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Application and the Trapping Effect of Sex Attractants on Spodoptera frugiperda

JIN Hua-liang (Zhangzhou Enjoy Agricultural Technology Co.,Ltd.,Zhangzhou, Fujian 363000)

Abstract [ Objective ] To screen out the best and effective sex pheromone to provide reference for monitoring and green control of Spodoptera
Srugiperda.[ Method ] The influences of dosages of sex pheromone,release formulations carrie types,trap types and sex lures on capture of Spo-
doptera frugiperda were studied ,in order to test the amount of trapped Spodoptera frugiperda comprehensive.[ Result ] The amount of trapped
Spodoptera frugiperda was best when aited with 1.0 mg.The sex lure rubber tip and sex lure capillary were best, were significant efficiency com-
pared to the sex lure cotton. The boat type trap possessed its significant efficiency compared to the other trap types.The sex lure made in Fujian
Province and made in Guangdong Province possessed its significant efficiency compared to the orther sex lures among four different sex lures.
The daily average moth amount,the maximum moth amount per day and total moth amount were significantly higher than the other three prod-
ucts which the sex lure made in Fujian Province,and the amount of the other insects were less.[ Conclusion ] The trapping effect of sex phero-
mone was affected by sex pheromone, release formulations carrie, trap types and sex lures.The sex lure made in Fujian Province can be used to

monitor and green control of Spodoptera frugiperda in the south of Fujian Province.
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Fig.1 The comparison of dosages of lure on capture of Spodopt-
era frugiperda
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Table 1 The influences of different lure on capture of Spodoptera fru-

giperda
L2 p Ve F1 =
ARV FEREL peen e
e k(7 d) Average -
N . Total moth Proportion of

Lure Maximum daily moth o cscell
core single moth trapping ‘tla‘ppln‘g fmiscelianeous

trapping // < S L/ insects // %
A 127.60+£9.13 a  11.61+0.98 a 406.40+34.22 a  4.48+0.20 ¢
B 108.40+4.51 b 10.02+0.24 b  350.80+8.29 b 9.12+0.82 b
C 61.20+8.64 ¢ 4.77+0.15 ¢ 156.80+6.26 ¢ 13.20+1.23 a
D 61.40+6.35 ¢ 3.94+0.92d 138.00+3.24 ¢ 5.07+1.07 ¢

T : FISIARNG FROR 25 57 8.3 (P<0.05)
Note ; Different small letters indicated significant difference( P < 0.05)
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Table 2 Control effect of penthiopyrad on cucumber powdery mildew

B 1E R T d
7 days after fungicides

F2WAE3d
3 days after fungicides

2R T d
7 days after fungicides

B2 14 d
14 days after fungicides

NS,
Qb é?)?giiﬂ for the first time for the second time for the second time for the second time
Treat .
ment U ik Bk st Bk st Bk st bk
Disease Control Disease Control Disease Control Disease Control
index effect // % index effect // % index effect // % index effect // %
@ 3.85 4.31 62.69+£7.69 b 4.38 75.48+6.84 b 4.92 70.90+7.67 b 1.85 89.62+2.38 ab
@) 3.56 1.62 84.39+5.53 a 0.30 98.44+0.12 a 0.51 96.98+0.40 a 0.30 97.48+1.48 a
® 3.19 2.46 75.08+1.37 ab 1.72 87.61£5.68 ab 0.84 94.35+1.89 a 1.82 86.14+3.87 ab
@ 4.07 3.03 76.25+2.68 ab 1.99 89.51£3.16 ab 2.56 85.42+4.47 a 0.88 94.66+1.89 a
® 3.56 1.48 87.23+2.75 a 2.16 87.31+£2.62 ab 1.65 93.31+2.41 a 3.30 77.40£8.24 b
© 3.89 12.37 — 20.54 — 19.19 — 18.52 —

T [RISUARING 5B FRoR 28 57 1. 2% (P<0.05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different treatments at 0.05 level
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