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Insecticidal and antifeeding activity of latex and ethanol extracts of
Euphorbia helioscopia Linn. against Myzus persicae

Cheng Zhiping"?, Su Zhixian’, Wang Jin’, Dai Qilin’, Yang Shuang', Xiao Kaihuang'

(1. Sichuan Provincial Key Laboratory of Environmental Science and Biodiversity Conservation ,
China West Normal University, Nanchong 637002, China;
2. Research Center of Ecology and Gene, Mianyang Normal University, Mianyang 621000, China)

Abstract The insecticidal and antifeeding activity of latex and ethanol extracts of Euphorbia helioscopia 1. was
tested against Myzus persicae (Sulzer) by using soaking method. The results showed that the responses of the a-
phids tested varied according to the dose and exposure time. The latex of E. helioscopia caused 75. 39% and
86. 08 % mortality at 9. 77 g/L 24 and 48 hours after treatment, respectively, while the ethanol extracts caused
60.29% and 63. 06 % mortality at 20 g/L 24 and 48 hours after treatment, respectively. Regression analysis
revealed that the insecticidal and antifeeding activity linearly correlated with the concentration of latex and ethanol
extracts. The insecticidal activity of the latex at higher concentration was stronger than that of ethanol extracts.
It is tempting to speculate that the effective components of E. helioscopia against M. persicae in latex were more
than other parts.
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