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Table 1. List of tested insecticides with their amounts of use on rose plume moth, Eucnaemidophorus

rhododactylus in 2018 and 2019.

Common name Trade name  Type of formulation and The amount of
percentage of active ingredient concentration used

spinosad Tracer® SC 24% 0.1

spinosad Tracer® SC 24% 0.7

abamectin Vertimec® EC 1.8% 0.6

indoxacarb Avaunt® SC 15% 0.25

fenoxycarb + Lufox® EC 10.5% 1.5

lufnuron

bacillus MVP- WP 1

thuringiensis Bactospeine

control Water - -

The hydraulic sprayer with conical nozzle and 400 L/ha
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Table 2. Analysis of variance of different insecticide treatments on rose plume moth, Eucnaemidophorus
rhododactylus in 2018.

Days after Sources of changes df MS F Pr

spraying

+5 Block 3 0.01 0.73 0.54
Treatment 5 0.23 12.71** 0.0001
Error 15 0.01
Total 23 Coefficient of variation = 10.9

+7 Block 3 30.78 0.78 0.52
Treatment 5 1848.3 47.02** 0.0001
Error 15 39.3
Total 23 Coefficient of variation = 25.8

+10 Block 3 29.9 0.94 0.44
Treatment 5 1770.53 55.5** 0.0001
Error 15 31.9
Total 23 Coefficient of variation = 13.78

+15 block 3 15.4 0.49 0.69
Treatment 5 1699.4 54.06** 0.0001
Error 15 31.4
Total 23 Coefficient of variation = 10.23

+20 Block 3 111.12 1.93 0.16
Treatment 5 144492 25.14** 0.0001
Error 15 57.47

Total 23 Coefficient of variation = 16.66
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Table 3. Analysis of variance of different insecticide treatments on rose plume moth, Eucnaemidophorus

rhododactylus in 2019.

Days after spraying Sources of changes df MS F Pr

+5 Block 3 0.01 0.77 0.58
Treatment 5 0.25 13.82** 0.0001
Error 15 0.01
Total 23 Coefficient of variation = 11.4

+7 Block 3 29.55 0.82 0.55
Treatment 5 1923.5 48.07** 0.0001
Error 15 37.5
Total 23 Coefficient of variation = 27.2

+10 Block 3 28.6 0.87 0.39
Treatment 5 1823.22 53.2** 0.0001
Error 15 32.7
Total 23 Coefficient of variation = 14.24

+15 block 3 16.2 0.52 0.72
Treatment 5 17221 56.03** 0.0001
Error 15 32.7
Total 23 Coefficient of variation = 11.55

+20 Block 3 110.23 1.29 0.14
Treatment 5 1522.71 26.33** 0.0001
Error 15 58.23
Total 23 Coefficient of variation = 17.22

Avay Ju

Table 4. Mean percentage of efficiency in different days after spraying based on Duncan test at 5 %
probability level in Fars province in 2018.

Insecticides Percentage of efficiency in different days after spraying

(Concentration ml/L) 5 days 7 days 10 days 15 days 20 days
Spinosad (0.1) 15.22+2.5b 35.87+3.78b 50.00+3.1b 66.72+2.7b 55.75+2.9b
spinosad(0.7) 37.15+4.2a 64.27+3.52a 77.12+2.02a 91.4+2.02a 73.57+4.26a
abamectin(0.6) 5.70+3.50bc 15.70+1.84c 32.87+3.40c 47.17+2.70c 32.87+4.40c
indoxacarb(0.25) 4.30+3.40c 10.72+3.90c 27.87+2.43dc  44.27+2.90cd 28.60+5.09¢
phenoxycarb+lufnuron(1.5) 3.57+2.14c 15.00+2.40c 31.42+2.60c 42.87+3.08cd 26.40+4.26¢
Bt(1) 00.00+00c 7.15+2.97¢ 21.40+2.97d 36.45+3.16d 55.72+2.90b

Means with same letters in each column are not significant at 0.05 percent of probability level according DMRT
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Table 5. Mean percentage of efficiency in different days after spraying based on Duncan test at 5 %

probability level in Fars province- 2019.

Insecticides Percentage of efficiency in different days after spraying

(Concentration ml/L) 5 days 7 days 10 days 15 days 20 days
spinosad(0.1) 16.31+2.4b 36.92+3.24b 51.11+2.5b 67.53+3.1b 56.22+2.2b
spinosad(0.7) 38.21+3.4a 65.34+2.21a 78.40+3.04a 92.5+3.05a 74.44+3.55a
abamectin(0.6) 6.52+2.22bhc 16.33+2.11c 33.44+2.22¢ 48.24+3.33c 33.45+3.56¢
indoxacarb(0.25) 5.11+2.22¢ 11.45+2.87c 28.21+1.90dc 45.43+3.11cd  29.21+4.12c
phenoxycarb+lufnuron(1.5)  4.34+1.25¢c 16.22+1.77¢c 32.31+1.78c 43.44+2.24cd  27.54+3.51c
Bt(1) 00.00+00c 8.25+1.75¢ 22.23+1.44d 37.64+2.28d 56.41+1.22b

Means with same letters in each column are not significant at 0.05 percent of probability level according DMRT
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Abstract

One of the important rose pests in Lyzangan region is Rose plume moth, Eucnaemidophorus
rhododactylus Den. & Schiff. (Lepidoptera: Pterophoridae), which causes extensive damage to some kinds
of rose shrubs annually. Therefore, it is essential to control the pest to prevent damage and the use of
chemical insecticides has been the main method for this purpose in Iran during the last decades. In this
study the efficacy of biortional insecticides was evaluated against Rose plume moth. The experiment was
carried out based on Randomized Complete Block Design (RCBD) with 7 treatments including spinosad
(Tracer® SC 24%) at the concentrations of 100 and 700 ml/ha, abamectin (Vertimec® EC 1.8%) at 600
ml/ha, indoxacarb (Avant® SC 15%) at 250 ml/ha, fenoxycarb + lufenuron (Lufox® EC 10.5%) at 1500
ml/ha, Bacillus thuringiensis (produced by Italy) at 1000 ml/ha and control (water spraying) in 4
replications during 2018 and 2019. The pest population was recorded one day before and 7, 10, 15 and 20
days after the treatment. The Percent efficacy was calculated using Henderson and Tilton method. The
results show that in all sampling stages and during the two consecutive years, spinosad at the rate of 700
ml/ha, with 92.5 + 2% efficacy was placed in groupl and at the rate of 100 ml/ha with 67.6+ 1% mortality
rate was placed in the second group and showed the highest control level. Indoxacarb (48+1%), abamectin
(45%1%) and Lofux® (43+1%) were placed in the third and Bt (37+1%) was placed in the fourth group.
Spinosad (700 ml/ha) showed the highest efficacy against the larvae and therefore could be recommended
for the chemical control of E. rhododactylus in rose gardens.
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