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-~ * Abstract é

The present research was conducted to determine insecticidal activity of methanol extract and its fractions from
the fig (Ficus carica 1..) leaves grown under different cropping conditions, glasshouse, plastic house, and
outdoor. Methanol extracts from fig leaves grown at outdoor showed higher insecticidal activity (80 to 85%)
against Tetranychus urticae than those at plastic house or glass house. Especially ethylacetate and hexane
fractions from methanol extracts of fig leaves grown at outdoor exhibited the highest insecticidal activity
against Tetranychus urticae, showing 92% and 90% control, respectively. The results suggest that methanol
extract and its fractions from outdoor-grown fig leaves had the potent insecticidal activity as a plant-based
msect control mean,
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Table 1. Insecticidal activity of methanol extracts from fig leaves against T. wrticae, A. gossypii, N. lugens, and P. xylostella

Growing Mortality (%) £ SD
condition { 3 5 DATY
Zurol-2-off (T. urticae)
Glasshouse 68.0 £ 2.4 b” 694 £ 28 ¢ 724+28b
Plastic house 682 £56b 790 £520 690+ 41b
Outdoor 804 + 4.1 a 864 + 2.1 a 89.0 £ 28 a
SEASE (4 gossypii)
Glasshouse 665+ 55 a 468 £ 2.6 ¢ 424+ 18D
Plastic house 538 +£56b 506+ 260 462+ 61D
Outdoor 650+ 54 a 67.6 4.1 a 544 £ 4.1 a
A HY (N, h{gens) 7
Glasshouse 306 £07 b 30607 b 306 £ 070
Plastic house 492 £ 62 a 492 £ 62 b 492 + 62 a
Outdoor 498 £+ 43 a 498 + 43 a 498 £ 43 a
vjEZUE (P, xylostella)
Glasshouse 30,0+ 27b 300+ 270b 300£27 Db
Plastic house 382 + 4.2 ab 382 + 4.2 ab 382+ 42a
Outdoor 428 £22a N28+22a 428 +22a

PDAT : Days after treatment

?Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different at p<0.05 (LSD test).
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Table 2. Yield rate of methanol extract and its fractions from the fig leaves under outdoor growing condition

Yield (%) of MeOH extract and its fractions

MeOH extract Hexane CHCl;

EtOAc Butanol Water

14.5 443 13.3

24 0.3 38.7

Table 3. Insecticidal activity of different fractions from methanol extracts of outdoor-grown fig leaves against T. wurticae

Mortality (%) = SD

Fraction D

1 2 3 DAT
Hexane 444 +59 g” 778 + 69 a 90.0 + 83 a
Water 189 + 5.0 d 489 + 48 ¢ 633 +394d
CHCL; 267 +59 ¢ 633 £40b 722+12¢
EtOAc 389 +30 b 689 £3.1b 922+19a
BuOH 289 £33 ¢ 522£29 ¢ 811+ 14b

YDAT : Days after treatment

“Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different at p<0.05 (LSD test).
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Table 4. Effects of various fractions from methanol extracts of outdoor-grown fig leaves on hatchability of T. urticae

Fraction Hatchability=SD
3 5 7 DAT”

Hexane 0.0 £ 0.0 356 =39 ¢” 693+ 02 b
Water 0.0 £0.0 523 £ 7.0 ab 84.6 + 3.5 ab
CHCl; 0.0 £ 0.0 324 +02¢c 499 £ 23 ¢
EtOAc 0.0 £ 0.0 51.6 + 6.6 ab 82.6 + 3.7 ab
BuOH 0.0 £ 0.0 498 +33 b 80.1 + 4.6 ab
Control 0.0 £ 0.0 583 +£23 a 925+ 57a

"DAT : Days after treatment

?Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different at p<0.05 (LSD test).

Table 5. Effects of various fractions from methanol extracts of outdoor-grown fig leaves on repellent index of T. wrticae

Repellent Index"

Fraction
1 2 3 DAT?
Hexane 733 £ 24 b 844 £ 40 a 822 +28a
H.0 60.0 + 1.6 ¢ 400+200b 200 + 13 b
CHCl; 844+ 28 a 844 + 42 a 84.4 £ 26 a
EtOAc 200 = 0.9 d 44+024d 89 +0.7b
BuOH 244 + 1.0 d 244 £ 09 ¢ 35608 b

1)Repellen‘[ Index
DAT : Days after treatment

: [(C-TY(C+T)]x100. C and T represent population density of mite control disc and treated discs, respectively.

YMeans followed by the same letter are not significantly different at p<0.05 (LSD test).
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