
 

) ����� �	
	�� 
 ��1399 �(5)2 :(75-80 

��

�� ��	 ! 

  

���� ���	
��� 

������
���	
������ ���������� �  �� ���!+�	
� #�	��!�$ %& '���� 	� ��(

)*��+,- ./� 	��0
123�  

 Eucnaemidophorus rhododactylus (Lep., Pterophoridae)  
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 �	�78  2�3
	�& 9�
'$
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�1��8  

B)�C85D *'��� %/7 385E 2FG#!Eucnaemidophorus rhododactylus (Denis & Schiffermuller)  �8 �(�2	
 <;6 

HI! �� 
 <78 �8'�8 3= 2FG#! ='-3	&*'�J+&�!5GK ��	�G�) 2	
 <;6 L�8 M'��& 4
3 L�'$F!63	& 
 L�'$ �! 3	G) �-

F�6 .+

�� L�8 3=� 'O8 *'�J+& 2	
L��(!	-6 �P3	(�=5�$ �=8�5��Q78  
�R&5�;+P3	&�
35�;5�  L�8 "3	RE +
	& 3=

M	7 3= <;62	
 1397 
1398  +�	!�6 .<;'� 38'T �-	��38 =35! P838= �	�7'I) 1-85$ �8 �	UC%�V � W�! 3= X'0 B�	T 3=

Y5Z- 8'D8 38'($ 3	I[ 	- �;=	\$ �!	& 2	
F) .=8F.$ �C85D
 �$5- '
 3= *=5�6 2	
 =8F.$ �$5- �"'& '
 3= *=5�6 2	
3	�.! 

*'�J ��83	&+& .FC=5- +�	!�6 =35! 2	
 28'-��.! ]^�E8 	
3	G�$ L�- M	7 
= '
 3= _E	) 
= '
 38=�=F) *F.  :	78 '-

*=8= F`3= �M	7 
= '
 2	
'O8 L��(!	-6 ��.! 350 �- �=8�5��Q78 2	
3	G�$ �8 '�G& 238=P3	(�=5�$  
�R&5�;P3	&�
35�;5� + 

.=5- *'�J +

�� L�8 3= +&L��(!	-6 �
F- 'O8 B) <�.GD +
	& 3= 'aC =35!�C85D *'��� %/7 385E.=5- 2FG#!  

�9��

� 
1�:� : +& *'�J� 2FG#! �� �M'��& ���83	& �<R�� b�#!.  

)�1<�  

B)*'� �C85D385E %/7 ��2FG#!1 �8 *'�$ Pterophoridae� �(� �8 Y	C'WEL�'$ <;6	
 	- c�D'$ ��8@d ��2FG#! 

<78 )Acatay, 1970 .(L�8 <;6   �!FC85$ �
%;8 '- ��2FG#! �- HT32	
 eZ�,! =3
2	
 ����� 3= Y3	�	
 
 f	-	
 %�C 

"3	RE FC%- .3= 1T8
 L�8 <;6 �8 �C5�2	
 eZ�,!  ��@g$ �!  F�&)Nematollahi, 2005 .(�['�8 "F! �	!� �CV50 �8 

	7	�)�� L�8 <;6 3= �8'�8 �GC=3@� 	!8 9�	�C �73'-	
 �	�C �8 =38= L�8 �& L�8 <;6 � W�!2	
  *='�R�28 �8 �	�RZ�2	
 

35�& 83 F�FI$ �!F�& )Nematollahi, 2005.(  

 

1- Eucnaemidophorus rhododactylus Den. & Schiff. 
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B)*'� �C85D385E %/7 ��2FG#! 3= '
 M	7 i� �RC ��)8= 
 �	�R!� 83 �- "35` 
3V L7 M
8 
 �- <�	J eT5$ F)3 

'�� +)5� 2F/�� 2
3 �E	)	
 2'Q7 �!F�	GC )Sixsmith, 2009.( *3
= F)3 eT5$ 
3V ��R- �- b�8') �G�ZT8 �!� W  �-

M5G.! 350 �8 �C	�	� 2	
�
3 *	!'�$ �	d6 
 	$ L��R,C 2	
�
3 L�=3
'; *	! M	7 F.- �!8=8 ��;	� 
 	- 
3+� *3	-
= �$5-2	
 

��2FG#!� 	

3V <��	.; =5E 83 �8 '7 �!FC'�� )Nematollahi, 2005 .(  

L�8 <;6 �5�&	$ '- �
%;8 �8'�8 )��	Ij`8 ��	!'& �:3	; �	k�	-3l6 (�8 2	
35�& eZ�,! ���&'$ ��	�73	gZ- ��RC8'; ZUC8�m� 

�	(�'!6 
 L�[ 438%� *F) <78 )Sixsmith, 2009 .( <;6 L�83= �	�73	gZ- �& (��8 � BWT 2	
 F��5$ 'WK 
 78mC	 3= 

	�C= �!�F)	-  �8 +�-10 	$ 20% "3	RE =38
 �!F�& 
 3= �E'- M	7	
 	$ 95% ��	
 b75$ 	

3V �8 L�- !�FC
3  

)Acatay, 1970 .(<;6 L�8 %��	� 
 �	�R!� 83 �- "35` 
3V L7 i� 3= '�� i� +)5� *FC38FIUC �- <�	J P85E 
 �- 

<&'J )F)3 eT5$ (2'Q7 �!F�	GC .3= �	d6 3	I- 
 H
�	!� 	- +�
3 *3	-
= �o�E3=2	
 ���2FG#! 2	

3V R!��	��83@� 

<��	.; =5E 83 �8 '7 �!FC'�� )Nematollahi et al., 2002.(  

"3	RE <;6 B)*'� �C85D385E %/7 ��2FG#! 3= �J8'! �5�	C5� 2F)3 ��2FG#! "
	j�! <78 .3= 28F�-8 F)3 

�o�E3=�	
 	

3V �C85D2	
 p'- 83 q8357 *='& 
 �- ��@g$ �8 �
3= �6 M5g�! �!FC5) .L�8 ��@g$ B/7 �8 -L� L�;3 

�C85D2	
 i[5& �!=5) .3= �C85D2	
 '��3%- L�8 ��@g$ B/7 q8357 �F) �K5Gk! p'-	
 *F) - �2350 �& ��T
 8L� 

�C85D	
 �	- �!FC5) 2
3 p'-	
 q83572	
 ���'T *F�= �!=5) .	- +�8%;8 F)3 �o�E3=	
 
 ��(�$ �C85D2	
 �� 	� ��o�d 

	

3V 	- �F��$ �3	$ �CV ��@g$ <73= �!��&F .L�'���- "3	RE B)*'� �C85D385E %/7 ��2FG#! r5-'! �- 
L�G �ZJ'! 

�8 F)3 *	�� �<78 8'�� �& ��@g$ 
3V B/7 _T	C �F) �o�d2	
 <)3= 
 2=5-	C �!	& �o�d2	
 i[5& *F) 
 F-L� 

B�$'$ 	- +
	& 3	G) �o�d�	
 �8%�! ��� 'WK 
 mC	78 *F!6 <7= �- 3	[= +
	& F
85E ) F)Alford, 1995.(  

������ M'��& ��	�G�) B)*'� �C85D385E %/7 ��2FG#! </RC �- F�FD <78 .	- �D5$ �- L�8 �& B)*'� �C85D385E %/7 

��2FG#! �8 'E8
8 �	�R-	$ 	$ 3	I- M	7 F.- �- "35` '�dM	.; 
 �- <�	J P85E 3= '�� +)5� *FC38FIUC -� '7 �!='- 
 

mQ7 	

3V m� �8 M	.; �F) �3	I- 3= �
3= �CV �- ��@g$ �!FC�8='�� +��%� �	!� B7	�! H7�)	� 
 s5C 7H <�G
8 *��
28 

=38= .438%� <78 *F) �& H7 2	
 *'jR; �7	G$ 2l5jC 	- <aZd B7	�! 83 <ID M'��& B)*'� �C85D385E %/7 ��2FG#! 

�!�85$ *=	j�78 ='& 
 3= "35` "F) 
 � -	7 "3	RE <;6 �!�85$ Ld
32	
 �C	�R!�  833= 'E8
8 �	�R!� & �-='- 3	� L�8 

Ld
3�)	� B/7 �8 L�- L�;3 2	

3V =5D5! 3= '�� +)5� *FC38FIUC *F) 
 L�F- B�$'$ <�.GD 2	

3V M	.; 3= 3	I- 

M	7 F.- +
	& F
85E <;	� )Nematollahi, 2005( .  

*�
'!8 3= �	�g0 B)*'�2	
 �C85D385E *'�$ �838
'�'� M5G.! 350 �- �8 *
'�2	
 F�FD *'�J+& *=	j�78 �!=5) .3= ��&'$ 

�8 *'�J+&2	
 P3	&	R&
F��81� =	75��Q782� L�'�!	��=3 
 Bt  28'- M'��& 2	

3V "3	RE8� 3=  L�8*'�$ *=	j�78 �!=5)     

(Mann, 2004). 3=  35�&L�[� *'�J+& L�'$'�� M'��& 28'- �C85D 2	

3V L�8 385E*'�$  3	& �-*='- �!=5)  

 

1- Thiodicarb                                                          2- Spinosad                                                       3-Deltamethrin   
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(Witzgall et al., 1996).  3= �	�7
F�
� H7  2	
�L��(!	-6 �P3	&	R&
F��8 �=	75��Q78 �F�8'�5Z&8F�G�8 �F�8'�5Z&	�$ �
35�;5� 


   Bt '-8'- 3=�	�g0 �C85D 2	

3V 385E*'�$ Pterophoridae ��`5$ �!=5) .(Thompson et al., 2009) 3= �	�73	gZ-� �8 

P3	&	R&
F��8 
 Bt 28'- M'��& L�8 	

3V �C5� *=	j�78 �!=5) )Tanev et al., 1978.( 3= �	�73	gZ-� �8 *'�J+&2	
 

�P	$3	& �'��	�;'Z& �"85��; �:5;F�!	�! =	75��Q78 
 P3	&	R&
F��8 28'- M'��& 2	

3V �C85D385E i�5Q�	-�838= *=	j�78 

�!=5) .(Jansson et al., 1996) 3= ��	J �& 3= �RC8'; �8 Bt 
 �35!5Zj�'$ �- *8'G
 35/C� F��5���83	� 3= �!	C'-2	
 � �jZ$ 

*=	j�78 �!) =5)Gacemi & Guenaui, 2012 .(  

P3	&	R&
F��8 *'�J��& �-	,�C8 <78 �& '-8'- 3= ;6 ��	
 < �8 ��783 �838F(�5Q�	- 'O5! �!F)	- .L�8 *'�J+& 385��) 
 

�7	G$ *=5- 
 2
3 2	

3V �C8
'�	
 ��83	& �-	T ��5/T =38= .L�8 *'�J+& 2
3 M	C	& �G�F7 H�R�7 K�/\ <;6 'O8 

�!=38@�  (Sixsmit, 2009).  

=	75��Q78 i� *'�J+& �.�/0 �8 s5C �7	G$-�)385� *=5- �& �8 '�G,$ i�  2'�&	- 2�85
 �! <7= �-�6F 
 28'- B)*'�	
 


 �V	-
= 
 mQ�'$	
 �Z�E �G7 *=5- 	!8 28'- �	�G)= �.�/0 <�G7 �G& =38= .L�8 B�&'$ BD5! M	.; �F) FC'��*2	
 

���$5(�C ���78 L��5& *F) �& 3= �	�	� 	- t	/ C8 F�F) �o�
	!	
 BD5! p'! <;6 �!=5) .L�8 B�&'$ 3= �8'�8 2
3 2	

3V 

3	G)2 �8 �838F(�5Q�	- <;6 +�	!�6 *F) 
 ��83	& �6 �-	T M5/T 438%� *F) <78 )�,�) 
 ��83	(G
 1392 .(8u835���Q7 

�RC 2F�FD �8 =	75��Q78 <78 �& '-8'- 3= 
3V �C8
'�	
 'O5! <78 (Thompson et al., 2009).  

L��(!	-6 %�C �8 B�&'$2	
 �.�/0 *=5- 
 �8 '�G,$ i� 2'�&	- 2�85
 �-<7= �!F�6 .L�8 B�&'$ ����
 2l5jC ��)8= 
 

�!FC85$ �8 cW7 ��V	- p'- 35/K *='& 
 �- cW7 L�'�� p'- � ��! =5) .L��(!	-6 �- H�R�7 �/\K GJ�Z *='& 
 3= '�G& �8 

i� <K	7 BD5! 9Z; �F) <;6 =35! 'aC �!=5) .L�8 *'�J+& '���- �)385� *=5- ��
 ����
 �7	G$ �C% =38=  

)1996 ,.et al Jansson(. -6L��(!	 "8
%�- 3= L�- *'�J+&2	
 =35! +�	!�6 2
3 
3V M	- 38F(�5��8 <;6� �G7L�'$ B�&'$ 

) F)	- �!0.45= 50Lc.( L�8 B�&'$ �.�/0 ��;'� *F) �8 2'�&	- Streptomyces avermitilis  �!F)	- �& i� *'�J+& 

�-	,�C8 28'- �838F(�5Q�	- <78 (Gacemi & Guenaui, 2012).  

HI!L�'$ �!	K 3= <�'�F! <!
	 ! �- <;6+&	
 �='& ���G& 38'($ ]'\! *'�J+&2	
 	- 'O8 *5�) �-	�! �!F)	- .3= M	J 

'v	J 28 *
'� *'�J+& 3= �	ID =5D
 =38= �& H(�7= 12 *
'� *'�J+& 28'- M'��& 2	

3V 38F(�5Q�	-�8 <;6 *=	j�78 

�!=5) .	- �D5$ �- �(��8 3= =
FJ 16 M	7 �8 ��	7	�) 
 +�8F�� �C85D385E %/7 ��2FG#! 3= �8'�8 �GC=3@�� �C5�	C5� 

*'�J+& </O *F) M'��& 28'- L�8 <;6 =
F#! <78 .]F
 L�8 +

�� �73'- 'O8 3	I[ *'�J+& �8 *
'�2	
 eZ�,! 

3= cW7 �	�RZ� :3	; �	�78 3= P838= �	�7'I) 1-85$ �8 �	UC%�V � W�! 2	
	$ =5- L�'$F!63	& �6	
 8'-2 M'��& B)*'� 

�C85D 385E %/7 ��2FG#! 3= � W�! L�8 =	I���� =5).  

=�	 � ����
�  

Y5Z- X'0 B�	T 3= +�	!�63	I[ 	- �;=	\$ �!	& 2	
 M	7 3= 38'($ 3	I[ 3= '�� 3	G�$ 2	
1397  
1398 =� W�! 3 

 u	kC8 P838= �	UC%�VF).  
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1. ) L��(!	-6 iG�$3
1.8%EC  	- (<aZd 6/0 835�G& <&') <E	7) 38%
 3=1.(L�8w �  

2=8�5��Q78 .  'R�'$)240 SC 	- (<aZd 25/0 %�R��	7
'�6 
8= <&') <E	7 ) 38%
 3=2(�RC8'; �  

3 L�
3V) P3	(�=5�$ .DF 80% 	- (<aZd 5/1 (�8'�8 ��	�'� H7 �� <&') <E	7 ) 38%
 3=  

4 .�R&5�;+P3	&�
35�;5� ) m(;5�EC 10.5% 	- (<aZd 1 (�8'�8 �*	�� <&') <E	7 ) 38%
 3=  

 "'& '
6 FJ8
 	� ���	!�2838= 20 �o�E3= �Z`8 H
�� B7	�! 3	- 	- 
 L7 2FG#! %!'T) � W�! B�	d HT3 �8 .=5- (�Z#! 

M5Z#! B7	�! �	!� +�	!�6 L�8 3= 	- �)	�='-3	& �Z$ 235C 2	
��K^08 %�C 
 �	�RZ� 3= *F) B\C	$	/C xjJ 2	
 �	�7'I) "

M5Z#! .F) L��.$ P838=H7 	- �)	� 235$5! 4	�M�	C'�J �8
'� y
8 �8 m� �
3 <j
 �38=*2	
 35` <;6 �!	& .<;'� "

F
	) �85�K �- %�C "'& 3	I[ 8H7 3	�; �	G
 	- �& FCF) P	,�C�)	�� P68'- .FCF) �)	� ��83	& �-	��38 2$	
3	G�� 4
3 2	


 '��*='- 3	& �- F):    

 =8F.$ "'& '
 3=�C85D 3= *=5�6 2	
40  ) �E	)20 �E	)� 7  �
3m� H7 �8 
 �)	�20 �E	)� 14  �
3m� 7 �8H (�)	�

 </O 
 43	G))F �	D3= 43	G) 3	& .�[ �
F-�E	) F`3= mQ7 .F) u	kC8 �E	) �FF`3= 
 H�	7 2	
  $ 	- "3	RE H�R

�E	) =8F.$ �='&'- "'& '
 3= *=� <;6 
 H�	7 2	
 �E	) �& =8F.$) "'& �	G
 3= *F) 43	G) 2	
40  (�E	)-' =3
6

)F�E	) �=3
6'- L�8 3= .+�- �& ��	
 �E	) �F��)8= *=5�6 �C85D �7 �8 #! *=5�6 3= .FCF) P5R�	�	� 	- �8 �8 *=	j�7�W-83 

 3F�	�)8–  ��3
8�D3=  2	
3	G�$ '�O	$6 �/7	#! +�	!�)F.  

���

�����
 × 100 (F`3=) '�O	$ �D3=  

 �&�j�5!:�8 F�$3	/K �6 2	
  

b�E	) F`3= :�G7 3	G�$ 3= H�	7 2	
  

k�E	) F`3= :$ 3= H�	7 2	
� F
	) 3	G  

 2	
3	�.! �8 'U�= �(�*'�J ��83	& =3
6'-+&�C85D =8F.$ +�	!�6 =35! 2	
3= .=5- �$5- '
 3= *=5�6 2	
  =8F.$ �=3
6'- L�8

�C85D �$5- '
 �E	) 9�� 3= *=5�6 2	
7  �
3m� H7 �8 'U�= �E	) 9�� 3= 
 �)	�14  43	G) F.- �
3F)L�8 . �$5- 
 	


�E	) 3= .FC=5- *F) P	,�C8 �;=	\$ 350 �- 	
2
	&8
 *=8= 23	!6	
� �C85D s5Gk! *=5�6 2	
10 
 3= �E	) 'aC 3= "'& '

 .F) ��;'�*=8= *F!6 <7= �- 2	
m�  +k�7 �83	k�I- �6 �=5- �5!�6 	- 	
Asymp.sig.(2-Tailed)  4
3 �-General 

Linear Model/Univariate 'C �8 *=	j�78 	- 23	!6 38%;8 uSPSS �2
	&8
 L�UC	�! 
 	- 	
6 �5!���!8= F�[L(C8= 28  cW7 3=

%5 .FCF) �R�	 !  

>3� � ?�
�*  

L�UC	�! �R�	 !	
2 �C85D =8F.$ �- r5-'!<;6 '�O	$ F`3= 
 "3	RE F`3= �*=5�6 2	
+&	- �R�	 ! 3= 	
  �F
	)7  
14 

 �
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Table 1. Comparison of mean infestation by rose plume moth in branches and buds of Damask rose, 7 

and 14 days after spraying with four insecticides and the control; first year, spring 2018, Lyzangan, 

Darab. 

+�	!�6 2	
3	G�$  

Treatments  

'�O	$ F`3= 

 L�UC	�!)± (3	�.! ]8'#C8  

Impact Percentage (Mean + 

Standard Deviation) 

"3	RE F`3= 

 L�UC	�!)± (3	�.! ]8'#C8  

Damage Percentage 

(Mean + Standard 

Deviation) 

�C85D 3	G)*=5�6 2	
  

 L�UC	�!)± (3	�.! ]8'#C8  

Number of Infected 

Buds (Mean + Standard 

Deviation) 

P3	(�=5�$ 

Thiodicarb 

30.54 ± 21.02a 42.20 ± 8.35a 42.12 ± 11.10a 

=8�5��Q78 

Spinosad 

31.25 ± 12.16a 42.19 ± 5.43a 48.14 ± 12.25a 

 P3	& �R&5�;+ �
35�;5�  

Phenoxycarb + Lufnuron 

L��(!	-6 

27.33 ± 7.35a 43.26 ± 2.21a 51.45 ± 13.20a 

Abamectin 

F
	) 

7.67 ± 3.14b 58.11 ± 8.31b 98.22 ± 19.15b 

Control - 63.56 ± 7.12b 91.14 ± 7.23b 

 cW7 3= Y'��! ]'J 2838= 2	
 L�UC	�! ��5�7 '
 3=5% ��.! "
	j$ L(C8= �5!�6 .FC38FC 238=  

In each column, means bearing the same letter have no significant difference using DMRT (α = 0.05). 
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Table 2. Comparison of mean infestation by rose plume moth in branches and buds of Damask rose, 7 

and 14 days after spraying with four insecticides; second year, spring 2019, Lyzangan, Darab. 

+�	!�6 2	
3	G�$  

Treatments  

'�O	$ F`3= 

 L�UC	�!)± (3	�.! ]8'#C8  

Impact Percentage (Mean + 

Standard Deviation) 

"3	RE F`3= 

 L�UC	�!)± (3	�.! ]8'#C8  

Damage Percentage (Mean + 

Standard Deviation) 

�C85D 3	G)*=5�6 2	
  

 L�UC	�!)± (3	�.! ]8'#C8  

Number of Infected Buds 

(Mean + Standard Deviation) 

P3	(�=5�$ 

Thiodicarb 

52.20 ± 13.6 a 35.10 ± 10.21 ab 22.2 ± 3.77 a 

=8�5��Q78 

Spinosad 

57.23 ± 2.03 a 26.77 ± 3.10 a 18 ± 7.35 a 

 P3	& �R&5�;+ �
35�;5�  

Phenoxycarb + Lufnuron 

L��(!	-6 

43.04 ± 10.81 a 39.35 ± 6.55 b 23.10 ± 8.86 a 

Abamectin 

F
	) 

6.75 ± 1.29 b 67.44 ± 6.20 c 71.2 ± 27.21 b 

Control - 73.32 ± 4.66 c 70.30 ± 11.28 b 

�#��� �� 	�  NO� 	� P���� Q�� 
�	�� 

� ��B*
��5% ��4� T�
U� ��*�� #����.1*	�1* 
	��   

In each column, means bearing the same letter have no significant difference using DMRT (α = 0.05). 
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Efficacy of abamectin, spinosad, thiodicarb and fenoxycarb+lufnurun in 

control of rose plume moth, Eucnaemidophorus rhododactylus (Lep. 

Pterophoridae) 
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Abstract 

Eucnaemidophorus rhododactylus Denis & Schiff. is one of the most important pests of 

Damask rose in Iran, where chemical insecticide application is the common approach to 

control. In this study, efficacy of abamectin, spinosad, thiodicarb, and fenoxycarb+lufnurun 

was evaluated in four replications in spring of 2018 and 2019 in Lyzangan, Darab, Iran, through 

a randomized block design. The number of infested buds in each plant and the number of 

infested plants in each plot were the comparison indices of insecticides efficiency. There was 

a significant difference between measured indices of two years. Based on the number of 

infested buds, the entire treatments were grouped in two levels for both years; however, in the 

years of 2018 and 2019, they were placed in two and three levels, respectively. Based on the 

percentages of infested buds, abamectin and other treatments were significantly different 

within two years. According to this study, abamectin was not evaluated as an effective 

insecticide for controlling the rose plume moth. 

Keywords: Environment, Insecticide, Efficacy, Control, Damask rose. 
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