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Fig. 1. Population dynamics of diamondback moth larvae in control area and conventional farming area.
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Fig. 2. Average egg production of diamondback moth on cabbage after eggs or larvae removed.
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Fig. 3. Average larva numbers of diamondback moth on cabbage after eggs or larvae removed.
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T /NN TE R R R A U E L (R T R N E DN 2 R AL ONE/AFEE - MeantSD)
Table 1. Average number of eggs laying above or back of leaves. (Leaves that been laying eggs should be
counted, MeantSD)

Oct. 11 Oct. 18 Oct. 25 Nov. 1 Nov. 8

Above 3.61+1.12 3.42+2.10 4.32+197 5.16+1.43 7.92+3.48
Back 4.32+1.23 396231 2.96+2.87 2.11+258 2.31+2.09
Above 2.34+154 3.28+1.95 4.12+3.04 4.87x2.47 6.72+1.98
Back 4.62+2.46 4.39+3.01 3.82+2.71 4.18+2.67 2.03+2.42
Above 543+3.20 1.39+4.32 3.98+4.02 4.35+2.83 4.33+3.59
Back 3.72+2.69 3.84+2.38 4.29+3.16 3.98+1.63 2.79+2.30
Above 2.49+1.73  3.42+250 2.93+1.74 1.82+2.02 3.01+2.43
Back 2.56+£1.64 2.34+2.09 3.09+2.21 3.22+2.36 2.11+1.42

Egg and larvae removed
Larvae removed
Egg removed

Control
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Effects of Eggs and Larvae on the Abundance of
Diamondback Moth Population®

Da-Yuan Lin%, Wen-Che Wang?, Fei-Chang Wang® and Kuei-Fang Pai®

ABSTRACT

The diamondback moth is the most important and destructive pest of Brassicaceae.
It’s not only resistant to many up-to-date pesticides, but also resistant to some biological
pesticides. Experiment results suggest that neighboring fallow land and non-control fields
would became sources of diamondback moth. Focusing only on egg-killing efficacy of
control methods could not control the amount of diamondback moth efficiently. Our
results also reveal that more adults would came for egg-laying after larvae and eggs were
removed. Results also show that they lay eggs mainly on the upper leaf surface other than
back of leaf. This indicated that the behavior of diamondback moth maybe affected by
treatment. Indicating repeatedly using single or few control tactics would be unfavorable
for controlling diamondback moth. It is recommended that coordinating with rotation or
other chemical and cultural control tactics could effectively manage the population
growth of diamondback moth in fields.

Key words: control tactics, potential abundance, Plutella xylostella.
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