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In cooperation with S tate health  departaients 
throughout the southeastern  U nited S ta tes, the 
P ub lic  Health Service during the p a s t 6 years 
h a s  conducted a DDT residual house spraying 
progran in rural a reas for m alaria control and 
m alaria eradication. The fact tha t extremely sa tis 
factory m alaria mosquito control h a s  been realized  
i s  a subject reported in another paper (Bradley and 
Lyman (1). Since most of you presen t are fam iliar 
with the operational phases of the residual spray 
program, i t  will not be necessary  to review the 
d e ta ils  except to say that the in side  w alls and 
ce ilings of rural homes in d esig ia ted  m alaria 
areas are treated  with a 5 percent water emulsion 
of DDT, xylene, and an em ulsifier applied a t the 
average rate of 200 m g ./sq . ft. In an effort to obtain 
better in sec t control, the treatm ent was la ter ex
tended to total prem ises spraying of bam s, s tab les , 
p riv ies, and other outbuildings. But the benefits 
which have been derived from this spray program 
are by no m eans confined to m alarial mosquito con
trol; for such in se c ts  a s  cockroaches, bedbugs, 
p e s t m osquitoes, and house flie s  have been sub
jec ted  also  to the consequences of contact with 
residual DDT. It is  our purpose here to show some
thing of the relative degree of fly control that has 
been obtained during the p ast 3 years.

According to reports from the several S tates, 
based  primarily upon verbal remarks by house
holders, DDT w as much more effective in control
ling house f lie s  during 1945 and 1946 than i t  has 
been subsequently . In fact, during those years it 
seem s that the people were much more aware that 
flies  were being k illed  and actually  were more 
in terested  in that fact than they were that m alaria 
m osquitoes were being controlled. Since the pri
mary objective of the residual spray program, the 
control of m alarial m osquitoes, w as being attained, 
l i t t le  notice was given during the early years  of
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the program to the inciden tal control of other 
house-frequenting in se c ts , although we were aware 
of the excellent re su lts  being obtained in the con
trol of these  p es ts . In fact, we know that the pop
u lar acceptance of the program was due to a large 
extent to these  side  effects. However, in 1947 
numerous com plaints were received that DDT was 
not giving a s  adequate fly control as  formerly, 
and naturally we were in terested  in determining the 
reasons for th is lack of control, since accum ulating 
evidence about th is time, from both field and lab
oratory stud ies, ind icated  tha t house flies were 
showing a re s is ta n c e  to DDT.

Accordingly, evaluation of residua l spray resu lts  
in terms of fly control was in itia ted  in 1948. For 
the p ast 3 years a total of approximately 30,000 
in spec tions of both sprayed and unsprayed houses 
h as  been made. Inside of these houses total fly 
counts were secured from the one room containing 
the larg est number of flie s . As might be expected, 
the room m ost frequently containing the largest 
number of flies  w as the kitchen; however, a rel
atively large percentage of rooms (30 percent) 
other than the kitchen was recorded as having the 
h ighest fly count. In tab le  1 there is  presented  
a comparative 3-year summary of fly counts from 
the inside of sprayed and of unsprayed houses, 
taken up to 5 months after spraying, and based 
upon the average percentages of the houses in
spected  which fa ll within c e r t a i n  fly density  
groups.

I t  is  clearly  shown by comparison of these  data  
tha t a s i g n i f i c a n t  degree of fly control w as 
achieved for sprayed houses. In table 1 i t  may be 
observed tha t in each of the 3 years a far greater 
percentage of sprayed houses fe ll within the lower 
fly density groups (0 and 1-10) as compared with 
unsprayed h o u ses . In other words, sprayed houses 
had fewer flies  than unsprayed houses. For exam
ple, approximately twice as many sprayed houses, 
on the average, had no flies  as compared to un
sprayed houses. If we assum e the rela tionsh ip  that 
the greater the over-all fly population, the greater
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