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Fig. 1. Relationship between concentration of Dursban
and number of dead fly
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Table 1. Residue analysis of chlorpyrifos on corn leaves

Days after application Chemical analysis (ppm) Bioassay (ppm)
1 6.15 >4.65
2 2.02 1.55
3 1.86 1.13
8 0.68 <0.51
11 0.34 -
14 0.17

17 -
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Table 2. Bioassay of chlorpyrifos on Vegetables within 6 days

Days after application Crops Chlorpyrifos residue
PRI 1 (Pak-choi) >4.65
ﬂﬁ B2 (Chinese kale) >4.65

0 IF1Z¢ (Field mustard) >4.65
Z=4 (Water convolvulus) >4.65
P E1ZS (Pai-tsai) >4.65
?LJ MIF 12 (Pak-choi) 2.44
7% B¢ (Chinese kale) 3.54
2 128 (Field mustard) 2.38
Z&4 (Water convolvulus) 0.51
| P12 (Pai-tsai) 0.51
?J FIE 145 (Pak-choi) 0.58
Tx‘ Ei2¢ (Chinese kale) 0.72
4 12t (Field mustard) 1.20
Z% (Water convolvulus) <0.51
| F1% (Pai-tsai) <0.51
?J FIE 145 (Pak-choi) <051
“ﬁ B¢ (Chinese kale) <0.51
6 I (Field mustard) <0.51
Z=4 (Water convolvulus) <0.51
| F1% (Pai-tsai) <0.51
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The Residue of Dursban in Five Vegetables and
Corn Plants’

S. H. Tsai and T. C. Chan?

ABSTRACT

Durban is one of the currently used effective insecticide for the control of insects in
vegetables and corn borer. This experiment adopted both biological test and chemical analysis
methods to study the residue of Dursban in the corn leaves. The results showed that the changing
tendency of the Dursban residue obtained from both methods were similar. However chemical
analysis method is more sensitive. It detected 0.17 ppm of Dursban residue in the corn leaves 14
days after the spray. Biological test showed that the flies were killed up to the 8th day after the
spray, and it was estimated to have 0.51 ppm residue according to the conversion factor.

It seemed that the biological method had the advantages of simple and practicality. Further
tests with the biological method found that the Dursban residue in the five vegetables, Pak-choi,
Chinese kale, Field mustard, Water convolvulus, and Pai-tsai on the 6th day after spray near were
0.51 ppm, meeting the less than 0.5 ppm permissible residue requirement. Therefore, it is safe to
the human body if the application of Dursban is stopped 6 days before the harvesting of the above

five vegetables for the market.

! Contribution No. 0077 from Taichung DAIS.
? Assistants of Taichung DALIS, respectively.



