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As reported in a previous issue of the Proceedings (Fenton, W.hitehead,
and Brett 1946), the catfaclng peach-fruit malformation Is caused by the
feedJ.ng punctures of the tarn1shed plant bug. Lf/uua oblineatua (Bay). at
about the time the young peach begins to emerge from the shuck shortly
after the blO88Oming period. Other species of insects may also cause this
condition (Woodside 1(46), but in Oklahoma in most years the tarn1shed
plant bug is chiefly responslble. Slnce the publication of the first report.
cona1derable additional information has been obtained on the following
phases of thJB problem: Prevention of the malformation by spraying peach
trees before and after bloom1ng; host-plant succession of the causative
1nIect; and incidence of the d1sease in Oklahoma.

1945 SPRAYING TEST

A spraying teat was made in IM6 in a block of 88 bear1nI peach
trees in the orchard belonging to the Department of Horticulture at Per­
kins, Oklahoma. There were 19 varieties represented. Previous work had
shown no apparent varietal 1nf1uence on catfaclng and, since some of the
vanetles are less susceptible to destruction of fruit by freezing. their
presence pve greater odds on some peach fruit being avallable for sampling
to eValuate results of the treatment.

The spray formulatlons used and dates of treatment are shown in
Table t. Gaaroz All 40 is a water-dispersible powder oontalning 40 per­
ceot DDT. GaGrol SVmmer OR contains 20 percent DDT. Both materials
were turnlabed by Geigy Company Incorporated, 89-91 Barclay Avenue,
New York. Each treatment was randoaWred and repUca&ed three times.
Bach plot con.sIated of not over nine trees in three rows of three trees
each. The 8Ift1B were applied with a powr sprayer at 800 pounds pres­
1Ul'e, usIDI a koale spray broom ·for the first treatlDent aDd a 81J1'&7
IUD. for the second. AiJproSlmateJy 3 to 4 ga1kma of epray weIe applied
per tone.
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'I11e effect of the treatments :was measured by examining 200 frults
In each plot whenever possible, or 600 per treatment per examination.
These plots were too small to evaluate the effects of the treatment prop­
erly, owing to 1ntlltration Into the spray plots by the bugs, which are strong
fliers. By the time DDT could act as a residual spray, damage was al­
readY done. NODe of the treatments caused appreciable reduction in per­
centages of catfacing (Table I). Part of the increase in percentage of
catfaclng after April 17-18 may have been caused by stink bugs, although
comparatively few of these bugs were observed. Dimpling of peach frult
as described by Woodside (1946) was observed on a few frUits but was not
counted as catfac!ng.

1946 SPR.AYINO TEST

Infestation of the tarnished plant bug in the Perkins orchard was
too low In 1946 to run another test there. A heavier bloom infestation
was found in the Verser H1cks Ol'Chard near Tulsa, 80 this orchard was
used. Because of the mJgratory powers of the 1nsect, an entire block of
228 bearing trees was sprayed, with from 52 to 68 trees in each of folU'
plots. The plots were not repl1cated nor randomized. The material used
consisted of a water-dispersible 5O-percent-DDT powder. The trees were
sprayed with a power sprayer at 600 pounds preB8ure on March 29, using
one spray gun.

To evaluate the effect of the treatments. peach tru1ts were eum1ned
trom trees in the center ot each plot on April 25 and May 7, respectively.
From 400 to 450 frUits were examined. per plot per examination. The formu­
lations used and results obtained are shown in Table n.

Because of the light Infestation, any evaluation of treatments is subject
to error. However, all of the DDT sprays except the lowest concentration
redUced the amount of catfacing. No lnJury was Observed from the DDT
sprays. It would appear that 4 pounds of 50-percent water-disperSible
powder is the minimum to obtain a reduction in the percentage of catfacing.

HOST-PLANT SU0CESS10N8

Counts made In 1944 showed that tamJshed plant bugs infested peach
trees from the time they began to bloom untU the shucks fell. samples
were taken from various crops and weed associations dU!'1ng 1944 and
1945 to determine host plants. These data are shown in Table m. From
April to early July most ot the bugs were found In hairy vetch and a species
ot evening primrose (Oenothera. ladniata.). Because of the much greater
quantity of vetch. which was planted as an intercrop among the peach
trees, this was the most abundant host plant. The primrose, however,
liVed tor several weeks longer. BeginnJng with August, a common weed
known as mare's t8ll (Erigeron. canaden8t.t) :was the most important weed
host. Some breeding was observed in alfalfa dur1ng both years but mOtlt
of it was in a field Infested with weeds. The bugs W~ found breeding to
a llmJted extent in such weeds as pigweed (Chenopodtum. 8PP.), lamb'1
qU&r'tera (C. album), heatsease (Pol1lgonum spp.) , and horse nettle, (Sol­
anum caroUnese). Such crops as COWPe&S, mung beans, tepary beans, __
bania, peanut, cassia beaDs, sweet clover, and leapedeza were of little
importance as host plants.

INCIDENCE OF CATPACINO IN OKLAHOItIA

In 1915, 33 orcbards were 1D8pected in nine counties and. 9.8 percent
Of the trult was found to be eatfaced. In IOIDe orchards it was lmpoesible
to .sepvate hall InJury from eatfadDg, 10 the aVerBIe given 11 oIOmewbat
hJgh.
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'l'hb'ty-rour~ III lis CCJUIlti8 ..... bIIpec&ecI III 1N8. ADa~
of lis PlNmt of tile tndt wu eauaced.

~I./1_ 0/ DD'l' "".." em rldflCftOtl 0/ ptJI'OIfttlIge 01 0fItIGf*J peach /nIfl.
Per*" OklA.. JIU

PJo& PonDaticaa UIed aDd
Ko. datea applied PercentaIe of catfaced fru1t

AIJI". Apr. May May May
March 30 ApI112 1'1-18 • 2 11 18

1 CJa4rol All 40 2.8 11.8 1.2 lU 18."
21bL per
100 pia. water

J oaorol Ale 40 0eMIt'0l 0.1 8.8 8.7 11.1 13
2 lbe. per Summer au
100 pJa. water 2.1 qtI. per 100

pJa. water

8 GaMOl 5 7.7 8.7 12.1 15
Summer au
2.1 qta. per 100
plL water

• 1.8 12.8 9 18.3 18.9

TABLB n
CompcaratiH el1~ 01 lour concentrGtfotu 01 SO-ptWcmt water-mII­

c:0le DDT ttl preHtltftag catltu:tnr 01 Jl'NCh /nUt. Tulia. Otl4., 1141

Plat No.

1
2
3•Obect

Amount DDT
Ceo-percent powder)

to 100 pJ10Da

2 lbL
• JbL
8 n-.

18.".lbL

Perceotage of catfaoed fruit
April 2& May 7 MeaD

7.2 1.1 8.11
8 3.1 "'''5
4.'l& ..0 "'.
t.I 6.1 6~

IU 1.1 1.1

TABLB m
ANJ"Gge "umlJer 01 _..",., 0/ tM tar"JItIMd JJlGRt _ per coIledbI 01&

/OtIr IaOIt plcaRtl, Perldrll, OklcllaolllG, 1144 CI1ICI INS

BOlt Plant Apl11-Kay JUDe Ju1J A.uc. sept. OCt.

VetcIl U 168 3
JInDiDC )JI1mroIe 38 28 3
Manta-tall 11 3 1'l3 613 2U
Alfalfa 2 I 11 • 0 0
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