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Evasive Behavior of Earthworm Towards Several Pesticides in Soil

TAI Pei-dong, LI Pei-jun, LIU Yan-bin
(Institute of Applied Ecology, CAS. Shenyang, 110015, China)

Abstract: Due to the fact that appulsion of favorable conditions and repellence of adverse surroundings are regarded as an instinct for

living organisms, a determining instrument for evaluating behavior of earthworm was designed in order to study the excluding behavior

of earthworm against pesticides in soil. The results showed that earthworm ( Eisenia foetida) is very sensitive to some pesticides in the

soil tested, the escaping behavior of earthworm can be examined in the soil tested at very low concentrations, from 1/5 to 1/25 of the

LCso values, of pesticides. Therefore, it may be suggested that the test instrument be used as a diagnosis method for soil health

quality.
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Table 1 Toxicity measurement of two pesticides on Eisenia foetida (7 d)

W /mg - kg™ 0 125 250 500 1 000
FETH /% e 0+0 28.3+10.4 45.0+13.2 66.7+12.5 98.3+2.8
R 0+0 25.0+10.0 36.7+8.8 55.0+7.6 100.0+0
kg™ (£ 1), LB HUR) A LA 7 O R 2AR T LAY, 25 LA AL
2.2 FRFERESIXT 2 FhoR BT B9 BT 5 A IR B R B RO (LDso) 1 1/25 I,

HR A 2 Pl HLBEAS B0 R 2 PRI R B8 HERR Mt 30% , B IE#E 10 mg - kg ™', [A15kEA
WIE (LDso) , B8 I AL FR A VR BERR L , 1] FH e 5[] 9 31.7% £10.4% ;5 i 20 mg - kg~', MR K
BEAT A IR 2 AT M 0 X b A R BT MY 38.9% +6.8% o X4 -hHEAT HLEE A HUFI B ik B
IR, RIe LUA MU B BB/ Xt IR IE BOEWIE (LDso) 19 1/5 i, HalieR 2t 50% ,
A |7 2 > 3RS 2 (A1 R 2 AH L, T34 88 RV i 50 mg - kg™', [IEEEN 50. 6% +10. 2% ;
FINF 5% SRR THA = LG50 SEHE 100 mg - kg™, [FIBER N 53.3% +2.9% oHY

RIZE R IR (R 2.3 3) , R FRIMEIX 2 80 LA PIBE A BURMR B kST &, iR B p 3OE ik i

R 2 HFE R B BRBERI 8T A X5 (96 h)

Table 2 Experimental results from excluding behavior of Eisenia foetida towards methamidophos (96 h)

e E 250 50 10 CK(0)
/mg * kg~ 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
Bes s % 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
3%/ 5 7 4 8 11 11 7 8 7 4 1 -3 3
AN Ve S 7 8 4 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
8K /%  53.8  33.3 50.0 57.9 55.0 38.9 40.0 35.0 20 5.0 -15.0 15.0

/% 45.7+10.9 50.6 £10.2 31.7+10.4 1.7+15.3
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Table 3 Experimental results from excluding behavior of Eisenia foetida toward phoxim (96 h)

HTE g - kg 500 100 20 CK(0)
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
Bk s % 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
ek 4 9 6 7 9 11 11 8 9 6 1 2 -2
WETHL % 5 6 8 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
[11] 8 2/ % 60.0 42.9 58.3 50.0 55.0 55.0 40.0 45.0 31.6 5.0 10.0 -10.0
FH /% 53.7+9.4 53.3+2.9 38.9+6.8 1.7+10.4
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