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Abstract The ovipositional repellency of the microcapsules of the extracts from Eupatorium odoratum on Plutella
aylostella .. (Lepidoptera: Plutellidae) was studied in laboratory and fields. The results revealed that the oviposi-
tional repellency of the microcapsules was high and the effect lasted for a long period of time in laboratory. The mi-

crocapsules were used to control diamondback moths in fields and it was found that the quantity of eggs was reduced

obviously with a long duration.
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