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ABSTRACT

A field experiment was carried out to test the efficacy of insecticides against aphid Aphis craccivora in 
fenugreek at the Research Farm, Agricultural Research Station, Mandor- Jodhpur during rabi, 2021-22. 
After two sprays, flonicamid 50 WG was found most effective while azadirachtin 10,000 ppm (4.73 aphids/ 
5 cm central shoot) treated plots was found least effective. Maximum yield (1722 kg/ ha) was obtained from 
the plots treated with flonicamid 50 WG. The highest benefit-cost ratio was observed with thiamethoxam 
25 WG (3.79:1) followed by flonicamid 50 WG (3.57:1). All the treatments showed no harmful effect on 
the natural enemies especially the coccinellids.

Key words: Trigonella foenum-graecum, Aphis craccivora, insecticides, flonicamid azadirachtin, efficacy, 
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Fenugreek (Trigonella foenum-graecum L.) 
commonly known as methi, is infested by various 
insect pests viz., aphids, Aphis craccivora Koch and 
Acyrthosiphon pisum (Harris); whitefly Bemisia tabaci 
(Genn.); leaf hopper, Empoasca kerri (Pruthi); leaf 
miner Liriomyza congesta (Becker); thrips Thrips tabaci 
(Lindeman); leaf eating caterpillar Spodoptera litura 
F.; weevil, Hypera postica (Gyllenhal) and Hypera 
branneipennis (Boh.) (Kalra et al., 2002; Manjula et 
al., 2015). Evidently, sucking insect pests are most 
damaging as their heavy population developed during 
flowering and pod stages causing significant losses  
(Abro et al., 2016). Among them, A. craccivora is the 
major insect pest of fenugreek. It is a cosmopolitan, 
polyphagous species and causes not only losses in the 
grain yield but also deteriorate the quality of green 
leaves. A loss upto 62.3 to 68.8% was recorded due 
to aphid infestation in fenugreek (Sharma and Kalra, 
2002). Aphids are fast growing species and the control 
over the infesting population of aphid is difficult. Novel 
insecticides play role in controlling target specific pest 
within short time span, simultaneously have less toxic 
effect on non-target pests. The use of various insecticides 
for management of aphid in other crops have been 
suggested by many workers. Scanty information is 
available for the management of aphid in fenugreek. 
Therefore, the present study to test the efficacy of 
insecticides against A. craccivora in fenugreek.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The field experiment was conducted at the Research 
Farm, Agricultural Research Station, Mandor during 

rabi, 2021-22. Variety RMt-305 was sown in the first 
fortnight of November with plot size measuring 3 x 4 
m with row to row 30 cm distance. The experiment was 
laid out in randomized block design with ten treatments 
viz., acephate 75 SP @ 750 g/ ha, flupyradifuron 17.09 
SL @ 1250 ml/ ha, thiamethoxam 25 WG @ 100 g/ ha, 
acetamiprid 20 SP @ 75 g/ ha, cyantraniliprole 10.26 
OD @ 600 ml/ ha, dinotefuran 20 SG @ 150 g/ ha, 
buprofezin 25 SC @ 1000 ml/ ha, azadirachtin 10,000 
ppm @ 500 ml/ha, flonicamid 50 WG @ 150 g/ ha and 
untreated control. Two sprays of the insecticides were 
applied at an interval of 15 days. The first spray was 
done on second fortnight of January when the aphid 
population was sufficiently buildup whereas the second 
spray was applied after 14 days of the first spray. 

The observations on aphid incidence were recorded 
from 5 cm of central shoot from the five randomly 
selected plants at one day before and 1, 3, 7, 10 and 14 
days after treatments (Kant et al., 2017). The population 
of natural enemies were also recorded after the first 
and second spray from all the plots at 1, 3, 7, 10 and 
14 days of application. The data were subjected to 
square root transformation before ANOVA. The seed 
yield was recorded from each plot at harvesting and 
then computed to kg/ ha. The comparative economics 
were also worked out following standard procedure 
(Spackova and Straub, 2015).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

After two sprays incidence, the plots treated with 
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flonicamid 50 WG showed no of aphid and it was 
found significantly superior Cyantraniliprole 10.26 OD 
was the next effective (0.67 aphids/5 cm central shoot 
Azadirachtin 10,000 ppm (4.73 aphids/ 5 cm central 
shoot) was found least effective  (Table 1). Sarvaiya 
and Patel (2018) reported that of flonicamid 50 WG 
(0.015%) was effective. Similarly, Shewale and Borad 
(2020) reported that flonicamid 50 WG (0.015%) was 
the most effective against aphid Hyadaphis coriandri 
in fennel. There was no harmful effect of insecticides 
on the population of coccinellids as these showed non-
significant differences (Table 2). Vaani et al. (2016) 
reported that insecticides viz., flonicamid 50 WG, 
thiamethoxam 25 WG, acephate 75 SP, acetamiprid 
20 SP, buprofezin 50 SC and dinotefuran 20 SG were 
safe to coccinellids in safflower. Similarly, Italiya et al. 
(2018) reported that the insecticides viz., flonicamid 50 
WG, thiamethoxam 25 WG and acephate 75 SP had no 
adverse effect on coccinellids in cumin. Flonicamid 50 
WG proved safer to coccinellids in cotton (Hemlatha et 
al., 2019). Khunt et al. (2022) reported that afidopyropen 
5 DC, cyantraniliprole 10.26 OD and flonicamid 50 WG 
insecticides were safer against coccinellids in fennel.

Maximum yield (1722 kg/ha) was obtained 
with flonicamid 50 WG followed by obtained 
cyantraniliprole 10.26 OD and thiamethoxam 25 SG 
with 1639 kg/ ha and 1611 kg/ ha, respectively (Table 1). 
Sarvaiya and Patel (2018) reported that the maximum 
fenugreek seed yield was obtained with flonicamid. 
Katesiya and Prajapati (2019) also found flonicamid 
giving highest seed yield (1012 kg/ ha) followed by 
thiamethoxam 25  in isabgol. Patel et al. (2021) reported 
highest coriander seed yield with tolfenpyrad 15 EC 
followed by flonicamid 50 WG Kanjiya (2017) reported 
maximum seed yield with flonicamid in fennel. The 
highest benefit-cost ratio (B:C ratio) was obtained with 
thiamethoxam 25 WG (3.79:1) followed by flonicamid 
50 WG (3.57:1) and acephate 75 SP (3.54:1)(Table 1). 
Kumar et al., (2017) reported maximum incremental 
benefit cost ratio was with imidacloprid (0.005%) 
followed by thiamethoxam 25 WG in fenugreek. 
Kanjiya (2017) obtained maximum cost benefit with 
dimethoate 30 EC followed by flonicamid 50 WG and 
thiamethoxam 25 WG in fennel. Choudhary et al. (2017) 
found thiamethoxam 25 WG better in cowpea followed 
by imidacloprid 17.8 SL  and dimethoate 30 EC. 
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