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Table 1 The correlation analysis between the numbers of Sitodiplosis mosellana induced by

light trap and yellow sticky trap, net trap, visual measurement

R RES FISRR R (Y FoR AT AR e 2R r
Monitoring method Correlative equation( Y means light trap number) Correlation coefficient
HOBUR du it Yellow trap number Y= —60.889 +64. 158X 0.908 "
P8I Net trap number Y= —98.589 + 12. 468X 0.828"
H %t Visual measurement number Y= -265.999 +110. 965X 0.646"

o+ FoRTE0.05 KFREAK, =+ Correlation is significant at the 0. 05 level (2 — tailed).
wxx FRTE 0. 01 JKF A, #x  Correlation is significant at the 0. 01 level (2 — tailed).
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Fig. 1 The number of Sitodiplosis mosellana induced by light trap at different date(2010. 4. 19—2010. 5. 30)
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Table 2 The LSD variance analysis of the number of Sitodiplosis mosellana

induced by light trap at different periods

I 1] HE( £SE) (k) 5% i EKF 1% 1% it & 7K
Times Means P=0.05 P =0.01
20:00 VL) 12. 9569 4. 6382 d E

20.00—20.30 44. 8211 £6. 0655 be BCD
20:30—21.:00 65.2894 +6. 4465 b BC
21.00—21.30 141. 0534 £ 11. 1867 A
21:30—22.00 76.9517 £7.1823 B
22.00—22.30 44.9127 +6. 0575 be BCD
22.30—23.00 29.2843 +4.5126 cd CDE
23.00—23.30 18.9096 +4. 1105 d DE

 TF AR e BA MR PR R 2 R AR B3

Means with different letter within a column are significantly different.
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Fig.2 The number of male and female Sitodiplosis mosellana identified randomly at different date
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EEF “4FM4 HBE Hzm”

(HENIMEZE B PR BT B S 3IRER SR AT AL S i s E I 438000)

W E WET LI Chenopodium ambrosioides 1. ) 4 FH(100% 2.7 P . 2. 2 B R k) el
Tk Sitophilus zeamais Motschulsky Fifil % FIEEZEIH M, 4 FhiAF 4R BUTE 6. 494 mg/em® M FE T %t T K 4217 fi
SRR A8 b5 100% 2, BBEECHT R 2 I B EC 0K 9615453 100% ISR 2 . 92. 31% : 2B 2.
RSB E 64, 10% {172 h 3k 94. 17% . 4 R AHBEBUANH K A BAEIEHE 72 h 5 0. 50 mg/mL Vi
AhFE R AZIESET %K 98. 73% ~100% .

Contact and fumigant toxicities of extracts from
Chenopodium ambrosioides against Sitophilus zeamais

WANG Yu-Ping ZHONG Yu-Lin XU Yan-Xia XIAO Yun-Li*™

(Hubei Key Laboratory of Economic Forest Germplasm Improvement and Resources Comprehensive Utilization,,

Huanggang Normal University, Huanggang 438000, China)

Abstract Four different solvent (100% ethanol, acetone, ethyl acetate and petroleum ether) extracts from Chenopodium
ambrosioides L. were tested for their contact and fumigant toxicities against Sitopholus zeamais Motschulsky. When treated
with 6. 494 mg/cm’ for 48 h, the 100% ethanol extract and the petroleum ether extract had the most effective contact
toxicity against S. zeamais, the corrected mortality rates of both extracts reaching 100% . Acetone extract had the better
contact toxicity with a corrected mortality rate of 92.31% . Ethyl acetate extract had the lowest contact toxicity; its
corrected mortality rate was 64. 10% , but reached 94.17% 72 h after application. All four extracts had good fumigant
toxicity against S. zeamais with corrected mortality rates reaching 98. 73% —100% for doses of 0. 50 mg/mL after 72 h.

Key words Chenopoidium ambrosioides, Sitophiles zeamais, contact toxicity, fumigant toxicity
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Table 1 The contact toxicity of the extracts from Chenopodium ambrosioides against Sitopholus zeamais

. ‘ , KEIEFET R (% )
$REY) AE PR BE (mg/em” ) Corrected mortalily rate
Extracts Concentration
24 h 48 h 72 h
100% 2. BT 1.623 5.46 14.10 46.12
o BT
100% ethanol extract 3.247 7.98 43.59 76.70
6.494 77.31 100 —
R 1.623 -0.84 12.82 51.94
IR 3.247 6.72 33.33 65.04
Acetone extract
6.494 55.88 92.31 98.54
7. 2 BB 1.623 2.94 19.23 73.79
: 3.247 4.20 37.18 76.70
Ethyl acetate extract
6.494 7.98 64.10 94.17
—_— 1.623 1.68 15.38 66.50
AT eI 3.247 6.72 53.85 83.98
Petroleum ether extract
6.494 47.06 100 —

®2 LTHIFF4MARBHRERION ERRNBRENE

Table 2 The fumigant toxicity of the extracts from Chenopodium ambrosioides against Sitopholus zeamais

72 h JERIERE TR

Corrected mortalily rate 72 h after treatment

Ab PR (mg/mL)
Concentration 100% Z BRI PR LR TR PeRi] L)
100% ethanol extract Acetone extract Ethyl acetate extract Petroleum ether extract
0. 125 78.50 67.07 43.49 88. 38
0. 250 98.73 98.70 84.33 97.56
0. 500 100 100 98.73 100
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98.73% |
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