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Effect of Cucumber Seed Coating with Im idaclopr id aganst A phis gossypii
and the Pesticide’ sD istr ibution in the Plant
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Abstract: Control efficacy of cucumber seed coating w ith 40% imidacloprid FS against Aphis gossypii
Gloverwas tested The results showed that 35 d after treating the seed with imidacloprid (a i) by
240 g, 480 g and 960 g per 100 kg seed, the decline rates of A. gossypii w ere still 89 2%, 92 0% and
97. 7%, regectively. Simultaneously the distribution of imidacloprid in the cucumber plantw as tested
by HRLC. The results revealed that the content of imidacloprid in cucumber plant kept increasing fram
3 to 14 d after the plant emergence, and then decreased slow ly. The content of imidacloprid in the
low er leaf was the highest, in the top leaf was moderate and in the sten was the low est
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Table 1 Effect of cucumber seed coating w ith 40% im idacloprid FS against Aphis gossypii

D osage of imidacloprid(a i)

A djusted decline rate (%)

/(g/100 kg seed) 7d 14 d 21d 28 d 35d
240 100 a 98 1la 919b 91 3b 89.2b
480 100 a 98 3 a 97. 3 ab 96. 9 ab 920D
960 100 a 9. 3 a 99. 4 a 99. 4 a 97.7a
0 - 853 6 - 896. 4 - 796. 5 - 879 4 -822 1
0. 05

N ote: The date follow ed by the same letter are not significantly different (D uncan's test P =0. 05).
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Fig 1 The difference of midacloprid content in the
cucum ber plant after em ergence
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Table 2 Content of midacloprid in different tissues of cucumber plant after treaim ent
/ (mg/kg)
Content of imidacloprid in different times

Sampling tissue 7d 14 d 21d 28 d 35 d 42d 52 d

Cotyledons 10. 37 11 16 13 13 9 82 5 37 377 w

1 First leaf N N 9 42 4 73 384 195 w
2 Second leaf N N N 323 309 1 40 0. 97
3 Third leaf N N N N 131 116 0 97
4 Fourth leaf N N N N 0 82 0. 82 0 51
5  Fifth leaf N N N N N 0. 80 0 50
6  Sixth leaf N N N N N 0. 70 0 49
7 Seventh leaf N N N N N 0 49
8  Eighth leaf N N N N N 0 58
9 N inth leaf N N N N N 0 50
Top leaf N 6 99 3 69 130 0 17 0. 20 0 13

Stem N 126 0. 44 0 22 0. 06 ND ND

‘W N ,ND
Note: W means the leaf wasw ilted, N means the leaf was not prouted, ND means no detected
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