5 o i e 1k | 7 RS SO BB A
IORERIUR
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