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Abstract

:

Aphis gossypii Glover is a major pest of cotton and can severely affect cotton yield and lint quality. In this study, the efficacy of sulfoxaflor applied via drip irrigation and foliar spray on controlling cotton aphids was evaluated in 2016 and 2017 in Xinjiang, China. The distribution of sulfoxaflor in cotton roots, stems, leaves, and aphids, as well as its effects on two natural enemies of aphids, were also investigated. Results showed that sulfoxaflor applied through drip irrigation mainly concentrated in leaves and provided effective control of cotton aphids for 40 days, compared to 20 days when applied through foliar spray. Furthermore, drip application resulted in much lower sulfoxaflor concentrations in aphids than foliar spray. As a result, ladybird beetle and lacewing populations were higher in drip applied plants than in foliar sprayed plants. Additionally, the cost of drip irrigation was lower than foliar spray as cotton plants are commonly irrigated via drip irrigation in Xinjiang. Our results showed that application of sulfoxaflor through drip irrigation is an effective way of controlling cotton aphids in Xinjiang due to a prolonged control period, safety to two natural enemies, and lower cost of application.
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1. Introduction


Cotton is an important fiber-producing plant worldwide. Cotton aphid (Aphis gossypii Glover) is one of the key pests of cotton, particularly at the seedling stage [1]. The aphid damages leaves, spreads virus, and has a serious impact on crop yield and lint quality [2,3,4,5]. Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region (equivalent to a province) is the world’s most important cotton-producing region, accounting for more than 50% of the overall yield in China and 10% of the annual global cotton lint production [6,7]. However, the chronic application of pesticides has resulted in cotton aphid resistance to common pesticides, and cotton aphid is becoming a major hindrance to cotton production.



Current control of the aphid relies largely on chemical application. Insecticides, mainly neonicotinoids are applied through tractor-mounted sprayers in Xinjiang. Foliar application through tractor-mounted sprayers has been challenging due to the high plant density in the field, vast production area, non-target insecticide exposure, and labor intensity [8]. Tractor-mounted sprayers can also significantly damage a number of cotton plants. Additionally, due to the high fecundity of cotton aphids [9] and the short residual effects of sprayed insecticides [10], cotton farmers need to spray multiple times to control the aphid. Therefore, it is important to identify alternative methods for application of insecticides in this region.



Drip irrigation of insecticides represents an alternative method for integrated pest management because it is relatively safe and causes less pollution [11]. Currently, more than 90% of cotton fields in Xinjiang are irrigated through a drip system [12,13]. Moreover, several insecticides, such as neonicotinoids and anthranilic diamides were successfully applied via drip irrigation in pest control [14,15,16]. Thus, it could be feasible to deliver insecticides to cotton through existing drip irrigation systems.



Sulfoxaflor is a novel systemic insecticide with nicotinic acetylcholine receptor-modulating activity and has high activity against a wide range of sap-feeding insects, such as aphids [17,18,19,20]. Sulfoxaflor has been widely used to control different aphids due to its high potency and lack of insecticidal cross-resistance [19,21]. However, the effect of sulfoxaflor against cotton aphid, the distribution of sulfoxaflor in cotton plants, and its effects on natural enemies of aphids have not been studied in the field, especially in the context of application through drip irrigation.



This study was intended to evaluate the efficacy of sulfoxaflor applied via drip irrigation in relation to foliar spray for control of cotton aphid, the distributions of sulfoxaflor in cotton roots, stems, leaves, and aphids, as well as the effects of the two application methods on two natural enemies of aphid: ladybird beetles (Coccinella septempunctata L.) and lacewing (Chrysoperla sinica T.).




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Cotton Seeds and Insecticides


Transgenic Bt cotton seeds of variety Xinliuzao-42 were supplied by the Cotton Research Institute of Xinjiang Academy of Agricultural Reclamation Sciences and Xinjiang Huiyuan Agricultural Science and Technology Development Co., Ltd. Sulfoxaflor of certified reference standard (purity, 98%, CAS number 946578-00-3) was purchased from Shanghai Mingbo Biotechnology Co., Ltd. Sulfoxaflor 50% water dispersible granule (WDG) was provided by Dow AgroSciences (Zionsville, IN, USA).




2.2. Field Experimental Site


The experiments were carried out in 2016 and 2017 in Bole County, Xinjiang, northwest China (44°02′~45°23′ N and 79°53′~83°53′ E). The cotton field has a loamy soil containing 81.79 mg.kg−1 alkali-hydrolyzable nitrogen, 11.64 mg.kg−1 available phosphorus, 293.15 mg.kg−1 available potassium, and 14.03 g.kg−1 soil organic matter. The soil pH is 8.49. On 5 April 2016 and on 24 April 2017, cotton seeds were sown in the field installed with a drip irrigation system. The drip irrigation tape employed a mode of “one film-three pipe-six rows”. The film was 2 m in length and the pipe spacing was 66 cm. Each tape was in the middle of two rows of cotton plants with a spacing of 10 cm. The drip emitter was spaced 20 cm apart and the flow rate of each drip emitter was 2.0 L.h−1. The cotton plants were irrigated and fertilized in accordance with the local cotton practices.




2.3. Sulfoxaflor Application


The experiments were initiated on 3 June 2016 and 21 June 2017, respectively, when the cotton plants were at principle growth stage 3, i.e., main stem elongation and the foliage of 30% of the plants meet between rows [22], and the incidence of cotton plants with aphids was over 20%. The experiment consisted of four treatments: (1) 1400 g.ha−1 (700 g a.i. ha−1) sulfoxaflor (Closer 50% WDG) applied via drip irrigation; (2) 150 g.ha−1 (75 g a.i. ha−1) sulfoxaflor (Closer 50% WDG) applied via foliar spray; (3) drip irrigation of water as a control; (4) foliar spray of water as another control. The four treatments were replicated three times in 12 plots in a completely randomized design. Each plot was 200 m2 (3200–3500 plants per 200 m2) and separated by a 4 m buffer zone. For the drip irrigation treatments, 2500 L sulfoxaflor solution was applied first to each plot followed by the application of 1000 L water through drip irrigation. The control had the same irrigation regime without any chemicals. For the foliar spray treatments, each plot was sprayed with 13 L (650.3 L ha−1) sulfoxaflor solution using a knapsack electric sprayer (single nozzle with 0.15–0.4 Mpa, 4–5 m width). The control had the same application regime without any chemicals. The schedule of sulfoxaflor treatments is presented in Table 1.



The application rate of sulfoxaflor via drip irrigation was higher (700 g a.i. ha−1) than that of foliar spray. This rate was based on our preliminary study data and also in reference to other reports [23,24,25] that soil could adsorb insecticides and affect their availability. The soil used in this study is saline and alkaline, and its pH is higher than 8. Lalah et al. reported that pH was one of the important factors affecting the activity of pesticides [26]. Timmeren et al. reported the same trend that a single application rate of insecticide via soil treatment needed to be higher than that of foliar spray [27].



2.3.1. Investigations of Cotton Aphid and Natural Enemies


Leaves of cotton plants were divided into three groups: (1) lower leaves: the leaves of the first and second branch from the base of stem; (2) middle leaves: the leaves of the fifth and sixth branch; (3) top leaves: recently expanded and growing leaves. The investigation method of aphids on cotton leaves referred to the guidelines of field efficacy trials (II) part 75 [28]. To quantify aphids, 40 cotton plants were randomly chosen from each plot, and the number of aphids at 0, 1, 3, 5, 7, 15, 20, 30 and 40 days after treatments were counted. Meanwhile, natural enemies (adult ladybird beetles, ladybird beetle larvae, adult lacewing, and lacewing larvae) were also monitored. The investigation method of natural enemies referred to the five observation points. Five observation points were randomly selected in each plot, and each point included 40 cotton plants.




2.3.2. Sample Collection of Cotton Plants, Seeds, and Aphids


Cotton plants: Ten cotton plants were randomly selected per plot at 12 h and day 1, 3, 5, 7, 15, 30, 40, and at harvest after drip irrigation of sulfoxaflor, and at 2 h and day 1, 3, 5, 7, 15, 20, 30, and at harvest after foliar spray of sulfoxaflor. Samples of leaves from the top, middle, and lower groups, stems, and roots, approximately 20 g each, were collected and placed in self-sealing polyethylene bags and frozen immediately.



Aphids: More than 2.00 g of cotton aphids were collected from 120 cotton plants per plot of the four treatments at 0.5 h and 7 days after sulfoxaflor application in 2016 and 2017, placed in a centrifuge tube (10 mL), and frozen immediately.



Cotton seeds: Cotton seeds (50 g) in each plot were collected and placed in self-sealing polyethylene bags after they were machine-delinted, and they were then frozen immediately.



All collected samples were transported to the South China Agricultural University Pesticide Analytical Laboratory and placed in a −20 °C freezer until extraction.





2.4. Pretreatment of Cotton Plants, Seeds and Aphid Samples


Cotton plants and seeds: Samples of cotton root, stem, leaves, and seeds were placed in 50 mL conical centrifuge tubes with 5.0 mL water and 20.0 mL AR-grade acetonitrile. All tubes were sonicated for 30 min, 2.0 g sodium chloride was added, and they were vortex mixed for 2 min at 1000 rpm. All tubes were centrifuged for 5 min at 4000 rpm and acetonitrile extract (supernatant) was dried under vacuum. The sample was eluted twice with 2.0 mL of CG-grade acetonitrile; 1.0 mL supernatant was transferred into a 2.0 mL plastic centrifuge tube containing PSA (0.10 g) and C18 (0.10 g) and centrifuged for 5 min at 6000 rpm. Finally, 1 mL of the supernatant was passed through a 0.22 μm syringe filter (Nylon). Each sample had three replications.



Aphids: Samples of cotton aphids were placed in 10 mL conical centrifuge tubes with 0.5 mL water and 2.0 mL AR-grade acetonitrile. All tubes were sonicated for 30 min; 0.5 g sodium chloride was added and vortex mixed for 2 min at 1000 rpm. All tubes were centrifuged for 5 min at 4000 rpm and acetonitrile extract (supernatant) was dried by nitrogen evaporators. Then, the sample was eluted twice with 2.0 mL of CG-grade acetonitrile and 1.0 mL supernatant was transferred into a 2.0 mL plastic centrifuge tube containing PSA (0.10 g) and C18 (0.10 g), and centrifuged for 5 min at 6000 rpm. Finally, 1 mL of the supernatant was passed through a 0.22 μm syringe filter (Nylon) and dried by nitrogen evaporators into 0.5 mL. Each sample had three replications.




2.5. Sulfoxaflor Analysis


All samples were analyzed by Agilent 1100 Series high-performance liquid chromatography (HPLC) equipped with UV and PDA detectors. The XDB-18 reversed phase column (4.6 mm × 250 mm, 5 μm) with a temperature set at 30 °C was used for separation. The mobile phase was water/acetonitrile (85:15 by volume) and the flow rate was 1.0 mL.min−1. The injection volume was 10.0 μL and the wavelength of detection was 260 nm.



The extraction method and analytical method were validated. The correlation coefficient (R2) for the standard curve of sulfoxaflor ranging from 0.05 mg L−1 to 10.00 mg L−1 was 0.9974. The recovery experiments of sulfoxaflor in cotton roots, stems, leaves and seeds were conducted at the three spike levels of 5, 0.5, and 0.05 mg kg−1, and each level was replicated three times. These samples were processed as described above. Mean recovery values for sulfoxaflor were 80.00%–105.11% in cotton root, stem, leaf, seed and aphid samples, which were in the acceptable range (70%–120%) specified by the SANCO guidelines [29]. The limit of quantification (LOQ) of sulfoxaflor in roots, stems, leaves, aphids and seeds was 41.67 μg kg−1, 48.00 μg kg−1, 50.67 μg kg−1, 43.33 μg kg−1 and 45.03 μg kg−1, and the limit of detection (LOD) was 12.50 μg kg−1, 14.40 μg kg−1, 15.20 μg kg−1, 13.00 μg kg−1 and 13.51 μg kg−1, respectively.




2.6. Cost Assessment on the Two Application Methods


Based on the efficacy of the two application methods in aphid control, we assumed that the efficiency of double foliar application of sulfoxaflor was equivalent to that of single drip irrigation. We also investigated the cost of local labor involvement, local machinery and diesel, and local mechanical damage resultant from the economic loss of local farmers in Xinjiang. The cost for application of sulfoxaflor via drip irrigation and conventional tractor-mounted sprayers was then assessed.




2.7. Data Analyses


The corrected mortalities of aphids were calculated by the Abbott formula. All data represent means ± S.E. (n = 3). All statistical analyses were carried out using SPSS statistical software (version 15.0, SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA). Data analysis was based on individual year. Statistically significant corrected mortality of cotton aphids, the number of natural enemies, and the concentration of sulfoxaflor in cotton plants and aphids were assessed by Tukey’s HSD test (p < 0.05).





3. Results


3.1. Control Efficacy of Sulfoxaflor with the Two Application Methods


Cotton aphid outbreaks occurred from mid-May to late-July in 2016 and from late-May to late-July in 2017 at this study site. Sulfoxaflor applied through drip irrigation at the rate of 700 g a.i. ha−1 in 2016 and 2017 effectively controlled cotton aphids for 40 days (Table 2). The corrected mortalities on the top and middle leaves were significantly higher than those on lower leaves except day 1, 20, and 30 in 2016 and day 1, 15, 20, and 30 in 2017 (F < 6.65, p > 0.061) (Table 2). The corrected mortalities on top leaves were not different from those on middle leaves for all days except day 3 in two years (2016: Day 3: F = 13.27, p = 0.022; 2017: Day 3: F = 9.74, p = 0.035) (Table 2). Meanwhile, sulfoxaflor applied via foliar spray at a rate of 75 g a.i. ha−1 effectively controlled cotton aphids for 20 days (Table 2). There was no significant difference in corrected mortalities among the top, middle, and lower leaves except day 1, 3, 5, and 7 in both years (Table 2). Based on the corrected mortalities, foliar spray provided more rapid control than drip irrigation. However, sulfoxaflor applied through drip irrigation resulted in higher corrected mortalities than those of foliar spray on all cotton leaves after day 7 and provided longer control efficacy than foliar spray (Table 2).




3.2. Distribution of Sulfoxaflor in Cotton Roots, Stems, and Leaves


Two-year data showed that the concentration of sulfoxaflor applied via drip irrigation in cotton roots, stems, and leaves increased from 12 h after application to a peak on day 5 or 7, and then gradually declined thereafter till day 40 (Figure 1a,b, Figure 2a,b). The concentration of sulfoxaflor in cotton leaves was significantly higher than in cotton roots and stems for all days except at 12 h and on day 1 based on two-year data (Figure 1a, Figure 2a) (F > 25.02, p < 0.002). Moreover, sulfoxaflor concentrations in top leaves were significantly higher than those in middle and lower leaves throughout the experiment except at 12 h in 2016 and on day 40 in 2017 (Figure 1b, Figure 2b) (F > 6.46, p < 0.033). Sulfoxaflor concentrations remained at 0.22 and 0.19 mg kg−1 in cotton leaves on day 40 in 2016 and 2017, respectively (Figure 1a, Figure 2a).



On the contrary, the concentration of sulfoxaflor applied via foliar spray in cotton stems and leaves declined gradually throughout the sampling periods in both 2016 and 2017. The highest values occurred in the first sampling time (2 h) (Figure 1c,d, Figure 2c,d). There was no significant difference between stems and leaves, but sulfoxaflor concentrations in leaves and stems were significantly higher than in roots (F > 33.12, p < 0.002) (Figure 1c, Figure 2c). This was because sulfoxaflor was directly sprayed on the surface of cotton stems and leaves, and the soil was covered by the film. By comparison, sulfoxaflor concentrations in top leaves were relatively higher than those in middle and lower leaves for all sample days except day 15 and day 20 in 2017 (Figure 1d, Figure 2d). After day 20, sulfoxaflor applied via foliar spray was not detected (Figure 1c, Figure 2c).




3.3. Effects of Sulfoxaflor on Ladybird Beetles and Lacewings


Ladybird beetles and lacewings were found on cotton plants in both 2016 and 2017. The two natural enemies of cotton aphid were more abundant in control treatment plots than in sulfoxaflor applied plots (Figure 3, Figure 4, Figure 5 and Figure 6). The predators in plants treated with sulfoxaflor through drip irrigation tended to have relatively lower abundance than those of the control treatment, but they were not statistically different (Figure 3, Figure 4, Figure 5 and Figure 6). On the contrary, the numbers of adult ladybird beetles on the cotton plants sprayed with sulfoxaflor were significantly lower than the control from day 3 to day 20 in 2016 and from day 1 to day 20 in 2017 (F > 6.37, p < 0.017) (Figure 3). The counts of ladybird beetle larvae on plants sprayed with sulfoxaflor were significantly lower than the control from day 1 to day 7 in 2016 and from day 1 to day 15 in 2017 (F > 8.92, p < 0.041) (Figure 4). Additionally, the numbers of adult lacewings on the cotton plants sprayed with sulfoxaflor were significantly lower than that of the control plants from day 1 to day 15 in 2016 and from day 1 to 7 in 2017 (F > 9.55, p < 0.038) (Figure 5). Similarly, the counts of lacewing larvae on the plants treated by foliar spray were significantly lower than the control from day 3 to day 15 in 2016 and from day 1 to day 20 in 2017 (F > 5.05, p < 0.031) (Figure 6).




3.4. Sulfoxaflor Concentration in Cotton Aphids


Sulfoxaflor concentrations in cotton aphids collected from plants 0.5 h after foliar spray of sulfoxaflor were significantly higher than those collected from drip applied plants in both 2016 and 2017 (F = 192.18, p < 0.001 in 2016, F = 97.63, p < 0.001 in 2017) (Figure 7). However, sulfoxaflor concentrations in aphids collected on day 7 from plants treated by the two application methods were not significantly different (Figure 7).




3.5. Sulfoxaflor Residue in Cotton Plants at Harvest


Sulfoxaflor was not detected in cotton roots, stems, leaves, and seeds at cotton harvest in 2016 and 2017, suggesting that sulfoxaflor applied at the application rate of 700 g a.i. ha−1 via drip irrigation or 75 g a.i. ha−1 via foliar spray was safe at harvest as the maximum residue limit of sulfoxaflor in cotton seed was set to be 0.40 mg.kg−1 [30]. Additionally, cotton yields in 2016 and 2017 resulted from drip application of sulfoxaflor were about 5% higher than those treated with foliar spray.




3.6. Cost of the Two Application Methods


In consideration of the control efficiency, mechanical damage to cotton plants, input of labor and machinery costs, as well as the price of cotton seeds harvested, we assessed the accumulative cost resulted from the application of sulfoxaflor through the two application methods. The results showed the accumulative cost for application of sulfoxaflor through foliar spray was higher than drip irrigation (Table 3).





4. Discussion


Results from both 2016 and 2017 showed that a single application of 700 g a.i. ha−1 sulfoxaflor via drip irrigation provided more effective control of cotton aphid than single foliar spray (75 g a.i. ha−1). Our results agreed with other reports [31,32,33,34] that drip application was more effective than foliar spray in pest management. Such an effective and prolonged control of aphid by drip application of sulfoxaflor could be attributed to the interaction of several factors: (1) sulfoxaflor is a novel systemic insecticide soluble in soil, so it can be readily absorbed by roots and transported to plant leaves [18,35]. (2) The mouthpart of the aphid pierce into xylem and feed on the sap [36]. Sulfoxaflor applied through drip application was transported through plant xylem, so the extraction of sap by aphid resulted in direct poison. (3) Drip applied sulfoxaflor was mainly concentrated in cotton leaves (Figure 1a, Figure 2a) (F > 25.02, p < 0.002), which is similar to the drip-applied dimethoate that was concentrated in leaves [37]. This is because top leaves or recently expanded and growing leaves have high transpiration rates, and the higher transpiration flow would bring more absorbed sulfoxaflor to these leaves. Meanwhile, cotton aphids have the propensity for feeding on growing leaves [38]. Thus, drip application of sulfoxaflor achieved an on-target control of aphid as is shown in Table 2, where the corrected mortalities on top leaves were higher than those of other leaves. (4) The sustainability of sulfoxaflor inside plant parts could minimize the problems associated with foliar spray, such as being washed away due to precipitation and degradation caused by direct sunlight and/or microbial activities [39]. Figure 1b and Figure 2b showed that sulfoxaflor concentrations in leaves of dripped plants were higher and sustained rather high concentrations for almost 40 days compared to those in plants treated with foliar spray. Our results concur with the reports of others [33,35,40,41] that drip irrigation offers effective and prolonged control of pests.



Environmental conditions affected sulfoxaflor concentrations in plant organs. Sulfoxaflor concentrations in cotton roots, stems, and leaves of drip applied plants in 2016 were relatively lower than those of 2017. On the contrary, sulfoxaflor concentrations in cotton roots, stems and leaves of foliar spray treatment in 2016 were relatively higher than those concentrations in 2017 (Figure 1 and Figure 2). These differences could be due to temperature effects because the daily temperatures were 3 °C higher in 2017 during the whole experimental period compared to 2016. For drip irrigation, the high daily temperature might result in higher transpiration rates, thus higher concentrations in cotton plants [42]. In foliar sprayed plants, the higher daily temperature might cause a rapid desiccation of spray insecticide droplets and high dissipation rates due to higher evaporation and also photodegradation [43,44].



This study also evaluated the effects of sulfoxaflor applied by two different methods on natural enemies of aphids. The results showed that plants treated with sulfoxaflor through drip irrigation had a higher population of ladybirds and lacewings than those treated by foliar spray. This result could be due to the following factors: (1) the natural enemies had no direct contact with sulfoxaflor with drip irrigation. On the contrary, foliar spray directly delivered sulfoxaflor onto the surface of aphids, cotton leaves, and natural enemies, which led to higher death rates of natural enemies. Our results showed higher levels of sulfoxaflor on cotton leaves at 2 h after foliar spray (Figure 1 and Figure 2). (2) Cotton aphids containing insecticides were ingested directly by predators as supplemental diet. The analysis results showed that foliar spray resulted in significantly higher sulfoxaflor concentrations in aphids compared to drip irrigation in 0.5 h (Figure 7). (3) The low prey density in the foliar spray plots failed to attract natural enemies [45]. The abundance of prey is the main factor that determines the distribution of natural enemies, and natural enemies tend to emigrate to, remain, and oviposit in areas with sufficient food resources [46,47]. Therefore, the significantly lower densities of natural enemies found in the foliar-treated plots were very likely to have resulted from low prey densities, high residue levels of sulfoxaflor in aphids, and high residue levels of sulfoxaflor in leaves.



Our results further showed that drip application of sulfoxaflor could reduce the frequency of insecticide sprays and result in lower labor, machinery, and diesel costs and less mechanical damage to cotton plants. Therefore, the accumulative cost of sulfoxaflor applied via drip irrigation saved $19.59 per hectare compared to foliar spray in Xinjiang (Table 3). Considering the fact that there are more than 1.7 million hectares of cotton fields in Xinjiang [48,49], the use of drip irrigation of sulfoxaflor could significantly reduce the production cost for aphid control. Moreover, the final residue of sulfoxaflor in cotton roots, stems, leaves and seeds was below the detection limit at harvest, which is below the maximum residual limit of sulfoxaflor in cotton seeds [30]. This indicated that drip application of 700 g a.i. ha−1 sulfoxaflor was safe at cotton harvest.




5. Conclusions


This is the first systematic evaluation of the efficacy, distribution, and effects of sulfoxaflor applied through drip irrigation and foliar spray in control of cotton aphids in an important cotton production region. Results showed that drip irrigation of sulfoxaflor could provide more effective and prolonged control of cotton aphids than foliar spray, have less detrimental effects on ladybirds and lacewings, two natural enemies of aphids, and can also reduce the production cost of cotton in Xinjiang. Drip irrigation of sulfoxaflor could represent a feasible, affordable and sustainable way of controlling cotton aphids in arid and semi-arid zones, such as Xinjiang.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, H.X. and Z.Z; methodology, Z.Z., Y.T. and H.J.; investigation, H.J.; resources, H.X.; data curation, H.J.; writing—original draft preparation, H.J.; writing—review and editing, H.J., J.C.; H.W.; visualization, H.J.; supervision, H.X. and Z.Z.; project administration, H.X. and Z.Z.; funding acquisition, H.X.




Funding


This research was funded by the National Key R&D Program of China (2017YFD0200307).




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Sarwar, K.; Azam, I.; Iqbal, W.; Rashda, A. Cotton aphid Aphis gossypii L. (Homoptera; Aphididae); a challenging pest; biology and control strategies: A review. Int. J. Appl. Biol. Pharm. Technol. 2014, 5, 290–294. [Google Scholar]

	



Moury, B.; Fabre, F.; Senoussi, R. Estimation of the number of virus particles transmitted by an insect vector. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2007, 104, 17891–17896. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Reddall, A.; Ali, A.; Able, J.A.; Stonor, J.; Tesoriero, L.; Wright, P.R.; Rezaian, M.A.; Wilson, L.J. Cotton bunchy top: An aphid and graft transmitted cotton disease. Aust. Plant Pathol. 2004, 33, 197–202. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Slosser, J.E.; Parajulee, M.; Hendrix, D.R.; Henneberry, T.J.; Rummel, D.R. Relationship between Aphis gossypii (Homoptera: Aphididae) and sticky lint in cotton. J. Econ. Entomol. 2002, 95, 299–306. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kim, J.J. Influence of Lecanicillium attenuatum on the development and reproduction of the cotton aphid, Aphis Gossypii. BioControl 2007, 52, 789–799. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhao, X.F.; Clem, T. The Sustainability of Cotton Production in China and in Australia: Comparative Economic and Environmental Issues. In Sustainable Agriculture: Technology, Planning and Management; Nova Science Publishers: New York, NY, USA, 2009; pp. 265–289. [Google Scholar]

	



Dai, J.L.; Dong, H.Z. Intensive cotton farming technologies in China: Achievements, challenges and countermeasures. Field Crops Res. 2014, 155, 99–110. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tian, L.W.; Cui, J.P.; Xu, H.J.; Guo, R.S.; Lin, T. Xinjiang cotton production: Status and its problems. J. Anhui Agric. Sci. 2013, 41, 13164–13167. [Google Scholar]

	



Razmjou, J.; Moharramipour, S.; Fathipour, Y.; Mirhoseini, S.Z. Demographic parameters of cotton aphid, Aphis gossypii Glover (Homoptera: Aphididae) on five cotton cultivars. Insect Sci. 2006, 13, 205–210. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Boquel, S.; Zhang, J.; Goyer, C.; Giguère, M.A.; Clark, C.; Pelletier, Y. Effect of insecticide-treated potato plants on aphid behavior and potato virus Y acquisition. Pest Manag. Sci. 2015, 71, 1106–1112. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ghidiu, G.; Kuhar, T.P.; Palumbo, J.C.; Schuster, D. Drip chemigation of insecticides as a pest management tool in vegetable production. J. Integr. Pest Manag. 2012, 3, E1–E5. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wang, R.S.; Kang, Y.H.; Wan, S.Q. Effects of different drip irrigation regimes on saline-sodic soil nutrients and cotton yield in an arid region of Northwest China. Agric. Water Manag. 2015, 153, 1–8. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Li, Z.G.; Tian, C.Y.; Zhang, R.H.; Ali, I.M.E.; Liu, Y.; Zhang, G.S.; Pan, J.F.; Chen, F. Plastic mulching with drip irrigation increases soil carbon stocks of natrargid soils in arid areas of northwestern China. Catena 2015, 133, 179–185. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Arrington, A.E.; Kennedy, G.G.; Abney, M.R. Applying insecticides through drip irrigation to reduce wireworm (Coleptera: Elateridae) feeding damage in sweet potato. Pest Manag. Sci. 2016, 72, 1133–1140. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Boina, D.R.; Bloomquist, J.R. Chemical control of the Asian citrus psyllid and of huanglongbing disease in citrus. Pest Manag. Sci. 2015, 71, 808–823. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Van, T.S.; Wise, J.C.; Isaacs, R. Soil application of neonicotinoid insecticides for control of insect pests in wine grape vineyards. Pest Manag. Sci. 2012, 68, 537–542. [Google Scholar]

	



Wang, N.X.; Watson, G.; Loso, M.R.; Sparks, T.C. Molecular modeling of sulfoxaflor and neonicotinoid binding in insect nicotinic acetylcholine receptors: Impact of the Myzusβ1 R81T mutation. Pest Manag. Sci. 2016, 72, 1467–1474. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cutler, P.; Slater, R.; Edmunds, A.J.F.; Maienfisch, P.; Hall, R.G.; Earley, F.G.; Pitterna, T.; Pal, S.; Paul, V.L.; Goodchild, J.; et al. Investigating the mode of action of sulfoxaflor: A fourth-generation neonicotinoid. Pest Manag. Sci. 2013, 69, 607–619. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Babcock, J.M.; Gerwick, C.B.; Huang, J.X.; Loso, M.R.; Nakamura, G.; Nolting, S.P.; Rogers, R.B.; Sparks, T.C.; Thomas, J.; Watson, G.B.; et al. Biological characterization of sulfoxaflor, a novel insecticide. Pest Manag. Sci. 2011, 67, 328–334. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Watson, G.B.; Loso, M.R.; Babcock, J.M.; Hasler, J.M.; Letherer, T.J.; Young, C.D.; Zhu, Y.M.; Casida, J.; Sparks, T.C. Novel nicotinic action of the sulfoximine insecticide sulfoxaflor. Insect Biochem. Mol. Biol. 2011, 41, 432–439. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chen, X.W.; Ma, K.S.; Li, F.; Liang, P.Z.; Ying, L.; Guo, T.F.; Song, D.L.; Desneux, N.; Gao, X.W. Sublethal and transgenerational effects of sulfoxaflor on the biological traits of the cotton aphid; Aphis gossypii Glover (Hemiptera: Aphididae). Ecotoxicology 2016, 25, 1841–1848. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Munger, P.; Bleiholder, H.; Hack, H.; Hess, M.; Stauss, R.; van den Boom, T.; Weber, E. Phenological Growth Stages of the Cotton Plant (Gossypium hirsutum L.): Codification and Description according to the BBCH Scale. J. Agron. Crop Sci. 1998, 180, 143–149. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gennari, M.; Gessa, C. Evaluation of Soil Adsorption-Desorption Capacity for the Assessment of Pesticide Bioavailability. In Bioavailability of Organic Xenobiotics in the Environment; Baveye, P., Block, J.-C., Goncharuk, V.V., Eds.; Kluwer: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 1999; pp. 207–225. [Google Scholar]

	



Bailey, G.W.; White, J.L. Factors influencing the adsorption, desorption, and movement of pesticides in soil. Residue Rev. 1970, 32, 29–92. [Google Scholar]

	



Adams, R.S. Factors influencing soil adsorption and bioactivity of pesticides. Residue Rev. 1973, 47, 1–54. [Google Scholar]

	



Lalah, J.O.; Kaigwara, P.N.; Getenga, Z.; Mghenyi, J.M.; Wandiga, S.O. The major environmental factors that influence rapid disappearance of pesticides from tropical soils in Kenya. Toxicol. Environ. Chem. 2001, 81, 161–197. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Timmeren, S.V.; Wise, J.C.; VanderVoort, C.; Isaacs, R. Comparison of foliar and soil formulations of neonicotinoid insecticides for control of potato leafhopper, Empoasca fabae (Homoptera: Cicadellidae), in wine grapes. Pest Manag. Sci. 2011, 67, 560–567. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wang, X.J.; He, H.J.; Wu, K.M.; Pan, Y.M.; Ma, C.J.; Feng, J.G. Pesticide—Guidelines for the Field Efficacy Trials (II)—Part 75: Insecticides Against Cotton Aphid; GB/T 1798075; Standards Press of China: Beijiang, China, 2004. [Google Scholar]

	



SANCO (Directorate General for Health and Consumer Affairs). Method Validation and Quality Control Procedures for Pesticide Residues Analysis in Food and Feed; Document No. SANCO/10684/2011; European Commission: Brussels, Belgium, 2011. [Google Scholar]

	



DOA (Department of Agriculture). National Food Safety Standard—Maximum Residue Limits for Pesticides in Food; GB2763-2014; China Agricultural Press: Beijiang, China, 2014. [Google Scholar]

	



Palumbo, J.C. Systemic efficacy of Coragen applied through drip irrigation on romaine lettuce, fall 2007. Arthropod Manag. Tests 2008, 33, E24. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ghidiu, G.M. Control of insect pests of eggplant with insecticides applied through a drip irrigation system under black plastic. In Vegetable Entomology Research Results, Rutgers University Cooperative Extension Bulletin; 104R; Rutgers University Press: New Brunswick, NJ, USA, 2009; pp. 8–11. [Google Scholar]

	



Kuhar, T.P.; Doughty, H.; Hitchner, E.; Cassell, M. Evaluation of insecticide treatments for the control of lepidopteran pests in bell peppers in Virginia; 2007. Arthropod Manag. Tests 2008, 33, E7. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kuhar, T.P.; Walgenbach, J.F.; Doughty, H.B. Control of Helicoverpa zea in tomatoes with chlorantraniliprole applied through drip chemigation. Plant Health Prog. 2010, 11, 21. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sparks, T.C.; Watson, G.B.; Loso, M.R.; Geng, C.X.; Babcock, J.M.; Thomas, J.D. Sulfoxaflor and the sulfoximine insecticides: Chemistry, mode of action and basis for efficacy on resistant insects. Pestic. Biochem. Phys. 2013, 107, 1–7. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Guerrieri, E.; Digilio, M.C. Aphid-plant interactions: A review. J. Plant Interact. 2008, 3, 223–232. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



He, J.T.; Zhou, L.; Yao, Q.; Liu, B.; Xu, H.; Huang, J. Greenhouse and field-based studies on the distribution of dimethoate in cotton and its effect on Tetranychus urticae by drip irrigation. Pest Manag. Sci. 2018, 74, 225–233. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Celini, L.; Vaillant, J. A model of temporal distribution of Aphis gossypii (Glover) (Hem, Aphididae) on cotton. J. Appl. Ent. 2004, 128, 133–139. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Farha, W.; Abd El-Aty, A.M.; Rahman, M.M.; Shin, H.C.; Shim, J.H. An overview on common aspects influencing the dissipation pattern of pesticides: A review. Environ. Monit. Assess. 2016, 188, 693. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schuster, D.J.; Shurtleff, A.; Kalb, S. Management of armyworms and leaf miners on fresh market tomatoes, fall 2007. Arthropod Manag. Tests 2009, 34, E79. [Google Scholar]

	



Ghidiu, G.M.; Ward, D.L.; Rogers, G.S. Control of European corn borer in bell peppers with chlorantraniliprole applied through a drip irrigation system. Int. J. Veg. Sci. 2009, 15, 193–201. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Aajoud, A.; Raveton, M.; Aouadi, H.; Michel, T.; Ravanel, P. Uptake and Xylem Transport of Fipronil in Sunflower. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2006, 54, 5055–5060. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Baker, E.A.; Hunt, G.M. Developmental changes in leaf epicuticular waxes in relation to foliar penetration. New Phytol. 1981, 88, 731–747. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wamhoff, H.; Schneider, V. Photodegradation of imidacloprid. J. Agric. Food Chem. 1999, 47, 1730–1734. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhang, P.; Zhang, X.; Zhao, Y.; Ren, Y.; Mu, W.; Liu, F. Efficacy of granular applications of clothianidin and nitenpyram against Aphis gossypii (Glover) and Apolygus lucorum (Meyer-Dür) in cotton fields in China. Crop Prot. 2015, 78, 27–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Seagraves, M.P. Lady beetle oviposition behavior in response to the trophic environment. Biol. Control 2009, 51, 313–322. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Evans, E.W. Searching and reproductive behaviour of female aphidophagous ladybirds (Coleoptera: Coccinellidae): A review. Eur. J. Entomol. 2003, 100, 1–10. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pan, H.; Jiang, Y.; Wang, P.; Liu, J.; Lu, Y. Research progress in the status evolution and integrated control of cotton pests in Xinjiang. Plant Protect. 2018, 44, 42–50. (In Chinese) [Google Scholar]

	



Wu, L.; Zhang, F.; Wang, H.; Zhou, H.; Zhou, J.; Fei, L. Simulation of cotton leaf area index under deficit irrigation in Xinjiang. J. Agric. Eng. 2015, 46, 249–258. [Google Scholar]








[image: Insects 10 00345 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Distribution of sulfoxaflor applied through drip irrigation in roots, stems, and leaves (a) and in top, middle, and low leaves (b), and via foliar spray in roots, stems, and leaves (c) and in top, middle, and low leaves (d) in 2016. All data are expressed as mean ± S.E. (n = 3). Values within the same time period labeled with different letters are significantly different based on Tukey’s HSD test at P < 0.05. Note: concentrations of sulfoxaflor in leaves (a,c) were the average value of top, middle, and lower leaves (b,d). The same below. 
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Figure 2. Distribution of sulfoxaflor applied through drip irrigation in roots, stems, and leaves (a) and in top, middle, and low leaves (b), and via foliar spray in roots, stems, and leaves (c), and in top, middle, and low leaves (d) in 2017. All data are expressed as mean ± S.E. (n = 3). Values within the same time period labeled with different letters are significantly different based on Tukey’s HSD test at p < 0.05. 
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Figure 3. The numbers of adult ladybird beetles on cotton plants not treated with any chemical (CK-Drip irrigation and CK-Foliar spray) and treated with sulfoxaflor through drip irrigation (S-Drip irrigation) and foliar spray (S-Foliar spray) in 2016 (a) and 2017 (b). All data are expressed as mean ± S.E. (n = 3). Values within the same time period labeled with different letters are significantly different based on Tukey’s HSD test at p < 0.05. 
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Figure 4. The numbers of ladybird beetle larvae on cotton plants not treated with any chemical (CK-Drip irrigation and CK-Foliar spray) and treated with sulfoxaflor through drip irrigation (S-Drip irrigation) and foliar spray (S-Foliar spray) in 2016 (a) and 2017 (b). All data are expressed as mean ± S.E. (n = 3). Values within the same time period labeled with different letters are significantly different based on Tukey’s HSD test at p < 0.05. 
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Figure 5. The numbers of adult lacewings on cotton plants not treated with any chemical (CK-Drip irrigation and CK-Foliar spray) and treated with sulfoxaflor through drip irrigation (S-Drip irrigation) and foliar spray (S-Foliar spray) in 2016 (a) and 2017 (b). All data are expressed as mean ± S.E. (n = 3). Values within the same time period labeled with different letters are significantly different based on Tukey’s HSD test at p < 0.05. 
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Figure 6. The numbers of lacewing larvae on cotton plants not treated with any chemical (CK-Drip irrigation and CK-Foliar spray) and treated with sulfoxaflor through drip irrigation (S-Drip irrigation) and foliar spray (S-Foliar spray) in 2016 (a) and 2017 (b). All data are expressed as mean ± S.E. (n = 3). Values within the same time period labeled with different letters are significantly different based on Tukey’s HSD test at p < 0.05. 
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Figure 7. The concentrations of sulfoxaflor in aphids collected from plants applied through drip irrigation and foliar spray in 2016 (a) and 2017 (b). All data are expressed as mean ± S.E. (n = 3). Different letters above bars within the same time period are significantly different based on Tukey’s HSD test at p < 0.05. 






Figure 7. The concentrations of sulfoxaflor in aphids collected from plants applied through drip irrigation and foliar spray in 2016 (a) and 2017 (b). All data are expressed as mean ± S.E. (n = 3). Different letters above bars within the same time period are significantly different based on Tukey’s HSD test at p < 0.05.



[image: Insects 10 00345 g007]







[image: Table] 





Table 1. Timeline of field experiments conducted in 2016 and 2017.
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	Dates
	Experiments





	4 May 2016
	Sow seeds



	3 June 2016
	Counting the number of cotton aphids and two kinds of natural enemies before sulfoxaflor application



	3 June 2016
	Applying sulfoxaflor through drip irrigation or foliar spray



	3 June 2016–13 July 2016
	Counting the number of cotton aphids and natural enemies, and collecting cotton root, stem and leaves



	24 April 2017
	Sow seeds



	21 June 2017
	Counting the number of cotton aphids and natural enemies before sulfoxaflor application



	21 June 2017
	Applying sulfoxaflor through drip irrigation or foliar spray



	21 June 2017–31 July 2017
	Counting the number of cotton aphids and natural enemies, collecting cotton root, stem and leaves
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Table 2. Control efficacies of sulfoxaflor to cotton aphid with two application methods in 2016 and 2017 1.
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Time (Year)

	
Application Method

	
Leaf Position

	
Corrected Mortality (%)




	
1 day

	
3 days

	
5 days

	
7 days

	
15 days

	
20 days

	
30 days

	
40 days






	
2016

	
Drip

	
Top

	
50.76 ± 5.68aB

	
80.70 ±3.69aB

	
96.79 ± 0.35aA

	
99.00 ± 0.20aA

	
98.36 ± 0.24aA

	
92.95 ± 1.27aA

	
87.84 ± 2.01aA

	
82.19 ± 2.97aA




	
Middle

	
31.16 ± 6.43abB

	
63.54 ± 2.62bB

	
88.53 ± 2.93aA

	
95.70 ± 0.61aA

	
94.16 ± 1.18aA

	
86.22 ± 1.49abA

	
77.63 ± 3.08abA

	
72.08 ± 2.08aA




	
Lower

	
12.07 ± 5.39bB

	
41.28 ± 4.74cB

	
68.27 ± 3.77bA

	
78.19 ± 3.37bA

	
83.79 ± 3.34bA

	
76.38 ± 3.71bA

	
68.76 ± 4.67bA

	
57.41 ± 3.31bA




	
Foliar spray

	
Top

	
76.82 ± 3.46aA

	
96.66 ± 0.72aA

	
95.10 ± 0.86aA

	
89.51 ± 1.46aB

	
77.85± 4.72aB

	
53.96 ± 4.94aB

	
31.83 ± 5.12aB

	
2.97 ± 6.67aB




	
Middle

	
70.25 ± 3.02abA

	
81.15 ± 2.73bA

	
88.04 ± 2.09aA

	
78.05 ± 2.78abB

	
70.59 ± 4.48aB

	
43.40 ± 3.41aB

	
21.71 ± 6.23aB

	
2.55 ± 5.75aB




	
Lower

	
57.00 ± 3.38bA

	
74.14 ± 2.66bA

	
75.56 ± 4.24bA

	
66.00 ± 4.57bA

	
58.73 ± 5.09aB

	
39.95 ± 3.69aB

	
17.01 ± 5.44aB

	
−3.47 ± 5.36aB




	
2017

	
Drip

	
Top

	
44.41 ± 3.42aB

	
75.37 ± 3.48aB

	
92.02 ± 1.30aA

	
97.18 ± 1.35aA

	
96.52 ± 1.08aA

	
94.86 ± 1.41aA

	
89.58 ± 3.48aA

	
70.27 ± 2.90aA




	
Middle

	
28.30 ± 3.81abB

	
59.18 ± 3.85bB

	
85.24 ± 3.18aA

	
92.45 ± 1.12aA

	
92.28 ± 1.19abA

	
89.21 ± 2.10abA

	
80.40 ± 4.14abA

	
67.23 ± 2.44aA




	
Lower

	
13.58 ± 4.25bB

	
33.75 ± 3.54cB

	
72.39 ± 3.13bA

	
81.39 ± 3.67bA

	
84.91 ± 2.81bA

	
79.65 ± 3.79bA

	
70.58 ± 3.74bA

	
51.78 ± 3.81bA




	
Foliar spray

	
Top

	
82.53 ± 4.30aA

	
94.57 ± 1.04aA

	
93.36 ± 1.82aA

	
92.74 ± 1.97aA

	
80.22 ± 2.44aB

	
66.91 ± 6.43aB

	
29.43 ± 5.72aB

	
18.39 ± 3.84aB




	
Middle

	
78.70 ± 2.57abA

	
84.34 ± 4.89abA

	
82.23 ± 3.29abA

	
81.53 ± 4.01abA

	
73.18± 5.09aB

	
57.60 ± 4.42aB

	
24.53 ± 4.20aB

	
10.57 ± 4.98aB




	
Lower

	
63.76 ± 3.48bA

	
72.16 ± 2.69bA

	
69.42 ± 4.40bA

	
67.61 ± 3.38bA

	
54.10 ± 5.01bB

	
41.35 ± 6.60aB

	
11.49 ± 5.22aB

	
6.14 ± 5.57aB








1 Data are expressed as mean ± S.E. (n = 3). Data analysis was based on individual year. When significant differences occurred, means were separated by Tukey’s HSD test (p < 0.05). Different lower letters in the same columns indicate significant differences among three leaf groups based on the same application method. Different capital letters in the same columns indicate that the same group of leaves have significant differences in corrected mortality due to the application methods.
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