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Table 1 Control effects of three botanical pesticides against Empoasca onukii Matsuda

BRI/ %5 1d %5 3 d %5 7d
257 g+hm™ 0 1 days after spraying 3 days after spraying 7 days after spraying
I o 4 Amount Insect
nsecticide of active population  ME/%  BPRU/Y mE/S O BRUY O mE/k BRUY
ingredient base Numbers  Efficiency =~ Numbers  Efficiency =~ Numbers Efficiency
0. 6% 2K 0. 6% matrine AS 6.3 26.7 2.7 90.9 a 2.0 94.3 a 8.3 78.2 a
7.5t FLI 7. 5% rotenone EC 67.5 25.3 9.3 66.9 b 5.7 82.9b 16.7 53.8b
1526 B B35 2K FLH 27.0 26.3 10. 3 64.7 b 8.7 74.9b 8.7 76.8 a

1.5% pyrethrins WE

T KX B CK — 27.3 30. 3 — 36. 0 — 39.0 —

T R R FVEE A NG 78 %8 48 Duncan [R5 LA 22 7 8 3% (P<<0.05), R,
Note: Lowercases in the same column indicate significant difference at 0. 05 level by Duncan’s multiple range test(P<C0. 05). The

same below.
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Table 2 Control effects of 0. 6% matrine AS against Empoasca onukii Matsuda

BROKS/ B/ ZE1d 25 3 d 257 d
25 g hm? 0 1 days after spraying 3 days after spraying 7 days after spraying
I o 4 Amount Insect
nsecticide ofactive population  HE/S  BPE/Y mE/S BRUY mE/Sk BRUY
ingredient base Numbers  Efficiency = Numbers  Efficiency = Numbers Efficiency
0. 6 %75 S48 /K7 0. 6% matrine AS ~ 13.50 43.7 3.3 92.7 b 2.3 95. 6 ab 12.3 78.3 a
6.75 47.7 7.3 85.3 ¢ 4.7 91.9 b 14.7 76.2 a
4.50 39.0 6.7 83.5 ¢ 5.3 88.8 b 23.3 53.9b
2. 5 BRI A TR B AL 18.75 40.7 0 100.0 a 0.7 98.6 a 10.0 81.0 a
2.5% bifenthrin SC
kxR CK 13.0 44.7 — 52.0 — 55.7 -
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Study on the Control Effects of Three Botanical Pesticides
Against Empoasca onukii Matsuda in Field

WANG Yu-chun' , HUANG Dong-ya® , XIE Qi’ , QIN Dao-zheng'
(1. Key Laboratory of Plant Protection Resources and Pest Management of Ministry of Edu-
cation/Entomological Museum, Northwest A&F University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100;
2. Xi’an Agricultural Products Quality Inspection Monitoring Center, Xi”an,Shaanxi 710077
3. Art and Science College of Baoji University,Baoji,Shaanxi 721013)

Abstract: In order to screen out a botenical pesticide with explicit dosages to control Em poasca onukii Matsuda
effectively which has little effect on natural enemy spiders in Shaanxi tea region field efficacy on Em poasca
onukii Matsuda were tested by 3 kinds of botanical pesticide which was efficient,low toxicity and low residual.
The field trial results showed that the control effect of 0. 6% matrine AS at the dosage of 6. 3 g+hm? was more
sustainable and effective to against Empoasca onukii Matsuda compared with the use of 7. 5% rotenone EC at
the dosage of 67.5 gehm® and 1. 5% pyrethrins WE at the dosage of 27 g+hm®. Further research found that
the use of 0. 6% matrine AS at the dosage of 13.5 g+hm?®,6. 75 g+hm™ had almost the same control effects
with the use of 2. 5% bifenthrin SC at the dosage of 18. 75 g+hm™ against Em poasca onukii Matsuda. The rec-
ommended usage in fields of 0. 6% matrine AS was 6. 75~13.5 g+hm?.

Key words: tea botanical; botanical pesticide; Em poasca onukii Matsuda;control effects
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