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Abstract In order to accurately monitor the occurrence dynamics of the adults of Spodoptera frugiperda, the at-
tract effect of sex pheromone attractants produced by Shenzhen Bailebao Bio-Agricultural Technology Co. , Ltd.
(BLB) and Ningbo Newcom Biotechnology Co., Ltd. NK), Jiangsu Ninglu Technology Co., Ltd. (NL) and
Nanjing Xin’an Zhonglii Biotechnology Co. , Ltd. (XAZL) were compared in the corn field at Dafeng district of
Yancheng city, Jiangsu province. The results showed that the trapping effects of the four sex attractants were sig-
nificantly different. When the products of BLB and NL were used in monitoring the occurrence dynamics of S.
frugiperda adult, the peak period of emergence is obvious. and the peak date monitored by the two products is
consistent. While the peak date monitored by NK product is not obvious, and the XAZL product attracted very

few moths, and there is no obvious adult peak. The daily average moth amount, the maximum moth amount per
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day and total moth amount were significantly higher than the other three products during the monitoring period.

The total amount of moth attracted by the BLB lure was 136. 75 individuals, which were 1.47 times, 4.76 times

and 10.52 times of that the NL, NK and XAZL attractants. The trapping performance of BLB lure was stable within

first 30 d. However, the daily average moth amount, the maximum moth amount per day and the total moth amount

were all significantly decreased during the second 30 d, especially after 50 days. The results showed that the BLB lure is

more suitable for the monitoring of S. frugiperda in this area. It is recommended to replace it every 30 days.
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Fig. 1 Dynamics of field trapping of four sex attractants against Spodoptera frugiperda
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Table 1 Field trapping effect of four sex attractants on Spodoptera frugiperda

GOYRES H ik /& d5c 1o PR ik / Sk S/ Sk
Type of lure No. of daily average male moth Maximum no. of male moth No. of total male moth
BLB 5t BLB sex attractants (2.28+0.12)a (24.50F1. 7Da (136.75+7.87)a
NK it NK sex attractants (0. 48+0. 04)c (4.75+0.48)¢ (28.75£2.63)c
NL 758 NL sex attractants (1.55+0.10)b (14. 25+0. 85)b (93.00£6.77)b
XAZL i#ts XAZL sex attractants (0.22+0.03)c (1. 25+0. 25)d (13.00=£1. 22)c

D Rl R E bR dEDR . RSNER S A R)/NG TR OR 28 5 35 (P<<0. 05)

The data in the table is the mean®-standard error. Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant difference (P<C0. 05).

30

——30dE#: 30 d replacement

—— 30 dAEH#H 30 d without replacement

E20

g

i &

§§15

® g

&=

=2
5
1
0‘ /l\ 1 1 1 (l\ b (l\l 1 1 1 1
X S & & & O ™ NI O O X Q OV b 9 o M
AN N\t SN N N 0 S I N SN NI I A
P FFFFFFFFFFIA VI

HERH/A-H
Date

B2 MG B B R A (8] 3 B 3t 7Y A ) F ()5 SR 3 S

Fig. 2 Dynamics of field trapping of Spodoptera frugiperda with different replacement time of sex attractants
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Fig. 3 Effect of replace and non-replace of sex attractant on field trapping efficacy against Spodoptera frugiperda
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