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S oaa¥ls ) o Wil zabin AU aill ek bl daedl) e 5 Lo 1y lall beadll eha) (e Akl
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1,5 Kielkiewicz and Van de vriem 1983). ¢ (Sances et al., 1979z ) e ale JSa fig Lelaag iy yudiig
Caali Gan glal) ol (e aall ks ALl Claall e Adbie Cile gena aladid 5 28 5, oyl paly alsl) ojliay
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Lalall GalaY) cises .( ppm 6250 12500 25000 50000 «100000) (aliics IS (o deriicll 3N il
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oecd) Lol

rdadlial) g gl
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Spiromesifen s ppm1152 Chlorpyrifos) syise sabe US (s sumne 385 el dlabaad) 50 (al il e o
2 iy o GustallSeY) Galiiiny i) Galits e JSI ppm 100000 5 ppm 139.2

2e cuw 3 T, turkestani— all ool el dail<a s spiromesifen 5 chlorpyrifos (suuwe (e JS didlad
O Al 3gdl il (%98.9) spiromesifen aue o dleladl (10 delu 24 223 %100 e 4o chlorpyrifos
ey dananl Gbladl Suyiial GulsS al Tl Jadi Al Lgasll d)shensdll lawall (e ChIOTPYFifoS aued . candl)
spiromesifen e Loy . cagally gty (53 JLall @bl Gty AU B3 Talaid) 3 Gl gaps ¢ s de jon Loand) ildle
4y acetyl-CoA-carboxylase  ayold Jafia sgi daall 440 & all) I L Al elig pall paals GlSHe (e
« (Kontsedalov et al., 2009; Sato et al., 2011; Reddy & Latha, 2013)seall Dlaid (e Jggasal) i)
e OSD Ll el LS i sSiall gy ISV e 8ylasall saclgl) A8LuesH o) ST (e aals g8 Spiromesifen s
A CalSy dugine gy Ctaaall AS dasus Lea S ansis 0805 Alalaal) (g Ao s 24 33 asaallS¥)s 1353301 Jaliins
Lllad la)) L (L.S.D 0.01=9.2) i) o (usindlSs¥g ot pa i) aliiuss (e U< %27.4 33.8 dasadl cisall
88.2 52.1 iVl Laliiea dlabeal) dic Cigall daniad) dual) Cinvald el e abail Graliiudl e JS
ele 72 ¢ 48 a3l o (sl Galiiin dalaal) dic % 72.6 41.8 cul€y Alabaal) 2as delu 72 48 il e
T. o 486 il W Cesiddl SV Ghsl e Agiaall Luala) @il of 2017 oy Asgar lal .caspll e
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On 15 Aoh Alalaall Jdl 3hsY Lgiuadle day gaSind) G0l ug sl Clall cigal daaiaal) dygial) danil) (1) Jgsal)

L Bstdal) 3)gall
iclu 72 iclu 48 iclu 24 Adalaal)
100 @ 100 100 chlorpyrifos
98.82 98.9° 98.9° spiromesifen
88.2° 52.1° 33.8° < 3Y)
726° 418° 274 Db o gl )
6 8.2 9.2 L.S.D. 0.01

ol Lisina (g5iue o Ligina (358 s ) Aibisall CapnY) juim

T.turkestani igSial) 508 Guglsh il b Spiromesifen awas Chlorpyrifosase ¢ datiaall sl b
sdlalaal) AL Gal ) dwada (e dolu 72 48 24

T. turkestani uyall ug ST e 221Ul &BY) e Chlorpyrifos aue (e 8ol dabiaall 5800 Ldlad (2) Jeanll gl
Oa) JS e Chlorpyrifos aue (e bl 5:S0ally sablal) G cagall dows 3 digina Ggodl) ClS Cun 2Ll &)l
& % 100 52 42.67 38.67 21.33 0 Cpall dous ilSs SN il Cagall i a3l LS ¢ mpall Ao 00
(e dele 24 33 (L.S.D 0.01=12.18 ) sl le ppm 1152 <576 288 <144 72 3Sjlly salall dlalas
50 2Ll SN et die Cigall duss dla)) L L Chlorpyrifos awe oo Zabisall 5800 dlabedd) 5l Gyl dusedla
o dcla 72 48¢ 24 203 % 52 ¢49.33 42,67 il Lag ST il Cage duws clS PPM 288 S tind ia yarll
syl

T. Dol Geg)Sl e AL &Y e Spiromesifen s e syiaadl dabadl 30 Llled (2) Jeand) chu LS
Spiromesifen wue (e dabiaall 38l salall G Cagall s (B digina (g dl) ClS Cua 2aLall 43lie turkestani
44.57 37.94 27.92 0 Cisdl Ao cilSs 5SAN abail Cigall Lot )l WS ¢ Lol L)l e ) IS e
L.S.D) «unl Je ppm 139.2 ¢ 69.2 ¢ 34.8 17.4 « 8.7 3:S5lly alil) dlalea & % 98.89 <61.64
Last lyjl LS .Spiromesifen e oo dabaall 380k Aldead) 08l sl dwsdle (e el 24 2 (0.01=5.75
51.33 44.57 30l Leg)ST clally Cige daws il ppmM 34.8 5S 5l dind (gapail) 520 2Ll RSN ek die gl
il e dele 72 48 24 a3 % 52.67

e (3o ARLEA 58080 Alalaall Gual (35Y Wghaade day (sinl) ) Gug ST il Cisal disiall Lunail) £(2) Jgand)
dlalzall (pe dolu 72 5 48 24 2y spiromesifenasay Chlorpyrifos

elu72 | delud8 | Aelu24 | ppmisd | Aelw72 | Aelud8 | Aslw24 | ppmisUd
27.9¢ 27.9¢ 27.9°¢ 8.7 26.74 26.74 21.34¢ 72
41,6 41649 37.94 17.4 45, 3¢ 45, 3¢ 38.7°¢ 144
52.7°¢ 51.3¢ 446 ¢ 34.8 52°¢ 49.3°¢ 42.7bc 288
76.2°b 71.1° 61.6° 69.2 82.7° 76 P 52 P 576
98.92 98. 92 98. 92 139.2 100 2 100 @ 100 @ 1152
3 f 0 f 0 f ol 0 e 0 e 0 e bl
4.8 5.9 5.7 L.S.D 0.01 7.1 9.9 12.2 L.S.D 0.01

ol Ligina (ssine e Digina (3958 25 ) Aahdall Gl i
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T.turkestani (isiall 5ul Quglsl ladls B ousiadlSs¥1y a3 adsasl) Cualiliual) ¢he daliaal) juS)l) il
sdlalaal) AL Qa8 Awadla (e Aol 72¢ 48 24
Asial Lol ialy Cum aLall A3lae i DU ol alitiond) e daliad) 31 Adled (3) Joaadl 8 bl s
s % 34.67 26.67 <16 ¢9.33 4 ¢1.33 dlelaall 51l Gyl dusds (10 Aol 24 3ay T turkestani il <l
35 (L.S.D 0.01=7.30 ) izl e ppm 100000 50000 25000 12500 <6250 3S 5l sic s salall dlalas
PPM 6250 55 Sl tacle dariivaall Sl ISy 8Ll G dgine Gopall col€ sy Sl sbajl cagall Lo caaly)
41.33 (16 Cgall s culS pPM 25000 S5l dind oyl 520 2033k Cagal) Do caalayl WS Ldnalls (g il il
Ol SoY) Galiinn (pe ddbiaall SN 580 (3) Jaand) b il el WS il e delu 72 48 <24 3 % 56
lelaally 20Lall dlalen oy Ligina g5 upgls Aalaal) 5jdl) (3ol dussda (e delis 24 2ed ¢ Toturkestani <l b
2,67 Sl Cgal dgial) vl Caaly G Sl G dugine (39 dl) il ppm 50000 5100000 Sl e IS
e ppm 100000 50000 25000 12500 <6250 S5l vies wlal) dllen & % 29.33 (16 <12 6.67 ¢4
Gigall dass cilS ppmM 25000 5850 wind Gyl 50 b33l Cigall aws cala)) WS L(L.S.D 0.01= 10.10 ) iyl
caiiill e dele 72 48 24 2 % 56 28 <12

O IS0 Al 50l Alalaal) Jdl) 3hsY Whaadle s geiad) Judl) (ug sl cladly cigal Ligiall duwil) (3) Jgaad)

- Aalaall ¢ Aol 725 48 24 3 (ugindlSeYlg a3 Agasl paldtioal)

dAslu72 | 4dslwd8 | aslw24 | ppmissll | dslw72 | dslwd8 | dslw24 | ppmsSAl
18.7°¢ 10.7°¢ 4°¢ 6250 16 ¢ 13.3™ 49 6250
36 d 21.3P 6.7 ¢ 12500 24 ¢ 16 ¢ 9.3¢ 12500
56 ° 28 P 12 be 25000 56 ° 41.3° 16 ¢ 25000
64 38.7° 16 P 50000 77.3P 52 @ 26.7° 50000
77.32 48 2 29.3% 100000 89.3% 54.7%2 34.72 100000
17. 3¢ 10.7°¢ 2.7°¢ KARA] 9.3f 5. 34 1.3¢ L&)
6.3 9.5 10.1 L.S.D 0.01 6.5 0.1 7.3 L.S.D 0.01

ol Digina (sima o Disina By 3sng N Ailidall CaaY) i

:T.turkestani a4 wus\sY spiromesifen s chlorpyrifos e 0a JS1 L Coo uail) Jilal) 5u<al ol

24 s 50l Gug)SY duaills (0=2.20) chlorpyrifos sud Zuewll b jlassl (4) saalls (1) J<a & milal) ek
Sl S50 dad aaaty dnawadl Jad ey Cang  Jlaial clayag SN Sle sl o ALl o)y e clldg Alalaal) (0 Aol
spiromesifen aual el Jad jlasil (1) JSal) 8 m3ball jels LS (LC50=229.09 ppm) syidall ahilY) Cauail
Loew ) 223 LCrp daid e alaieYlg «(LCsp= 24.55 ppm) dad el aDla ey T. turkestani dualls (b=2.15)
8 DA (e &l g ChIOrpyrifos e duaw (e 530 9.33 Jlazes el 50l (g &Y Ul )5kl spiromesifen
Joaall Heday LS anall 86U Cilja 2an ade juay (s3ly ChIOrpyrifos ww as 43)lia spiromesifen wual 4wl 50Ul
173.78 Lgiad connal 38 (03l ae el DS dans sladY @lldg Alaleall (o delis 72 203 LCsp dad (nless) (4)

.l Je Spiromesifen «Chlorpyrifos auwd ppm 22.39
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Abstract

The present study was conducted at plant protection department laboratories
(Faculty of Agriculture, University of Damascus) during 2020. This work
aimed to estimate the effect of two chemical acaricides, Chlorpyrifos and
Spiromesifen, and the effect of plant extracts of Melia azedarach L. and
Eucalyptus camaldulensis Dehn against the eggs and adults of strawberry
spider mite, Tetranychus turkestani under laboratory conditions. The relative
efficiency and LCso of tested acaricides and plant extracts had been
determined. The results showed significant differences in the adult mites'
mortality after the exposure to residues of acaricides and plant extracts
between the control and the treatments. There were no significant differences
between the two acaricides despite of the difference between their mode of
action. According to LCso value, the toxicity of Spiromesifen to adult mites
was 9.3 times higher than Chlorpyrifos, the toxicity of M. azedarach extract
was 1.55 times higher than E. camaldulensis extract. Egg mortality rate had
been determined after direct spray by tested acaricides and plant extracts.
There were significant differences between the control and the treatments.
Keywords: Strawberry spider mite, Chlorpyrifos, Spiromesifen, Plant
extracts, Melia azedarach, Eucalyptus camaldulensis, Relative efficiency,
Toxicity index.
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