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Control effect on diamondback moth, Plutella xylostella, with sex
pheromone by mating disruption in cabbage field at high mountain

Wang Xiangping'!, Zhang Zhongning?

(1. College of Agriculture, Yangize University, Jingzhou 434025, China; 2. State Key Laboratory of
I niegrated Management of Pest Insects and Rodents, Institute of Zoology, Chinese
Academy of Sciences, Betjing 100101, China)

Abstract Control effect on diamondback moth (DBM) with sex pheromone by mating disruption was studied at high
mountain in Hubei Province. T he results show ed that the number of DBM trapped by sex pheromone in mating dis-
ruption field was lower than that in chemical insecticide control field. The larval population densities and applications
of insecticide in mating disruption fields were less than that in chemical insecticide control field.
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Evaluation of the resistance of five cashew germplasms
to the cashew miner

Zhang Zhongrun, Liang Lihong, Huang Weijian, Wang Jinhui
(Instituteof Tropical Crop Genetic Resources, CATAS, Danzhou 571737, China)

Abstract The resistance of five cashew germplasms to cashew miner was evaluated under field conditions in this
study. The results showed that the resistance of the five cashew germplasms could be ranked from strong to weak as
followed: HL221, GA63, DF2, HL2-13 and F130. The H12-21 was the most resistant germ plasm to cashew m in-
er, with a damage index of 12.30%, which was significantly lower than that of other germplasms, ranked as resist
ant, follbwed by GA63, with a damage index of 21. 80%, significantly low er than those of DF2, HL2 13 and FL30,
ranked as moderately resistant. The resistance of DF2 and HL2-13 was weak, with the damage indexes as 28. 40%
and 31.30%, respectively, ranked as susceptible. FL30 was the most susceptible germplasm, with a damage index
of 40. 80%, significantly higher than that of other germplasms, ranked as highly susceptible.
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