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Biological Activity of Alcohol Extracts of Plants on Nymphs
of Brown Planthopper Nilaparvata lugens

ZHONG Ping-sheng' > LIANG Guang-wen'~ ZENG Ling'

(1. Laboratory of Insect Ecology South China Agricultural University Guangzhou 510642 China;
2. Department of Life Science Huizhou University Huizhou 516007 China)

Abstract: The rice plants treated respectively with ethanol extracts of 47 kinds of non-host plants were
used to feed nymphs of Brown Planthopper ( BPH)  Nilapavata lugens and the interferent effect of the ex—
tracts against nymphs was evaluated in laboratory with the interference index of population control ( IIPC) .
The result indicated that 10 kinds of ethanol extracts had a significant effect against BPH nymph after 24
hours. The killing effect of azadirachtin was the highest on the nymph of BPH whose 1IPC values were 0.250
0.219 on the nymphs of 1™ ~2™ instars 3™ ~5" instars i. e. the toxic effects on the nymphs were 75.00%
78.10% respectivelly. The killing effects of 3 extracts of Melia azedarach Ricinus communis Dicranopreris
pedata were all more than 60.00% . Besides 6 kinds of ethanol extracts such as Mikania micrantha Chro-
molaena odorata Lantana camara et al had a preferable toxic effect on nymph their values of 1IPC were in
0.400 0 ~0.500 O yet the others had less effect on nymph of BPH.
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1
Tab.1 Toxic effects of plant extracts on the nymphs of BPH
Survival rate 1IPC

Plant ethanol extracts Family -2 I - 3ri-st
15t =27 Instar 3% _ 5™ Instar Instar Instar
Manihot esculenta Crantz 0.65+0.05 e~j 0.69 £0.09 e ~k 0.684 0.734
Zanthoxylum schinifolium Sieb. et Zucc. 0.71+0.06 b ~ g 0.79+0.07 b ~h 0.747 0.840
Nerium indicum Mill 0.49£0.20 m ~r 0.69 £0.07 e ~k 0.516 0.734
Mimosa pudica L. 0.55+0.06 j~p 0.69 +0.09 e ~k 0.579 0.734
Amaranthus retroflexus L. 0.80+0.05 b~d 0.87 £0.06 abc 0.842 0.926
Caryota ochlandra Hance 0.62+0.10 f~1 0.84 £0.08 a~d 0.653 0.896
Xanthium sibiricum Petr. et Widd 0.50+0.06 1 ~r 0.69 +0.11 e~k 0.526 0.734
Plantago asiataca L. 0.55+0.11 j~p 0.82+0.09 a~e 0.579 0.926
Chromolaena odorata 0.63+0.03 f~k 0.46 £0.12 no 0.663 0.489
Dicranopreris pedata( Houtt. ) Nakaike 0.36 +0. 15 stu 0.60+0.20 j ~m 0.379 0.638
Citrus reticultat Blanco 0.72+0.19 b ~f 0.66 +0.12 g ~1 0.758 0.702
Wedelia chinensis( Osb. ) Merr. 0.49 £0.07 m ~r 0.50 +0. 12 mno 0.516 0.532
Mikania micrantha H. B 0.40£0.04 r~u 0.38 £0.06 o 0.421 0.404
Lantana camara L. 0.43£0.06 p ~t 0.54+0.131~n 0.453 0.575
Melaleuca leucadendra 1. 0.66 +0.07 e ~j 0.55+0.12 k ~n 0.702 0.567
Eucalyptus urophlyla S.T. Blakely 0.56 £0.10 j~o 0.54 £0.11 1~n 0.596 0.557
Plumbago zeylanica L. 0.42+0.03 q~u 0.68 +0.12 e ~1 0.447 0.701
Eleusine indica ( L.) Gaertn. 0.69£0.04 ¢ ~h 0.75+0.10 b~h 0.734 0.773
Melia azedarach L. 0.31+0.07 uv 0.64+0.12i~1 0.330 0. 660
Ricinus communis L. 0.34 +0.06 tu 0.66 +0.09 g ~1 0.361 0.680
Cyperus spp. 0.69 £0.16 ~h 0.75+0.11 b~h 0.734 0.773
Paederia scandena( Lour.) Merr. 0.65+0.05 e~j 0.67 +0.13 f~1 0.692 0.691
Glycyrrhiza uralensis Fisch. 0.51 £0.04 k ~r 0.71 £0.06 d ~j 0.542 0.732
Kochia scoparia ( L.) Schrad 0.41 £0.10 r~u 0.80+0.15b~g 0.436 0.825
Galeopsis bifida Boenn. 0.54+0.11 j~q 0.71+0.07 d ~j 0.575 0.732
Eichhornia crassipes( C. Mart. ) Solms — Laub 0.69 £0.11 ¢ ~h 0.81 £0.08 a~f 0.734 0.835
Tephrosia vogelli Hook. 0.57 +0.06 h ~o 0.80+0.06 b ~g 0.613 0.842
Artemisia princeps Pamp 0.60 +0.08 f~m 0.76 £0.04 b ~h 0. 645 0. 800
Manikara zapota ( Linn.) Royen 0.82 +0.06 ab 0.66+0.09 g ~1 0.882 0.695
Psidium guajava L. 0.62+0.06 f~1 0.65+0.08 h ~1 0.667 0.684
Cyclosorus parasiticus( L. ) Farw. 0.59 £0.07 g~n 0.74 £0.07 ¢ ~j 0.634 0.779
Duranta repens Linn. 0.76 +0.07 b ~e 0.89 +0.04 ab 0.817 0.937
Musa paradisiaceae L. 0.58 £0.06 h~o 0.76 £0.06 b ~h 0.624 0. 800
Litsea glutinosa ( Lour. ) C. B. Rob. 0.60 +0.08 f~m 0.80+0.08 b ~g 0.645 0.842
Ipomoea cairica (L.) sweet 0.47 £0.06 n ~s 0.75+0.09 b~h 0.505 0.789
Aristolochia chamionii Merr. et Chun 0.65+0.06 e ~j 0.76 £+0.07 b~h 0.707 0.792
Ipomoea hederaceae Merr. et Chum. 0.61 +0.10 f~m 0.75+0.11 b ~h 0.663 0.781
Tribulus terrestris L. 0.83+£0.08 a~b 0.89 +£0.07 ab 0.902 0.927
Maximiliana maripa cucurite palm 0.46 £0.04 0 ~s 0.77£0.12 b ~h 0.500 0.802
Leonurus heterophyllus Sweet 0.81 +0.07 be 0.89 +0.06 ab 0. 880 0.927
Sambucus chinensts Lindl. 0.79+0.07 b ~d 0.86 +0. 11 abc 0.859 0.896
Momordica charantia L. 0.61 £0.04 f~m 0.75+0.05 b~h 0.663 0.781
Alpinia japonica ( Thumb.) Miq. 0.52£0.06 k ~r 0.73£0.05 ¢ ~j 0.565 0.760
Allium ampeloprasum L. S. 1. 0.66£0.04 e ~j 0.49 £0.07 m ~o 0.717 0.510
Allium tuberosum RottL. 0.68 +0.06 d ~h 0.75+0.13 b ~h 0.739 0.781
Ormosia pinnaia ( Loueiro) Merr. 0.81 +0.07 be 0.60 +0.06 j ~m 0.880 0.625
Azadirachta indica A. Juss 0.23£0.03 v 0.21 £0.04 p 0.250 0.219

DMRT 0.05 o

Different english letter of the same rank indicated significant difference among treatments ( P =0.05) by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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