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Effect comparison of chemical control against Ostrinia furnacalis
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Abstract In order to confirm the control effect of pesticide against Asian corn borer (ACB) , Ostrinia furnacalis
(Guenée) at different generations, the numbers of larvae, stalk cavities per hundred plants, damaged rate, and
corn yield were investigated under different treatments in autumn in Jilin Province. The results showed that the
control effect of different control treatments had significant difference. The numbers of ACB larvae, stalk cavi-
ties per hundred plants, and damaged rate of three control treatments were significantly lower than those of the
blank control. Treatment on ACB at both generations had the highest control effect. There were annual differ-

ences among the control effect of the treatment only at the first generation or only at the second generation.
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Table 1 Control effect of Asian corn borer at different generations in 2011

L&/ - O%/3k - , . , iR
h RABE RURT wene mlsis/% mowEs/y wkbaes/ v 00
Qb [ER7S [ER7S R/ %
. Number of Decrease rate of Decrease rate of Decrease rate of
Treatment Stalk cavities Larva numbers .. Control
damaged plants stalk cavities larva number damaged plants .
per 100 plants per 100 plants efficacy
CK (99.0£7.5)a (93.0£13. 2)a (82.0£2.6)a — — — —
1 —RBiA
Control only at the  (28.048. 6)c (41.0£8. 9b (41.0%4. 9c 71.72 55.91 50. 00 59. 21
first generation
Rk
Control only at the (61.0412. 4)b (65.0£18. )b (64.0£6.8)b 38. 38 30. 11 21. 95 30. 15
second generation
— REBR
Control at both (21.0£4.0)c (36.0+£7.9b (35.0%6.5)¢ 78.79 61.29 57. 32 65.73

generations
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Data in the table are mean®-SD. Different letters in the same column indicate significant difference at 0. 05 levels by Duncan’s new multiple

range test. The same below.
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Table 2 Control effect against Asian corn borer at different generations in 2012
% H %/ 3k . g . UM
i s WOEMEUN mILRER/ Y mOER/ Y ey R
Qb3 A [ERS R/ %
. Number of Decrease rate of Decrease rate of Decrease rate of
Treatment Stalk cavities Larva numbers .. Control
damaged plants stalk cavities larva number damaged plants .
per 100 plants per 100 plants efficacy
CK (39.0£5.8)a  (21.00+£2.92)a  (68.0%6.8)a — = — —
Rk
Control only at the  (25.0+4.7)b  (14.00+£5.34)a  (43.0£6.6)b 35. 87 35. 00 36.76 35. 89
first generation
HZABhiA
Control only at the  (5.0%1.0)c (2.00£1.22)b (21. 0%5. 6)c 87.18 90. 48 69. 12 82. 26
second generation
— ZHREBh
Control at both (1. 02, De (1. 00£1.000b  (14.0=£2.9)c 94. 87 95. 24 79. 41 89. 84
generations
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Table 3 Control effect against Asian corn borer at different generations in 2014
LE/A - A%/ - R . Shannem Jith
= 4 . & WRREM MALRER/Y  mRER/ Y ke PR
b5 bk ik ‘ R/ %
. .. Number of Decrease rate of Decrease rate of Decrease rate of
Treatment Stalk cavities Larva numbers .. Control
damaged plants stalk cavities larva number damaged plants .
per 100 plants per 100 plants efficacy
CK (38.0£6.43)a (23.3%7.5a (60.743.5)a — — — —
H—Biia
Control only at the (16. 744. 05)b (14. 0£5. 8)a (38.6+1.8)b 56. 05 39.9 36. 41 44,12
first generation
HZABhiA
Control only at the (25.341.76)b (18.0£2.0)a (40. 7£8. 4)b 33.42 22.75 32.95 29.71
second generation
— U BiIR
Control at both (10. 3£1.76)b (8.0£2.0)a (21.0=£1. 2)c 72.89 65. 67 65. 40 67.99
generations
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Table 4 Effect of different control strategies for Asian corn borer on maize yield in 2012
S OEL B /em HEE /g AR /g FEELEI/ %
Treatment Ear length Dry weight per ear Dry grain weight per 100 ears  Yield increased
CK (19. 8040. 43)a (276.43+11.22)a 24 425. 35
H__fEiys
. - fcllﬁ'm . (20. 2240.42)a (281.68+13.50)a 25 351. 2 3.79
Control only at the first generation
1 — AR s
. A=A . (20. 6840. 29)a (299. 8247.53)a 26 500. 40 8. 49
Control only at the second generation
L fREEREA
< BB . (19. 95£0. 44)a (289. 59410. 92)a 26 320. 55 7.56
Control at both generations
RS 2014 FIH EKERE GG KGR ER =B H 00
Table 5 Effect of different control strategies for Asian corn borer on maize yield in 2014
Qb PR B /em KM /g AR /g FEEg N/ %
Treatment Ear length Dry weight per ear Dry grain weight per 100 ears  Yield increased
CK (19. 28=+0. 38)a (203. 145%5. 69)a 19 826. 67 —
[ Y2 (ST
. - ﬁ@m . (19.55£0. 19)a (215.7244. 58)a 20 653. 75 4.17
Control only at the first generation
O — fE s
. A= A (18.9740. 32)a (214.15+6. 10)a 20 563. 33 3.72
Control only at the second generation
. —REBREIA
-~ (19. 360, 19)a (218.1045. 90)a 20 850. 00 5.16

Control at both generations
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