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Investigation on the species of sugarcane borers in sugarcane
planting areas of Guangxi

HUANG Chenghua, SHANG Xiankun, WEI Jili, PAN Xuehong"
(Sugarcane Research Institute , Guangxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Nanning 530007, China)

Abstract Sugarcane borers are the important pests affecting sugarcane production. In order to know the main
species and occurrence of sugarcane borers in Guangxi, borers species and their damage rate were investigated in
the field at the sugarcane seedling stages from April to May in 2019. Results showed that the rate of dead heart
caused by Tetramoera schistaceana was the highest (5.59%), followed by Chilo sacchariphagus (5.29%) at the seedling
stage of sugarcane in ratoon sugarcane fields. The average dead heart rate of T'. schistaceana in the South-West and South
of Guangxi was higher (7.34% and 6.76%). The average mosaic seedling rate of C. sacchariphagus in the South-West
of Guangxi was the highest (7.82%), while those in the Middle and South of Guangxi were 4.59% and 4.46% ,
respectively. The average damage rates in ratoon sugarcane fields caused by T. schistaceana and C. sacchariphagus
were higher (7. 13% and 7. 99%), while lower in the newly planted sugarcane fields (2. 31% and 3. 43%).
Taking the damage rate of T. schistaceana as the control indicators, 52.06% ratoon cane fields should be
prevented and controlled. Taking the damage rate of C. sacchariphagus as the control indicator, 56.16% ratoon
cane fields should be prevented and controlled. T'. schistaceana and C. sacchariphagus are the main pest species at
the seedling stage of sugarcane in Guangxi, especially T. schistaceana has been the dominant species, indicating
that the structure of the dominant borers in Guangxi has changed obviously. Borer damage was more serious in the
South and South-West sugarcane region than that in Northern sugarcane region in Guangxi. Borer damage in the
ratoon sugarcane fields was more serious than that in the newly planted sugarcane field. Therefore, sugarcane

borers in ratoon sugarcane fields should be the key point of pest control.
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a: Symptom of the damage caused by Tetramoera schistaceana; b: Symptom of the damage caused by Chilo infuscatellus;
c: Symptom of the damage caused by Chilo sacchariphagus; d: Symptom of the damage caused by Scirpopthaga excerptalis

1 HEEERAER
Fig. 1 Symptom of the damage caused by sugarcane borers at the sugarcane seedling stage
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Table 1 Damaged rates and proportions of dominant borer and borer damaged plots in ratoon fields

I ok =Y PR B 25 L/ %0 A7 HURE R SR L/ 20
Species of borer Damaged rate Proportion of dominant borer plots Proportion of borer damaged plots
W Tetramoera schistaceana (5.59%5. 11)aA 82.19 100. 00
25 Chilo sacchari phagus (5.29+6. 27)aA 60. 27 95. 89
TS Chilo in fuscatellus (1.14=£0. 86)bB 2.74 90. 41
21 B R Scirpophaga excerptalis (0. 584+1.42)bB 1. 37 53.42

D) FHP BRI AR . RBIEER S AR F/NG FRE 3R 4 Duncan [l 2R 225K 50 25 7 B35 (P<<0. 05) , ARIKE FHER R E 7

W2 (P<<0.01), Fdl,

Data in the table are mean+ SE. Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference (P<C0. 05) and different cap-

ital letters indicated the extremely difference (P<C0.01) by Duncan’s new multiple range test. The same applies below.
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Table 2 Regional distribution of the damage rate by sugarcane borers

HEZR /Y% Damage rate

X

Area

TR

Tetramoera schistaceana

R ey
Chilo sacchariphagus

AW

Chilo infuscatellus Scirpophaga excerptalis

VIR Southwest of Guangxi
1/ South of Guangxi

A Middle of Guangxi
7t Northwest of Guangxi

(7.34£4. 10)aA
(6. 767, 96)aA
(4. 68=2. 96)abA
(2.78=£1. 35)bA

(7.82£6. 33)aA
(4. 46£6. 54)abAB
(4. 59%£2. 82)abAB
(1.69=£1. 13)bB

(1. 66£1. 1)aA
(0. 96=+=1. 05)abA
(1. 14=£1. 16)abA
(0. 7840. 64)bA

(0. 82+£1. 15)abA
(0. 18=£0. 32)bA
(0.17%£0. 21)bA
(1.68£4.10)aA
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Table 3 Comparison of the damage rate of different sugarcane borers in different planting stages
IR ER/ N BRI ER/ N

Damage rate of Tetramoera schistaceana Damage rate of Chilo sacchariphagus

T HEX
Investigated sugarcane area ikl TER Bemih TER

Newly planted Ratoon Newly planted Ratoon

£k 1L %s X B E44  Nankang town, Tieshangang district (0.0040.00)bB  (1.2840.77)aA  (0.66=1.06)aA (0.8141. 51)aA

FEEE 2K Changling farm, Shangsi county (7.91+3.28)bA  (15.58=+5. 38)aA (9.03+4.58)aA  (13.61%£5.25)aA
VLM X Wi 4E Laituan town, Jiangzhou district (1.33%+1. 06)bA (4.91+2.99)aA (0.70£0.57)bB  (15.08=410. 83)aA
e HLIEA4H  Quli town, Fusui county (3.76+2.36)bB  (13.26+5.81)aA (7.90+4.72)aA  (12.63%+8.00)aA
P Brp 444 Zhongdong town, Fusui county (2.69+£2.18)aA (6. 394£5. 14)aA (6.76£5.19)aA  (10. 74=%9. 14)aA
= PHE K544 Dagiao town, Binyang county (1.35+1. 70)bA (6. 69+4. 35)aA (0. 00=£0. 00)bA (0. 90£0. 89)aA
[f4: B 3P4 Nanxu town, Long’an county (0. 40+0. 48)bB (5.57+3.02)aA (0. 18+0. 3)bB (4. 01%1. 66)aA
fEH B34k Liangqi farm, Hengxian county (1. 05+0. 84)bB (3.36£0.92)aA (2.24+0. 7)bB (6. 1541, 25)aA
14 Average (2.3142.57)bA  (7.13+4.86)aA (3.43%3.8)aA (7.9945. 76)aA

D) R Bl o Y E AR AE TR o [RIAT IR e 0 3 AR i AR b oy 5 3R B 5 AN TR /NG B8 7R 48 Duncan [R5 &8 22 A 50 7E 0. 05 7K
-2 5 8.3 (P<<0. 05) , AR E FEERIRE 0. 01 /K28 5k B35 (P<<0. 0D,
Data in the table are mean®SE. Different lowercase and capital letters of the same borer’s damage rate in the same row in newly planted
and ratoon sugarcane fields indicated significant difference at P<Z0. 05 and P<C0. 01 by Duncan’s new multiple range method, respectively.
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Table 4 Proportion of sugarcane fields to be targeted for control by the evaluation of different control indicators

MO/ %  Dead heart rate

BN /%  Mosaic seedling rate

DIREE LY HIR Y 3 AN Y=L
. M e o RO R = ~ - SV AUN S
Control indicator Tetramoera Chilo SUIEEES Chilo Scirpophaga ANt
. . Total . . Total
schistaceana infuscatellus sacchariphagus  excerptalis
ek YA T
BB 52. 06 0.00 56. 16 56. 16 2.74 61. 64

Proportion of cane fields to be targeted for control
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