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Abstract

The repellent, insecticidal and anti-feedant activity of ethanol extracts from siam weed leaf extract, Chromolaena
odorata (L.) R.M. King & H. Rob) were tested on cowpea aphid, Aphis craccivora Koch. The leaf dipping method was
applied with different concentrations of siam weed leaf extract (0, 0.3125, 0.625, 0.125, 0.25 and 5% (w/v)). The results
indicated that the repellent, insecticidal and anti-feedant activity of siam weed leaf extract on cowpea aphid were
significantly effective (p<0.05) when compared with the control. At 5% of siam weed leaf extract, the percent repellent
and percent mortality were the highest 100% and LC50 value with 1.25 at 24 hours when compared with the control.
The anti-feedant activity, the number of probing was higher when the concentration was higher. At 5%, the number
of probing was highest (8.20 + 0.74) when compared with the control (1.20 + 0.48). Time of penetration was lower
when the concentration was higher; at 5%, the time of penetration was lowest (0.17+ 0.03 min) when compared with
the control (8.74 + 1.03 min). The behavior of cowpea aphids responds to tests of host acceptance for feeding. The

cowpea aphids cannot penetrate into the host plants, while the host plants are unsuitable.
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Figure 1 Identification of cowpea aphid (siphunculi,
cauda and tentacles) (Poole and Gentili,

1996)
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Table 1 Effect of repellent activities of siam weed leaf extract on cowpea aphid after 12 and 24 h

concentration Duration of exposure Number of cowpea aphid / h
(%) (wiv) 12h (%) repellent 24h (%) repellent

0 0.00 + 0.00 © 0.0 0.00 + 0.00 ° 0.0

0.3125 510 +0.74 ® 2.0 540 +0.48"° 8.0
0.625 530 +0.48 ® 6.0 5.80 +0.48"° 16.0
1.25 6.00 + 0.48 ° 20.0 6.60 + 0.48° 32.0

2.5 6.80 + 0.48° 36.0 8.60+048° 72.0
5 8.00+0.48° 60.0 10.00 + 0.00 ° 100.0

* Mean values in the same column with the same letter do not differ significantly (P < 0.05 according to DMRT).
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muquleiﬁ5@15’m’ﬁmﬂ°ﬂaal,w§ﬁa'auﬁl'a (Table 2)

Table 2 Effect of insecticidal activities of siam weed leaf extract on cowpea aphid after 24 and 48 h

concentration Duration of exposure Number of cowpea aphid / h
0,
(%) (wiv) 24h mortality (%) 48h mortality (%)
0 0.0 + 0.00 * 0.0 0.0 +0.00 ° 0.0
0.3125 1.33+047 13.3 2.00+0.81° 20.0
0.625 333+047° 33.3 3.33 +0.47° 33.3
1.25 5.00 + 0.00° 50.0 6.00 +0.81 % 60.0
25 833+047 % 83.3 833+094%® 83.3
5 10.00 + 0.00 ° 100.0 10.00 + 0.00 ° 100.0

* Mean values in the same column with the same letter do not differ significantly (P < 0.05 according to DMRT).
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+1.03 w1l (Table 3)
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Table 3 Effect of anti-feedant activities of siam weed leaf extract on cowpea aphid after 15 min

concentration (%) (w/v) Mean number of probing Mean time spent of probing (min)
0 1.20 + 0.48 ° 8.74 +1.03°
0.3125 2.60 +0.48° 1.44 +0.33°
0.625 320 +048° 1.11+0.34°
1.25 6.40 + 0.63 ° 0.29 +0.13°
25 7.20 +0.74° 0.23 +0.04°
5 8.20 + 0.74° 0.17 +0.03°

* Mean values in the same column with the same letter do not differ significantly (P < 0.05 according to DMRT).
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