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Efficiency of indigenous plant extracts against rice weevil Sitophilus oryzae
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waziduamnrhlinaunnuasUSinaveswdaralulsuivanas maﬂsmﬁiumwmaﬂﬂmﬂiuawﬁmwmﬂa AN luiy
Medudanasien1esuvesansannaniie 10 sialawn KNWe(Limnophila aromatic Merr.) veng(Pjper sarmentosum
Roxb.) HnNWw(Polygonum odoratum Lour.) WSEN(Ocimum americanum L) Wsgw1 (Ocimum basilicum L) usEIUN
(Momordica charantia L) 8%31 (Ocimum gratissimum L.) Gaun (Centella asiatica (Linn.) Urban.) 803813 (Anethum
graveolens L) Wavdn3n (Citrus hystrix DC.) smgiiiazangioniuea naaeulszdniamansaiaveiuiumenadnisses
Fudufeiiseruamududuuandrst 1iud 0, 25, 50, 75, waz 100%w/ W lneUseifiuuseansamniseengsiduansduda
A135UUATATLE NANITNAGDUNUIMAINITVIAGDU 24 %"ﬂmmiaﬁ’wmwsﬂgmmmrﬁwﬁu 100% (w/v ) Huse@nsninnis
lasnaninngsansl.69%sesasnieuisdn (73.56%) uazlnszm (71.75%) dmuansataveuiiiiussansamanuduiy
mé’uﬁamnﬁqmﬁdmzwwmwmsﬂ’m%’u 100% (w/AV)199129929919918 100.00% A1 LCso b911AU 43.650./08. AT
vadeu 72 Filus seasundeasataveruaududy 100% W) YoauEN3A (80%)AN LCyy iU 123.03 n./ua. waghn
w3 (46%) 1A LCy, AU 151.36 n./ua. LLaVUivﬁ‘mﬁmwmssu‘ﬁﬁ'ﬁamﬁamsaﬁwmwaﬂmvwwmflmﬁwﬁu 100%
(W) a0 24, 48, uag 72 F3lue Tnenunsmeesdiensdn 24, 86, uag 100% A& IumiﬁﬂmmaumLﬂmama
wuﬁmLwawwmmsaﬂmmﬂwﬂmmmvamami’mm3muﬂumanqmﬂummumdﬂ
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ABSTRACT: Rice weevil (Sitophilus oryzae L.) can destroy almost all grains. It is an economically important insect
pest and causes decreased quality and quantity of stored product. The objective was studies on repellant,
contactant, and fumigant effect of 10 plant extracts including rice paddy herb (Limnophila aromatic Merr.), wildbetal
leafbush (Pjper sarmentosum Roxb.), Viethamese coriander ( Polygonum odoratumlour.), hoary basil (Ocimum
americanum L.), sweet basil( Ocimum basilicum L.), bitter gourd (Momordica charantia L.), tree basil ( Ocimum
gratissimum L.), sotu kola (Centella asiatica (Linn.) Urban.), dill (Anethum graveolens L) and kaffir lime(Gitrus hystrix
DC.). The plants were extracted with ethanol solvent, crude extracted were tested against rice grain weevil, Sitophilus
oryzae for repellency, contact, and fumigant effect in laboratory condition at the concentrations of 0, 25, 50, 75,
and 1009% (w/v). The result showed that the most effective for repellency of rice weevils was kaffir lime at the 100%
(w/v) concentration (81.69%) after 24 hours followed by hoary basil (73.56%) and sweet basil (71.75%). For contact
toxicity, after 72 hours crude extracted of sweet basil at LCy, 43.65 ¢/ml could killed rice weevil 100%followed by
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kaffir lime (80%) LCs, 123.03 ¢/ml and rice paddy herb (46%) LCs,151.36 ¢/ml. For the fumigant effect, at 24, 48, and
72 hours crude extracted of sweet basil at the rate of (%) pave the good mortality of rice weevil at 24, 86, and 100%
respectively. This study is the basic knowledge to develop plant extracted for controlling rice weevil in stored
product.

Keywords: Sitophilus oryzae L.; repellant; contactant; fumigant; indigenous plant extracts
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1199203077 (Sitophilus oryzae L.) Wunuasinguannanisnisinessudsnisiiuieiiddgiluanvemaniviliia
Andsmesanandnvisnuaan ke Ui lnadnusulasiiduivazsidianeiaiuinieluwazansusnveaudniiy
o 6 v a a a < ' & °o g v a a 8w a
Al gngu wazindumduainnisaieyaveiuas iuanvgvilinandnaadeuinin 5.47% Tuszeziian 6 ey

a

ANYIGIE A DA UAINIIEITBINTVDINANER (Togola et al, 2013) NTUNINI¥IBVBIRLAITTAlasnulAnaonn el

'
P

dlomnfufivemnsldnarnvaneviiagu 417 91and warSyivrnadnaiindue (Haines, 1991) nmstestufdndulng
AfeiunldAenssuanail iesniduitiazmnuasivssansnmunnian dsmsldmssihuuasinmnudgmilnuiu
fusodadlTinuazdandey uenaniu Neuyen et al. (2015) Tenuindaseadniaudnmuseaissurleaiiudwals
frdauvadldendsiu JagiuFeluuliumenisdestufdauuasimiliannuuasafouazannsldansad dansldans
aﬁ’mﬁlﬁmnﬁﬂuLﬂuﬁfﬁ%‘mwﬁqﬁmmsaﬁmﬂ%’ﬁﬁmu,aamuqmLLuaq"Léf AFANAUNTUALYY NYANIURLTY (Asteraceae),
fyradnsnlne (Piperaceae), NY9ANTEAI (Annonaceae), Wu9AngLngI(Laminaceae) Lasiaiaday (Rutaceae) gdl
nsfnwinannsadestusitauuadld Wowindguimedinmseutas i dgnish lawuas Sudnisivems uagduds
mstasqivlavesiuas 1Wudu (Wang et al,, 2007) s eiuansatnainaglag Aseiuanududu 0.05
fisy danuduReilisensdname 100.00% 71 48 421us (Franz et al, 2011) Sis1eaunisinwansaianeusies
Fazaneemuea Nt (Acorus calamus L) uawtiosvii (Annonas quamosa L) fieanudiudu 25 %w/A) Sanudu
Runaduialieansdalnnne 82.50 way 35.00% muaidu lwuaan 24 §2lus (Wongtong and Nawanich., 2001)
miﬁﬁﬁmﬁﬁﬂizﬁ%%ﬂﬁwiuﬂﬂiﬂQUﬂuLL@JﬁﬂﬂiﬂLﬁUiﬁLLﬁ caryophyllene, 3-carene WLag limonene L‘flumiﬂ’q':u mono
terpene Way sesquiterpene (Tapondjou et al., 2005) %ﬁmia\‘iﬁﬂszﬂauwﬁﬂmdLﬂﬁ%ﬂﬁ’]ﬁuwamzﬁmamﬂgmﬁa beta-
pinene 30.50% wa limonne 38.60% (Orapin et al., 2010) tsfuneussmednuasiiarsddaile terpinolene (17.24%),
camphor (12.89%), beta-myrcene (9.48%), limonene (3.75%), Wwaz alpha-pinene (2.36%) (Chowdhury et al., 2011)
LLazmsaaﬁ‘Uixﬂawa"ﬂﬁuawzwqﬁa beta-caryophyllene (18.20%), spathulenol (21.00%), myristicin (18.8%), Wa (E,E)-
farnesol (10.50%) (Chieng et al., 2008) mszﬁuaﬁmixﬁ?ﬁiyiuﬂdu monoterpenes 1AlLA alpha-pinene 14.00% waz
beta-pinene 7.10 % LLaxﬂWiiuﬂa:u sesquiterpenes lgilkn germacrene-D 8.60 % way (£A-caryophyllene 4.60 % (Owolabi
et al, 2015) W ALNIT @15&1 ﬂvaﬂmyl,m' dodecanal(39.54%), decanal(21.14%), bata-caryophyllene (10.10%), 1-

o w A

tetradecanol(8.84%) waz euparone(7.36%) (Rungthip et al., 2006) fndanidasesduszneumuaiifiddyie alpha-
phellandrene (46.33%), limonene (13.72%), beta-phellandrene (11.01%) way p-cymene (17.88%) (Hussein et al.,
2015) miaﬂﬁ‘dizﬂawé’ﬂmaaﬁwﬁwamsmaﬁaunﬁamsﬂa@ sesquiterpene lauA beta-caryophyllene (23.20%), alpha-
humulene (23.10%), trans-beta-farnesene (6.30%), germacrene-D (5.40%) k& ¥ caryophyllene oxide (3.30%)( Joshi et
al., 2007) waz Mondello et al. (2002) ﬁ&mumiaqﬁﬂssﬂauﬁ'é’ﬂﬁ’ayuamma”ﬂﬁa Geranial (37.70), Neral (27.90),
Camphor (38.60), Limonene (10.60) kaza5esAUsznaunianilfid1dnyuesdnsa laun Eugenol (53.89), Cis-ocimene
(23.97), Germacrene=-D (10.36) (Verma et al,, 2011) f51891U43109AUSENBUAITNILATINNAY WU menthone, 1,8 cineol,
limonene uaz linalool assasengysiduaissiusadlsneunasdnslsaiiu Wuideaduns@nwives Yang et al. (2012)

mmmdwmﬁﬂa;m monoterpenes L1 eugenol, limonene, camphor, wag thymol Anululnsenduseansanlunisla

a a1
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YounARLaznAilsIIuIY 20 69 Mé’dﬁ]ﬂﬂﬁuﬁwuﬁLLaﬂL‘Wﬂ:L?ﬁymLﬁuﬂ%mmiuﬁawﬁﬁamaﬁmgm’iwmuazmsﬁwLLuﬂLLmﬂ
amiginenaglsainine) auzinunsmans uningrdovounnu fgaumaiiade 27.00+1.00 ssrneadea Ay
fuimdiade 46.80:7.05% Inenrdnansiusuennzd 105 leuludeuiionmall 60osrisaidea iuna 12-15 2w 1ite
fdaldvdousasiindug fivuindudnnms anduindaslandesmatafinaunn 11x10x5 au. lnsrduuufinndneidus
iinszunsanniea ladnans 500 n. Udesdasnsindafiuty 50 ¢ adundesuu 7 Yuuazthoanainnass vdsntdu
Usanas 40 Yu axlduuasiu F1 udniandedundedlmideiunouiingndretu ielilduaduiu F2 smasoulugiy
sl
nsnsENasaERAeUAERvINaTataIniYayulns

nsfnwedaivhmsfinulagisnisatane iy (crude extracted) Fefvhazanefnulasaniinisvostuviusta
(2560) Ingrhiiwayulnsviosiudwau 10 wlalsun dnuveslunazasi) sewalu) dnumuuazdidu) wsdn(luazad)
Tnsen(luuazdsiu) uzssdun(usazaiiu) Bus(lu) Taunlusazdiiu) dndannduuardiiu) wasugngallu) indnei
anuazenn Mntumnluiduiufiaunsassueenaarassiiuldagan ndmntuhnuadoeiosdulifeiouadn
aziuaifiaifaszavinwlunisada deusinadhminfiudeunatoud Taludozgiifiousunn 30 auifievhmaudans
yhazanedunis lefiauanesed 95% Tngldmsarmeiliesniuasasmelisasitiuaslifids amnsoataanslé
%maﬂ?juLLa3fﬂ"wmumﬂwaﬂ7{%mwaauLﬁaﬁﬁu (uniy, 2536) Ioludnsnaiufivun 100 n. siolefiakeanagod 95% Usua
300 ua. (§ns1dau 1:3) Waauu 7 Fu mninhasnnsesiunszmenses wduhvesmariilduninisssnedioiaies
semsuuvanATuiuMeligy NI (Rotary evaporator) auatsvantu agldmsatanetutharsiildldauinuds 9
vipifiansadaisanliliuds welidwhazanedunidsziveeenlsivun udrinsUadwanliadn tilufvlilugiduie
lldlunsmeasssiely
N15NASRUUsEAVEATNVRETANANEIVAINNYARA9929912

nMsnnaeUnvdvesmsataanfivasulnsviosiu uwazylafudauduTefnsdnlnenumunsmaasuy CRD
(Completely Randomize Design) il 5 #-lduvamnaoudigas 10 & finsauAsfldfasatadusmuaulegld exdlauwiy
nssuASaauAy (control) Fautsmanaaeuilumanndeuusyavsnmansoengrsuuulauuududauasuuusuded
nsnasaulszansnmnislavasansannaniNyafie9ed1n

nsneaeulszansn1nnislaldis Area preference method AnlUadan L and Ma (2015) #end15azalsves
miaﬁmmﬂﬁszjaa;ulwnwiamﬁﬂﬁmmLsﬁu%uo, 25, 50, 75, waz 100 %wA) Tneldasdlnulusvinazaty TuuSuins 0.5
1. aaUuATilawednsEATENTaa (Whatman No.1) suiaidurinugudnans 9 su. Udesiiali 15 unit ielimaviazans
s intuthnszaydneimianiilifefusemunila ddesssnsdnnlussesiudiuosuu 10 & Tdluaunases

WisuigunssuddauanAserdlau Juiinduiuwtasinunldaswarldldasiien 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 12, way 24 7l
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mmfuﬁﬁaagaaﬁmmmmmﬁfﬂmm’imiwﬁﬂ'w Repellent concentration 50% (RCs,) (Mendoza et al., 2014) Tagla
Probit analysis uazAnaUesiduinislauuas (Nerio et al. 2009) lngldans
Percent repellency (PR) % = [Nc/(Nc+Nt)] x 100
Nc = srunvasinulusuildlavenaismagou, Nt = sruruuiadfinuluguiivenasnaaeu
waan1snagey Aasludasinislawuas %) udrdnnguidesiduinislawuandu 6 ngu auinaueives Roy et al.

(2005) fhaiiRepellent Class (5) = 80.1 ~100 %, (4) = 60.1 80 %0, (3) = 40.1 60 %, (2) = 20.1 —40 %, (1) =0.1 ~20 %,
(0) = PR <0.1%
mmadaudszansamanuluiunisdudavesarsannainivnana9929417

ihdfutevesdiansnisifisuiinaluiosufiinng unldneaeufiviuvdufauadunssaisusenausieas
afpanily 10 FafINaTNAUNAdRUAI8IsImpregnated filter paper test AnwUaa1n Fournet et al. (1996) lngnen
asavansvesasatnanivuiarsafinududu 0, 25, 50, 75, uar 100 %wA) Ingldordlauduivnazats usazau
uduluUianm 1 wa. asuunszniunses (Whatman No.1) sutadurinugusnans 9 au. warddosfisld 15 wifl Weansazans
sumeeanlivun 3sUar9unnass anduddes fransdnssesdadutediuau 10 f/aunnass Taglddneasihdu
pINITBLAY urazAaNtuTunadey 5 41 Tagld exdlauwdunssuiimua (control) Tufindammanevesuuasile
wamuly 24, 48, uaz 72 FludAszeien median lethal concentration (LC.,) Tne33 probit analysis (Finney, 1971)le
wuusaemeiiy 50% 3uly thieyalulinmeidumesiduinsmevesunaiuasivesifudnismeiuiaidaeld
Abbott’s formula (Abbott, 1925) Asgns

Sasn13Mefiuvias = (A-B) x 100/ (100-B)
A = 9RTINTMNLVRINAUNAGDY, B = 8RTINTANLVBINGUAIUAL

nnegaulszansnmanuduRenN195HYe9E15aN N INNBADAD9929917

MsnadoUANILTUREN1TN FREI5NTNARBULUU Space trial test finuUasn1smaaedan Keita et al. (2001) 1
Fufuiessnadnumeaeuluviawiivuaduniugugnats 2 gu. ge 4 gu. S 10 fsevin Iatnviadieiangie
wagldenesaliudy daauivunaientu Seiansazarsvesansanmaniie fAaududu 0, 25 50, 75, uag 100% (w/iv)
(neldozdlaudusviazais) Inevenaisazatsvesansatnanivurazanududu Usina 100lulasdnsasiuiunseay
nsesIAEuRAUSNas 2 wu. Udesdialy 10 wifl endutheniifusasussnutinuiadmdu Taglvedisiuuag
é’iﬁﬂaa“J'é’muuuﬁaﬂ’uﬁu’mﬁ’mwwsﬂém ﬁuﬁﬂﬁagaimaﬁfmﬁ’wmmmaqﬁmaLﬁanmmulﬂ 2448, uay 72 F2lu9 IAsIzeian
median lethal concentration (LCs,) 1a8A5 probit analysis (Finney, 1971) dlonuiuasmetiu 50.00% FulU Swasies
Toyadunesiduinsmeveuuas uasesifudnmanediuvia3alngld Abbott’s formula (Abbott, 1925) Figns

Snsnsnnefingiase = (A-B) x 100/ (100-B)
A = 8R3INTNNLVDINGUNAGBIB = BHIINITANLVDINGFUAIVAY
nsAaTvidaya
AT1ZRAMULYIUTIU (Analysis of variance) LLaSL‘U?S‘ULﬁUUﬁWLagasﬂjﬁjyjaﬁ’JEﬁ%‘ Least Significant Difference

(LSD) fiszsuanuidoniu 95% (P<0.05) Tnelusunsy Statistix10

NAN1SANYILALIRITAINE

N15NAFaUYSEANSNINNNSIAYRIETENAINNYABAD9999U12
nansvedeuUszansnwnisiuaslavesansatiavevaniiy 10 wila laun Anuves veng Anuws wuadn nsewn
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UzszAun Bns1 Uaun Andand uazuenin LneBn1snAdeuLUU area preference method warmsiatiunisla 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
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6, 12 uay 24 Falus nudn ludalusd 1 ansasarenuresansananeuInsEnuasinLmg ANTNTY 100 % (WAvY) @350
1aa992901lA09 90.00 % lnesesasnAoasanninuvsauasseng ANty 100% (W) ladieeadiald 88.00 %l
Fluait 2 wunnisldansatareruannfnuvesuazivnseniienududu 100%wA) @wnsaladasnsaldunnia 80.009%
wazlutalueil 3-24 nuiransadamervannuzngeiuszansamnislaldafigaislowSouifisuduiiveiadug annnismaass

Wenamuluuwsazilusasnuinasananeuanniienlivageuivsedndnmlunislanienednanadiisggaussugim

'
a

finpaeu Tngaziiiulddniauanansadaneruaninszniidudu 1009 wA) anansalasmsnsdnléds 90.00% Tudalusi
deasly 24 Falusannsoladisnadnlfifies 36.00% (Table 1) Mnnsvasouluaiadarsatanervanuenged
Usgansnmmslassnsdnldfidenatdly 24 43lus Inswuanadswinfiu 81.69% fenfisuwniuddud 5 Sanniige
yoamsdamnavynsld Taefidn RCy, Wity 10.72 n./ua Gedrfusesasnfeasatmmenuanuusdnuaznssm wurede
03n15LaVINAU 73.56 LAy 70.25 % TA1 RCs, L7INAU 13.18 Lag 14.13 n./ua.nuaiau (Table 2) 31nn1snageu
UszAnsnmnislddasnstnainansadavesiivauulnsluviasiuis 10 wdn aenadosiusneaiuves Bautone and
Indrapichate (2011) 18U mamsAngrsnslavesansatinaniis 3 win léun nszimst azszumd uazaznga WU
asafaneudedhazasemusauaziwesznge fimnududu 6.4 s%wa igrinslaffiandenisudisutuiivyia
3uq Towanunsolasenedld 80.00 way 70.83% audiu Tnefien RCy, Wity 13.23 uaz 19.87 n/ua.auddu Tunan
24 7l

Table 1 Percent repellency (PR) of plant extracts with different concentration to Sitophilus oryzae adults after

exposure time using the area preference method

Concen Percentage repellency (X= SD)
Teatment -
s tration 1 hr. 2 hr. 3 hr. 4 hr. 5 hr. 6 hr. 12 hr. 24 hr.
% (W/v)
22.00+1.6 22.00+0.8 24.00+1.1 18.00+1.4 26.00+£2.0 24.00+1.5 20.00+0.7 24.00+0.8
Control
(Acetone) 0 a4 a a 8 7 2 1 9
i i m h h j ( i
Rice 66.00+1.3  62.00+1.9  44.00+0.8  64.00+1.5  64.00+1.6  46.00+1.1  48.00+0.8  46.00+1.1
paddy 25 a4 2 9 2 7 4 4 4
herb d-¢ c-h j-m c-g c-¢ h-j i-k e-i
68.00+1.7 66.00+£0.8 80.00+1.5 66.00+1.6 58.00+£2.9 62.00+0.8 50.00+0.7 36.00+1.5
50 9 9 2 7 5 4 1 2
c-g a-g a-e b-g d-g d-h h-k hi
66.00+1.3  76.00+1.1  72.00+1.6  64.00£2.0  58.00+1.5  70.00+1.0  66.00+0.8  60.00+1.8
75 a4 4 4 7 8 0 9 7
d-g a-e b-g c-g d-¢g b-h a-k b-h
88.00+1.1 86.00+1.1 84.00+1.5 84.00+0.5 74.00+0.8 78.00+1.3 74.00+0.5 72.00+0.4
100 0 4 2 5 9 0 5 5

ab ab a-c a-d a-g a-f a-i a-d
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Table 1 Percent repellency (PR) of plant extracts with different concentration to Sitophilus oryzae adults after

exposure time using the area preference method

Concen Percentage repellency (X= SD)
Teatments )
tration 1 hr. 2 hr. 3 hr. 4 hr. 5 hr. 6 hr. 12 hr. 24 hr.
% (W/v)
wildbetal 78.00+1.4 48.00+2.5 36.00+2.4 60.00+1.5 60.00+1.0 60.00+1.0 54.00+2.0 42.00+0.4
eafbush 25 8 9 1 8 0 0 7 5
a-e gh m d-¢ c-¢ d-h f-k f-i
74.00+1.8 68.00+2.6 60.00+1.5 64.00+2.6 70.00+2.5 70.00+1.8 48.00+2.7 46.00+2.1
50 2 8 8 1 5 7 7 9
a-f a-g e-k c-g a-g b-h i-k e-i
82.00+1.1 80.00+£1.0 68.00+2.9 76.00+2.0 60.00+2.3 68.00+3.2 48.00+2.5 52.00+0.8
75 0 0 5 7 5 7 9 4
a-e a-d <] a-e c-g b-h i-k c-h
88.00+0.8  82.00+0.8  72.00+1.4  82.00+1.3  72.00+3.2  78.00+1.9  72.00+1.7  62.00+1.9
100 4 a 8 0 7 2 9 2
ab a-c b-g a-d a-g a-f a-j a-¢g
78.00+0.4 72.00+0.8 58.00+1.3 52.00+£2.0 66.00+1.8 66.00+2.4 52.00+1.3 74.00+2.1
Vietnames
e coriander 2 > ! 0 ° g ! 0 ?
a-e a-f f-k e-g b-g b-h g-k a-d
78.00+0.8  76.00£1.6  78.00+0.8  68.00+1.9  72.00+1.3  68.00+2.5  74.00+0.8  64.00+1.6
50 4 7 4 2 0 9 9 7
a-e a-e a-f b-g a-g b-h a-i a-f
76.00+2.1 72.00+£2.3 68.00+£1.3 74.00+2.1 74.00+1.6 72.00+£1.7 64.00+2.0 66.00+1.8
75 9 9 0 9 7 9 7 2
a-e a-f cA a-f a-g b-g b-k a-f
90.00+0.7  78.00+1.3  68.00+1.8  72.00+1.1  76.00+1.1  74.00+2.0  60.00+1.8  68.00+1.7
100 1 0 2 0 4 7 7 9
a a-d cAi a-¢ a-g a-¢ c-k a-e
80.00+1.2 74.00+2.7 58.00+2.1 70.00+£3.5 60.00+£3.0 62.00+£3.0 76.00+£2.1 64.00+2.3
Hoary basil 25 2 0 7 4 8 3 9 0
a-e a-f f-k b-g c-g d-h a-h a-f
82.00+1.3  78.00+1.1  90.00+1.7  66.00+0.8  78.00+1.3  88.00+0.8  56.00+1.6  68.00+3.4
50 0 0 3 9 0 4 7 2
a-e a-d ab b-g a-f a-c e-k a-e
76.00+1.1 80.00+1.4 90.00+1.2 78.00+1.4 82.00+1.3 78.00+£1.4 62.00+£1.3 68.00+1.1
75 il 1 2 8 0 8 0 0
a-e a-d ab a-e a-d a-f b-k a-e
78.00+1.6  76.00+2.7  84.00+1.1  70.00+2.6  78.00+1.1  78.00+0.4  64.00+2.9  62.00+1.3
100 a4 0 a4 5 0 5 7 0

a-e a-e a-c b-g a-f a-f b-k a-¢
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Table 1 Percent repellency (PR) of plant extracts with different concentration to Sitophilus oryzae adults after

exposure time using the area preference method

Concen Percentage repellency (X= SD)
Teatment -
s tration 1 hr. 2 hr. 3 hr. 4 hr. 5 hr. 6 hr. 12 hr. 24 hr.
% (W/V)
70.00+1.0 76.00+0.8 84.00+0.8 88.00+1.6 88.00+0.8 82.00+1.6 62.00+1.6
Sweet 70.00+1.22
25 0 9 9 4 4 4 4
Basil a-e
b-g a-e a-c a-c a-c a-d b-k
86.00+1.9 88.00+1.6 76.00+1.8 84.00+1.8 72.00+2.6 78.00+2.9 60.00+1.2
56.00+1.14
50 5 4 2 2 8 5 2
b-h
a-c a b-f a-d a-¢g a-f c-k
90.00+1.7 72.00+1.6 78.00+2.1 84.00+2.6 70.00+2.5 74.00+1.6 46.00+2.7
46.00+3.21
75 3 4 7 1 5 7 0 )
e-i
a a-f a-f a-d a-g a-g j-L
90.00+1.2 86.00+0.8 66.00+1.5 62.00+1.3 66.00+1.5 66.00+1.8 44.00+1.1
36.00+1.14
100 2 9 2 0 2 2 4 N
i
a ab <] c-g b-g b-h kl
Bitter 64.00+2.30  74.00+2.51  66.00£2.88  66.00+3.36  58.00+3.70  54.00+2.41  52.00+1.10 58.00+2.18
25
gourd e-g a-f c-i b-¢ d-g f-i g-k b-h
84.00+1.34  72.00+2.59  76.00£1.81  74.00+2.30  88.00+1.10  80.00+1.00  46.00+3.36  60.00+2.55b
50
a-d a-f b-f a-f a-c a-e jl -h
66.00+0.89  66.00+1.3¢  42.00+2.28  52.00+2.77  60.00£3.00  64.00+1.52  58.00+1.92 50.00+1.00
75
d-g a-g k-m e-g c-g c-h d-k d-h
82.00+1.10 72.00+2.70 70.00+1.73 82.00+0.84 74.00+2.70 82.00+1.64 52.00+1.64 46.00+2.30
100
a-e a-f b-h a-d a-g a-d g-k e-i
68.00+1.79  74.00+1.14  54.00+0.89  70.00+0.71  72.00+1.92  68.00+2.17  68.00+1.79 64.00+1.52
Tree Basil 25
c-g a-f g-l b-¢ a-g b-h a-k a-f
74.00+1.52  58.00+1.64  62.00+1.10  64.00+2.97  72.00+1.64  56.00+1.67  82.00+1.92 74.00+2.19
50
a-f d-h d-k c-g a-g e-i a-e a-d
66.00+1.52  68.00+2.17  58.00+1.10  72.00+2.05  76.00+2.19  82.00+2.18  88.00+1.79 68.00+2.17
75
d-g a-g f-k a-g a-g a-d ab a-e
76.00+1.67  60.00+2.35  70.00+0.71  62.00+2.49  58.00+2.95  68.00+3.56  64.00+2.88 58.00+2.17
100
a-e c-h b-h c-g d-g b-h b-k b-h
56.00+0.89  54.00+1.82  52.00+2.51  48.00+1.48  52.00+2.49  56.00+2.79  76.00+1.67 68.00+1.92
Gotu kola 25
f-h e-h g-l fg e-h e-i a-h a-e
52.00+1.30  42.00+2.77  24.00+1.14  46.00+2.51  50.00+3.39  50.00+2.74  42.00+3.77 38.00+2.86
50
gh hi m g f-h g-i kl g-i
44.00+2.19  66.00+1.81  50.00+2.00  48.00+1.30  48.00+2.77  32.00+1.64  44.00+3.51 54.00+2.88
75
h a-g h-l fg gh ij kl b-h
82.00+1.92  60.00+1.73  64.00+2.51  60.00+3.74  82.00+2.49  66.00+2.88  72.00+3.11 66.00+2.70
100

a-e c-h ] d-g a-d b-h aj a-f

YMeans within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at P<0.05 according to Least Significant Difference

(LSD)
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Table 1 Percent repellency (PR) of plant extracts with different concentration to Sitophilus oryzae adults after

exposure time using the area preference method

Concen- Percentage repellency (X= SD)
Teatments tration
% tw/v) 1 hr. 2 hr. 3 hr. 4 hr. 5 hr. 6 hr. 12 hr. 24 hr.
) 66.00+1.14 64.00+1.14 60.00+2.00 60.00+2.74 54.00+3.65 50.00+2.55 54.00+3.44 64.00+3.58
ot & d-¢g b-h e-k d-¢ d-h g-i f-k a-f
72.00+1.79 74.00+0.89  62.00+1.48d-  72.00+1.92 58.00+1.10 74.00+1.95 86.00+1.14 74.00+1.95
0 a-f a-f k a-g d-g a-g a-c a-d
64.00+0.89 52.00+1.30 48.00+1.92 48.00+2.59 60.00+2.00 54.00+1.52 52.00+1.30 50.00+2.35
” e-g f-h i-l fg c-g f-i g-k d-h
88.00+1.30 70.00+1.00 66.00+0.55 68.00+2.39 56.00+0.89 66.00+0.55 80.00+2.12 62.00+1.64
100 ab a-g c-i b-g d-g b-h a-f a-g
76.00+1.67 68.00+2.17 76.00+0.89 72.00+1.30 80.00+2.00 72.00£2.17 84.00+0.55 78.00+1.48
Kaffir ime 25
a-e a-g b-f a-¢ a-e b-¢ a-d ab
80.00+2.55 68.00+2.86 78.00+2.68 92.00+0.84 94.00+1.34 90.00+0.71 84.00+3.05 76.00+1.52
>0 a-e a-g a-f ab ab ab a-d a-c
88.00+1.30 78.00+3.19 82.00+1.30 72.00+£3.27 68.00+4.44 70.00+3.93 78.00+3.83 78.00+1.92
B ab a-d a-d a-¢ b-g b-h a-g ab
100 86.00+2.07 76.00+2.07 98.00+0.45 98.00+0.45 98.00+0.45 98.00+0.45 92.00+0.84 86.00+1.52

a-c a-e a a a a a a

YMeans within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at P<0.05 according to Least Significant Difference

(LSD)

Table 2 Repellant effect of different plant extracts to Sitophilus oryzae adults by the area preference method.

Plant species % Repellency ( X+ SD) Class repellency RCso(g/mU)
Control (Acetone) 22.50+2.56d 2 -
Rice paddy herb 65.56 + 10.71b al 15.14
Wildbetal leafbush 65.00 + 8.86b 4 15.49
Vietnamese coriander 70.25 + 3.81b al 14.13
Hoary basil 73.56 + 3.91ab il 13.18
Sweet basil 71.75 £ 5.75ab al 14.13
Bitter gsourd 65.31 + 7.15b 4 15.85
Tree basil 67.94 + 3.22b 4 15.14
Gotu kola 53.31 + 13.14c 3 21.38
Dill 63.38 + 8.57bc a4 16.60
Kaffir lime 81.69 + 7.24a 5 10.72

Y Means within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at P<0.05 according by Least Significant Difference
(LSD)

?RCs = Repellent concentration 50%
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Table 3 Contacteffect of plant extracts with different concentration to Sitophilus oryzae adults after exposure
time using impregnated filter paper test

% Corrected mortality ( X = SD)

Teatments Concentration (%)
24 hr 48 hr 72 hr

Control (Acetone) 0 0.00 + 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 0.00 + 0.00h
Rice paddy herb 25 6.00 + 0.89bc 16.00 = 1.34de 28.00 + 1.48ef
50 10.00 + 1.00bc 26.00 + 1.14cd 48.00 + 1.48cd
75 14.00 + 1.67b 24.00 + 2.07cd 36.00 + 2.88df
100 14.00 + 0.54b 28.00 + 1.30c 46.00 + 1.52cd

Wildbetalleafbush 25 0.00 + 0.00c 2.00 + 0.45f 2.00 + 0.45h
50 8.00 + 0.84bc 10.00 + 1.00ef 10.00 + 1.00gh

75 2.00 + 0.45¢ 4.00 + 0.54f 8.00 + 0.45¢h

100 2.00 + 0.45¢ 4.00 + 0.89f 4.00 + 0.8%9h

Vietnamese 25 0.00 + 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 0.00 + 0.00h
coriander 50 0.00 + 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 0.00 + 0.00h
75 0.00 + 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 0.00 + 0.00h

100 0.00 + 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 0.00 + 0.00h

Hoary basil 25 0.00 + 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 2.00 + 0.45h
50 0.00 + 0.00c 2.00 + 0.45f 2.00 £ 0.45h

75 0.00 + 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 0.00 + 0.00h

100 0.00 + 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 2.00 + 0.45h

Sweet Basil 25 4.00 + 0.54bc 4.00 + 0.55f 4.00 + 0.54h
50 14.00 + 1.52b 50.00 + 3.39b 60.00 + 3.94c

75 78.00 £ 2.77a 98.00 + 0.45a 98.00 + 0.44a

100 86.00 + 0.45a 96.00 + 0.89a 100.00 + 0.00a

Bitter gourd 25 2.00 + 0.45¢ 2.00 + 0.45f 2.00 + 0.45h
50 2.00 + 0.45¢ 4.00 + 0.45f 6.00 + 0.45¢h

75 0.00 + 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 2.00 + 0.45h

100 0.00 + 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 0.00 + 0.00h

Tree Basil 25 8.00 + 0.45bc 8.00 + 0.45ef 8.00 + 0.45¢h

50 0.00 + 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 0.00 + 0.00h

75 2.00 + 0.45¢ 8.00 + 0.84def 6.00 + 0.89¢h

100 0.00 + 0.00c 2.00 + 0.45f 2.00 £+ 0.45h

YMeans within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at P<0.05 according to Least Significant Difference

(LSD)
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Table 3 Contact effect of plant extracts with different concentration to Sitophilus oryzae adults after exposure
time using impregnated filter paper test

% Corrected mortality ( X = SD)

Teatments Concentration (%)
24 hr 48 hr 72 hr
Control (Acetone) 0 0.00 + 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 0.00 + 0.00h
Gotu kola 25 0.00 + 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 0.00 + 0.00h
50 0.00 + 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 4.00 + 0.54h
75 0.00 = 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 2.00 + 0.45h
100 2.00 + 0.45¢ 6.00 + 0.54def 12.00 + 0.84gh
Dill 25 0.00 = 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 0.00 + 0.00h
50 0.00 + 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 0.00 + 0.00h
75 2.00 + 0.45¢ 2.00 + 0.45f 2.00 £ 0.45h
100 2.00 + 0.45¢ 4.00 + 0.54f 6.00 + 0.89¢h
Kaffir lime 25 2.00 + 0.45c 2.00 + 0.45f 2.00 + 0.45f
50 0.00 + 0.00c 0.00 + 0.00f 0.00 + 0.00h
75 10.00 + 2.24bc 10.00 + 2.24ef 20.00 + 3.94fg
100 2.00 + 0.45¢ 28.00 + 1.92c 80.00 = 1.22b

YMeans within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at P<0.05 according to Least Significant Difference

(LSD)
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Table 4 Fumigant effect of plant extracts with different concentration to Sitophilus oryzae adults after exposure

time using space trial test

9%Corrected mortality(X+ SD)

Teatments Concentration (%)
24 hr 48 hr 72 hr
Control (Acetone) 0 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 £ 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00h
Rice paddy herb 25 2.00 £ 0.45e 8.00 + 0.84de 16.00 = 2.07d-f
50 2.00 + 0.45e 12.00 + 1.30d 20.00 + 1.58de
75 2.00 + 0.45e 6.00 + 0.54de 12.00 = 1.64d-h
100 4.00 + 0.55de 12.00 + 1.30d 22.00 + 1.64d
Wildbetalleafbush 25 0.00 + 0.00e 2.00 + 0.45e 2.00 + 0.45¢h
50 4.00 + 0.54de 6.00 + 0.54de 8.00 + 0.45e-h
75 0.00 + 0.00e 6.00 + 0.89de 10.00 + 0.71d-h
100 2.00 + 0.45e 8.00 + 0.45de 14.00 + 1.14d-g
Vietnamese 25 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 2.00 + 0.45¢h
coriander 50 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00h
75 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00h
100 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00h
Hoary basil 25 0.00 + 0.00e 2.00 + 0.45e 2.00 + 0.45¢h
50 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00h
75 0.00 + 0.00e 6.00 + 0.89de 8.00 + 0.84e-h
100 2.00 + 0.45e 4.00 + 0.54de 6.00 + 0.84f-h
Sweet Basil 25 8.00 + 1.30cd 36.00 + 1.52c 54.00 + 2.30c
50 16.00 + 0.55b 54.00 + 1.52b 86.00 + 3.13b
75 10.00 + 0.55¢ 60.00 = 2.12b 90.00 + 1.73ab
100 24.00 + 0.55a 86.00 + 1.34a 100.00 + 0.00a
Bitter gourd 25 4.00 + 0.89de 4.00 + 0.89de 4.00 + 0.89f-h
50 0.00 + 0.00e 2.00 + 0.45e 2.00 + 0.45¢h
75 0.00 £+ 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00h
100 2.00 + 0.45e 2.00 + 0.45e 2.00 + 0.45¢h
Tree Basil 25 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00h
50 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00h
75 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00h
100 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 £ 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00h

YMeans within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at P<0.05 according to Least Significant Difference

(LSD)
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Table 4 Fumigant effect of plant extracts with different concentration to Sitophilus oryzae adults after exposure

time using space trial test

9%Corrected mortality (X= SD)

Teatments Concentration (%)
24 hr 48 hr 72 hr
Control (Acetone) 0 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 £ 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00h
Gotu kola 25 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 2.00 + 0.45¢h
50 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 4.00 + 0.89f-h
75 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00h
100 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00h
Dill 25 0.00 + 0.00e 2.00 + 0.45e 10.00 + 1.22d-h
50 2.00 + 0.45e 4.00 + 0.89de 4.00 + 0.89f-h
75 0.00 + 0.00e 2.00 + 0.45e 6.00 + 0.54f-h
100 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 2.00 + 0.45¢h
Kaffir lime 25 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00h
50 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 4.00 + 0.54f-h
75 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00h
100 0.00 + 0.00e 0.00 + 0.00e 2.00 + 0.45¢h
YMeans within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at P<0.05 according to Least Significant Difference
(LSD)
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