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Abstract The objective of this study was to assess the trapping effectiveness of different traps combined with food
attractant to the Helicoverpa armigera moths. From July to September 2018, the moth trap and triangle trap with
block-shaped food attractant were used in four crop fields in Guangyang district of Langfang (Hebei province) ,
Xinxiang county and Yuanyang county of Xinxiang (Henan province) , respectively. Field results showed that H.
armigera moths were greatly attracted by food attractant combined with both types of traps in cotton, soybean,
corn and peanut fields. However, the average number of trapped H. armigera moths by moth trap was 1.2—6.5
times higher than that by triangle trap. In conclusion, moth trap is more suitable to be combined with block-
shaped food attractant, which can effectively trap H. armigera moths in the fields.
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Table 1 Amount of Helicoverpa armigera moths trapped by two types of traps in different crop fields

WEL i till B R R R /3K - iBEY 1 Average number of trapped moths
Times Trap type 4 Cotton K% Soybean F % Corn 4 Peanut
Ik %A 2E Moth trap (1. 9040, 42) * (16. 05741, 84) * (7.00=%E1.16)* (5.80=1. 08)*
The first trial =fIEiARA Triangle trap (0. 304-0. 13) (7.2041. 10) (4.1040. 59) (2.8040. 77)
IR IiE 2% Moth trap (26.0543.00) * (6.7041.07) * (2.7040. 47)ns (3. 60=£0. 78)ns
The second trial — =fIEiFEH#F Trangle trap (4. 00+0. 64) (2. 200, 45) (2.300. 56) (2. 40=0. 64)
=K %K EH 28 Moth trap = (4. 4040, 70) * (5.8042.04)ns  (11.80£2.97)*
The third trial =K B Triangle trap = (2.7040. 38) (2.5040. 69) (3. 9041, 00)

D R8s P S AR . B x FORFE—EY I W — 0Ol P S S = A A 0 B A A B 2 5 O 5
P<20. 05) sns MF/RTC L3225 ORAL « /% . P>0.05),
Data (mean=+SE) with the asterisk are significantly different between two traps in the same experiment in each crop field (unpaired z-test,
P<C0. 05), and ns means no significant difference (unpaired z-test, P=>0. 05).
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a: The first trial; b: The second trial. The asterisk indicates significant difference between two traps in the same period (unpaired -test,
* P<0.05; ** P<0.01; *** P<0.001). The ns means no significant difference (unpaired #-test, P>0.05). The same applies below
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Fig. 1 Trapping efficacy of different traps on Helicoverpa armigera moths in cotton field
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Fig. 2 Trapping efficacy of different traps on Helicoverpa armigera moths in soybean field

2.3 EAXRERMHFHBOFTHURLLE

RS R BH B K = e 25 R R 0L ok &
VoI RSL Ny 7% i i e il m A By £ B A4 72 3 xR v %
SRR HUB R R R A . 7RSS — U e
BRI A5 A B B BT ol (7. 00 £
L16)3k, B & F =ML HEM 4 (4. 1020. 59 3k
(t=2.23,df=18,P=0.039 1)(FE D, Hb, 58—k
BOpAN A T o (1. 800, 4403k, @
EET = MIBHH 2 (0. 7040, 26) 3k (1=2. 14,
df=18,P=0.046 0) ;%5 P Be i A 5 7 34
W (5. 20 1. 03) 3k, 5 = AL IER %5 19 (3. 40
+0.56)kZMERARE=153,df=18,P=
0.142 5) ( 3a) . 7E55 Y gn Hr, B4~ k2575 4l
AP B R O (2. 70420, 47) 3k 1 =

T B RS i o (2. 3020, 56) 3k, & 2% 5
AEEG=0.55,df=18,P=0.591 4)(FE 1), %
— B B SR B Be RS A 0T E i A L A
A A W 22 5 O — Bt t=0.55,d /=18,
P=0.592 1;%5 "} Bt:t=3.59.df=18,P=0. 999 9)
(& 3b) . FESE =Yg v S I 4 4 7 A~ By
B EiHA o (5. 8042, 00) 3k, 5 = MR FE
(2,500, 69k ZMEFARE (=1.54,df=
18,P=0.142 2)(F 1), 5—F%E _FrBra i gk
- A 2 4 5 b (2. 00£0. 71) 3k i1 (3. 80
+1.72) 3%, 5 =MIE T4 09 (0. 90£0. 35) K F
(1. 6040. 62) 3k Z [A] ) 25 5 5 AN 1 385 (5 — B B
1=1.38,df=18,P=0.183 5; %5 —frBt.c=1. 21,
df=18,P=0.243 8) (& 3¢),

10

[= BRFEHR = SAREHR

Moth trap

=

N

IS

*

4_\

]

PR/ Sk
Average trapped number

S

Triangle trap

ns

ﬂ

T

TR/ Sk

Average trapped number
)

4_

)

= RREHE
Moth trap

i
L1

= =B

Triangle trap

ns

8

PR/ Sk
[*)}

Average trapped number
S

[\S]

= fKiFEHS = ZABEHNS

Moth trap

ns

|
i

Triangle trap
ns

|

H—HrB
The first stage

BB

The second stage

E—Hr B

BB

The first stage  The second stage

B3 FEREAREIFHIEXRE RN AT HZR

Fig. 3 Trapping efficacy of different traps on Helicoverpa armigera moths in corn field
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Fig. 4 Trapping efficacy of different traps on Helicoverpa armigera moths in peanut field
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