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Repellent Effect of Four Aromatic Plants on Myzus persicae with Wings

WANG Ning, LIN Yuanxiu, WU Zhitao, TIAN Zhuoya,ZHAO Zhiguo,ZHANG Lijun
(College of Plant Protection, Shanxi Agricultural University, Taigu 030801, China)

Abstract: Myzus persicae is an important pest in production of cruciferous plants and fruits. It has wide distribution, serious
damage, and strong drug resistance. In order to reduce the use of pesticides and ecologically control the damage of Myzus
persicae in plants, and to provide a references for the use of aromatic plants to ward off Myzus persicae with wings in the
vegetable field, in this study, the extract, living and damage body of four common aromatic odor plants including mint, celery,
coriander, and shallot, were selected to research the repellent effects on Myzus persicae with wings by repellent activity
measurement, antennal potential response(EAG), and olfactory behavior response. The results showed that the four supplied
experimental plants had obvious repellent effect on the Myzus persicae with wings and the repellent effect of damage body on
peach aphids was more significant than that of living body. Among them, repellent activity size of extracts of aromatic odor plants
was mint > celery = coriander > scallion; the size of EAG reaction value was mint > celery > coriander = scallion; repelling
rate size of living and damage body of four aromatic odor plants was mint = celery > coriander = scallion. It could be seen that
the repellent effect of the mint on Myzus persicae with wings was stronger than that of the other three plants. The highest
repelling rate of the mint extracts was 57.2%, the value of antennal potential response was 8.64 mV, the repelling rate of the
olfactory behavior living body was 83.33% , and the repellent effect of scallion was the weakest. During plant production, it was
suggested that cruciferous plants should intercropped with aromatic plants such as mint, and during the peak period of Myzus
persicae with wings occurrence, frequent cutting of aromatic plant leaves could effectively reduce the damage of Myzus yzus
persicae with wings in vegetable fields.
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Tab.1 The repellent activities of 4 aromatic plants

against Myzus persicae with wings %
TP 3R B YA Repelling rate
Plant extract 10 min 20 min 30 min
i Mint 51.67+0.03aA 57.20+0.04aA 46.62+3.04bA
F3% Celery 43.334+3.27bB 48.46+1.58aA 43.33+3.34bA
76 Coriander 42.80+£0.05aB 44.974+2.14aB 31.67+£0.05bB

Scallion  24.29+7.49aC 27.53+4.66aC 21.42+5.21bC

T 3% PR S S £ AR HE R 22 5 R RS SRR R [ 51 7R
0.057KF- 22 57 W3, AN /NG TR R FATAE 0.05 /K- 22 57 Wk 35

Note: The data were shown as mean + standard errors; Differ-
ent capital letters represented significant differences of the same col-
umn at the 0.05 level, and different lowercase letters represented sig-
nificant differences of the same line at the 0.05 level.
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Tab.2 The antennal potential responses of Myzus persi-

cae with wings to 4 aromatic plant extracts mV
T A 4 EAG AR XHE
Plant extract Relative EAG response
WA Mint 8.6440.07a
JE3E Celery 5.2940.52b
56% Coriander 4.32+0.09¢
/N Scallion 1.60+0.12d

= 2 PR R P M AR DR 25 s R NE AR R W 51 A
0.05KFF2EFRE. L340,

Note: The data were shown as mean =+ standard error; Differ-
ent lowercase letters represented significant differences of the same
column at the 0.05 level. The same as Tab.3 and Tab. 4.
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Tab.3 Effects of volatile compounds of aromatic odors of different living body plants on
olfactory behavior of Myzus persicae with wings

FABRIFEE /3, Number of Myzus persicae with wings

PR i Rh o o X IR hEA/ 2% 28 e Y
Volatile matter HRH R Ifiﬁ Repelling rate 2% value Reaction rate
Odor arm Control arm Nonreactive
Wi Mint 7 50 3 83.334-1.02a 32.44 95.00+3.28a
T3 Celery 10 39 11 65.00+£0.31b 17.16 81.67+2.51b
6% Coriander 13 32 15 53.33+0.23¢ 8.02 75.00+3.84c¢
/NA Scallion 15 25 20 41.6741.28d 2.50 66.67+4.33d
PP/
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Fig.2 Olfactory behavior of the Myzus persicae with wings to volatile compounds of 4 aromatic plants
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Tab.4 Effects of volatile compounds of damage body of 4 aromatic plants on olfactory
behavior of Myzus persicae with wings

WP ECE /S Number of Myzus persicae with wings

5 Fh - — YR3EE R/ 4 B %
Volatile matter ) @12!& B4 %ﬁﬁ? Repelling rate Reaction rate
Living body Damage body Nonreactive
MM Mint 24 6 30 60.00£2.31a 50.00£3.61c
Frk Celery 26 9 25 48.5740.49b 58.33:£3.19b
56%  Coriander 23 10 27 39.39+1.87¢ 55.00+4.54d
/N Scallion 32 17 11 30.61+£1.37d 81.67+3.86a
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