ZHRMFIEE, ], Anhui Agric. Sci. 2019,47(1) :130-133,140

Ik R B2 A [5] 57 BY Xt 7k 78 44 58 Y B 30 K% A K 5 1K B 2 i

WA, BRE

(TLPEARN 2 AR 2= Bt VTV e 2 330045)

FE [ B8 EA R IR R A B St KA AR 6 b7 8 A R B R R dekk 0 oAb A vk R EAS W AR AR AL, [ k]
24% F 8,k BelF &5 A A TR A R A e vk Bk B B R AT vk R IR TR A KA IR A RS A R B S AP AR
3¢ K AG AT 44 W 18] By 2k, SR 3 ek 0 K 00 Heh . [ 2R ] ok KR B A A 3R AG A 0 B R A B K £ ST, P 50% ok ke
T HF 20% % & i K 53 F) 90~ 150 g/hm’ Fo 2%k & e HiA 7] 120~ 180 g/hm” 432 By 74 —ACHZ A94R8 o 3 R ZOR 2 A 5 70. 88% ~
90. 27% e 67. 61% ~95. 66% , 2. ZAK T S AL T 3+ 18 25 7 24% P 2, % BB % 71 40 g/hm® 4L 22;25% k& B T 3% My 71 Ao 20% vk & e
EE 7] 90~150 g/hm?® Iy i = ALIE GG 4% 3 A 2 Sk AR H) A 39. 01% ~78. 38% F= 49. 00% ~ 80. 83% , 3 A& T 3, 2 F4& T 5+ 8 25 7] 24% 7
AR BRI A 40 o/hm’, EARRE A AT, vk KR R A A AL 84 55 R IL A A 0 ) ~ T A > U A > ST IR 4
~E&FR, vk kA A ekl KA — R, RR R A ek 0 R R A AR E LR, B P TREN KoM TIRESF F &
71 150 o/hm? R 2255 7 d 3T skk 69 2 45 % 2 27. 59% ~50. 96% , 25 & 14~21 d % 42.50% ~73. 21%, 25 J& 28 d % 43. 48% ~
52.69% , % % & F B4 A 150~ 180 g/hm* 2 28 Fo 2t 1825 7] 24% F 2, & BEMF & 570 40 ¢/hm® 220, [ 256 | A vk & e B o6 K AG =103
Bt AR 28 S 4B K A HOR ) | TR A A R A, H o 3 ek 09 & AR A & TR S BOB A Fe TR A

REA AR ek B AR R Sk A
RESHEES S482.3'9 CEFRIRAD A
TEHE  0517-6611(2019)01-0130-04

doi: 10. 3969/j. issn. 0517-6611. 2019. 01. 040

i
T MRS (RIRRRS) FRIRE(OSID) ;
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Abstract
were investigated in order to provide a reference for the scientific use of dinotefuran in paddy field. [ Method ] The field efficacies of dinotefuran
soluble granule(SP) , water dispersible granule( WDG ) , wettable powder( WP) , suspension concentrates(SC) and granules(GR) on C. sup-
pressalis and its effects on the growth and decline of spiders were investigated by foliar spray and granule application methods with methoxyfeno-

[ Objective ] The efficacies of different formulations of dinotefuran on Chilo suppressalis of rice and its safety to natural enemy spider

zide 24% suspensions(SC) as the control pesticide. [ Result] There was great difference among the efficacies of different formulations of di-
notefuran on C. suppressalis of rice. The protecting seedling and insecticidal effects of dinotefuran 50% SG and 20% WDG at 90-150 g/hm”, and
2% GR at 120-180 g/hm* on C. suppressalis were 70. 88%—90. 27% and 67. 61% —95. 66% , respectively, which were significantly better
than or equivalent to that of the control pesticide methoxyfenozide 24% SC at 40 g/hm*. The protecting seedling and insecticidal effects of di-
notefuran 25% WP and 20% SC at 90-150 g/hm’ on C. suppressalis were 39. 01%-78.38% and 49. 00%—80. 83% respectively, which were
lower or significantly lower than that of the control pesticide of methoxyfenozide 24% SC at 40 g/hm*. The efficacy of different formulations of
dinotefuran on C. suppressalis was as follows: WDG = SG > WP = SC at the same dosage. Dinotefuran had a certain effect on the growth and
decline of spiders in paddy fields, and there were significantly different between the killing rates of different formulations to spiders. The killing
rates of SG, WDG, WP and SC at 150 g/hm? to spiders were 27. 59%—-50. 96% 7 days after treatment, 42. 50%—73.21% 14-21 days after
treatment , 43. 48%—52. 69% 28 days after treatment, respectively, which was significantly higher than those of GR at 150-180 g/hm” and the
control pesticide methoxyfenozide 24% SC at 40 g/hm’. [ Conclusion] WDG, SG and GR should be selected as priority with dinotefuran
against C. suppressali, and the safety of GR to the spiders was higher than that of WDG and SG.
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Table 1 Field control effect of different formulations of dinotefuran on Chilo suppressalis of early rice

Z4J5 7 d 7 d after drug

ZjJ5 14 d 14 d after drug

ZJ5 21 d 21 d after drug

FHE . Ry R | . Ry Y EXY:
e Dosage Bl 1@623(1)1‘%1% Rl %e‘fdﬁ(n% R %e‘fdﬁ(n% Nﬁ?{fjﬁof Iz;fj lﬁ(i(;%;l
Treatment 2 Withered heart e Withered heart aung Withered heart aung A i
g/hm te,)/% protection te/% protection ate//% protection live insects effect
rates7 e effect /% rate// e effect//% rate/7 e effect//% e %
A 90 1.27 72.15 ¢dBCDE 1.43 74.82 d C 1.64 79.57 beBCD 7.77 68. 07 cdDE
120 1.15 74.78 beBC 1.43 74.82 dC 1. 60 80. 12 beBCD 7.31 69. 96 ¢dCD
150 1.16 74.56 beBC 1.35 76.23 cdC 1.28 84.08 abABC 5.29 78.27 abABC
B 90 0.98 78.52 beB 1.44 74.65 dC 2.04 74.59 ¢dCDE 6. 68 72.53 beBCD
120 0.89 80.48 bB 1.20 78.87 cC 1.50 81.37 beABC 5.20 78.63 abAB
150 0.47 89.69 aA 0.62 89.08 aA 0.78 90.27 aA 4.29 82.37 aA
C 90 1.58 65.35 eDEF 1.94 65.85 eD 3.25 59. 63 {fFG 12. 41 49.00 fF
120 1.52 66. 67 deCDEF 1.84 67.61 eD 2.65 67.06 eEF 12. 15 50. 08 {F
150 1. 14 75.01 beBC 1.29 77.29 cdC 1.74 78.38 beBCD 9.71 60. 08 ek
D 90 2.14 53.07 {G 2.57 54.75 gF 3.65 54.64 {G 12.25 49. 66 {F
120 1.80 60. 53 eFG 2.22 60.92 fE 3.19 60. 29 fFG 11.87 51.22 ¥
150 1.64 64.04 eEF 1.80 68.31 eD 2.61 67.57 eEF 8.32 65. 81dDE
E 120 1.26 72.36 ¢dBCD 1.43 74.82 dC 2.33 71.08 deDE 7.88 67.61 cdDE
150 1.02 77.61 beB 1.19 79.05 cC 1.92 76.13 ¢dBCDE 7.13 70. 68 ¢cdBCD
180 0.85 81.36 bB 0.94 83.45 bB 1.16 85.60 abAB 5.49 77.45 abABC
F 40 1.05 76.97 beB 1.27 77.64 cdC 1.58 80. 32 beBCD 6. 68 72.53 beBCD
CK 0 4.56 5.68 8.04 24.33

T < [R5 A R /NS PR 2 1R 18 0. 0L 1 0. 05 /K225 3%

Note ; Different capital letters and lowercases in the same column stand for significant differences at 0. 01 and 0. 05 level , respectively
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Table 2 Field control effect of different formulations of dinotefuran on Chilo suppressalis of late rice

Z4J5 7 d 7 d after drug ZjJ5 14 d 14 d after drug Z4§J5 21 d 21 d after drug

Treatment o/hm’ Withered heart ~ ~°° 118 Withered heart A.ee e Withered heart A.ee e I umber o nse(f:ftlcl
protection protection protection 1ve 1nsects ettect
e/ % effeot//% /% efect//% rate//% effect //% % %

A 90 1.06 70. 88 cdBC 1.23 75.98 def DE 1.59 78.52 ¢cDE 4.16 80.52 eE
120 0.84 76.92 abcABC 1.13 77.93 cdeBCD 1.26 83.02 b BC 3.12 85.38 ¢dBCD
150 0.70 80.77 abA 0.95 81.45b AB 1.05 85.82 aAB 2.30 89.24 bB

B 90 0.79 78.30 abABC 1.25 75.58 efDE 1.80 75.69 deEFG 5.28 80.24 eE
120 0.73 79.95 abAB 1.07 79. 10 bedBCD 1.34 81.96 bCD 2.93 86. 28 beBC
150 0.65 82.14 aA 0.77 84.96 aA 1.04 85.93 aA 2.32 89.11 bB

C 90 2.22 39.01 gk 1.94 62.11 jG 2.46 66. 86 gJ 6.65 68. 84 oG
120 2.05 43.68 gk 1.83 64.26 ijG 2.46 66.78 gJ 5.43 74.55 ¥
150 1.52 58.24 efD 1.77 65.43 iG 2.00 73.06 efGHI 4.09 80. 83 eDE

D 90 1.72 52.75 {D 1.96 61.72 jG 2.84 61.70 hK 6.88 67.74 ¢G
120 1. 61 55.77 efD 1.55 69.73 hF 2.11 71.51 fHI 5.43 74.55 {F
150 1.45 60. 16 eD 1.47 71.29 ghF 2.17 70. 67 {1 5.55 73.97 {F

E 120 0.95 73.90 bedABC 1.35 73.63 fgEF 1.87 74.76 ¢ FGH 4.22 80.21 eE
150 0.91 75.00 abcABC 1.19 76.76 defCDE 1.54 79.16 cDE 2.93 86. 28 beBC
180 0.78 78.57 abABC 1.00 80. 47 beBC 0.89 88.04 aA 0.93 95. 66 aA

F 40 1.13 68.96 dC 1.24 75.78 efDE 1.64 77.93 cdEF 3.75 82.41 deCDE

CK 0 3.64 5.12 7.41 21.33

T [RIF B AN R R/ ING R4 53R TE 0. 01 F1 0. 05 /RF28 57 35

Note ; Different capital letters and lowercases in the same column stand for significant differences at 0. 01 and 0. 05 level , respectively
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Table 3 Effect of different formulations of dinotefuran on growth and decline of spider in rice field
. ZjJ5 7 d 7 d after drug 24)5 14 d 14 d after drug 25 21 d 21 d after drug Z)5 28 d 28 d after drug
TKAE =N
MU g MU g MURE g MORE
Rice Treatment yhmz dr;:;tmn Kill rate t&p::];llon Kill rate ((:112;311011 Kill rate (;12 lrll:itwn Kill rate
type i % i % s % s %
LiL RPN LIV RPN LY VRPN W E M
HFg A 90 104 10. 34 efBC 114 28.75 ¢dCD 96 57.14 ¢dBC 196 28.99 dC
Early rice 120 90 22.41 cdB 96 40.00 bB 80 64.29 bAB 174 36.96 cBC
150 84 27.59 bcAB 72 55.00 aA 64 71.43 aA 156 43.48 bAB
B 90 102 12.07 eBC 106 33.75 cC 102 54.46 dC 190 31.16 ¢dC
120 92 20. 69 cdB 88 45.00 bB 82 63.39 bAB 168 39.13 ¢B
150 78 32.76 abA 70 56.25 aA 68 69. 64 abAB 144 47.83 abA
C 90 110 5.17 efC 116 27.50 ¢dCD 94 58.04 ¢B 186 32.61 cdC
120 92 20.69 cdB 92 42.50 bB 82 63.39 bAB 160 42.03 bAB
150 74 36.21 aA 68 57.50 aA 60 73.21 aA 136 50.72 aA
D 90 106 8. 62 efC 112 30.00 cC 112 50. 00 eC 190 31.16 cdC
120 96 17.24 dBC 90 43.75 bB 96 57.14 ¢dBC 168 39.13 ¢B
150 82 29.31 bA 74 53.75 abA 70 68.75 abAB 144 47.83 abA
E 120 114 1.72 fgC 152 5.00 fF 216 3.57 gE 268 2.90 eD
150 106 8. 62 efBC 134 16.25 eE 204 8.93 fgDE 258 6.52 eD
180 98 15.52 dB 122 23.75 deDE 194 13.39 {D 252 8.70 eD
F 40 122 =5.17 ¢C 154 3.75 fF 210 6.25 fgDE 262 5.07eD
CK 0 116 160 224 276
A A 90 154 25.96 dCD 210 35.58 ¢BC 230 44.98 cdBC 346 33.46 ¢B
Late rice 120 128 38.46 bB 166 49.08 bAB 194 53.59 bAB 278 46. 54 abA
150 104 50. 00 aA 130 60. 12 aA 162 61.24 aA 254 51.15 aA
B 90 162 22.12 dDE 196 39. 88 ¢BC 222 46. 89 cdAB 320 38.46 bcAB
120 132 36.54 beB 160 50.92 bAB 188 55.02 bAB 268 48.46 aA
150 110 47.12 aA 124 61.96 aA 150 64.11 aA 246 52.69 aA
C 90 170 18.27 eDE 196 39. 88 ¢BC 214 48. 80 bcAB 336 35.38 cAB
120 152 26.92 dCD 162 50.31 bAB 182 56. 46 abAB 298 42.69 bAB
150 102 50.96 aA 128 60.74 aA 152 63. 64 aA 260 50. 00 aA
D 90 166 20. 19 eDE 198 39.26 ¢BC 228 45.45 ¢dBC 348 33.08 cB
120 140 32.69 cBC 172 47.24 bAB 196 53.11 bAB 310 40.38 bAB
150 114 45.19 aA 130 60. 12 aA 160 61.72 aA 278 46. 54 abAB
E 120 192 7.69 fF 252 22.70 dD 270 35.41 eC 396 23.85 dCD
150 176 15.38 eEF 220 32.52 dCD 246 41.15 deBC 360 30.77 ¢BC
180 152 26.92 dCD 196 39. 88 cBC 224 46.41 cBC 334 35.77 bcAB
F 40 192 7.69 {F 294 9.82 fE 380 9.09 fE 472 9.23 eD
CK 0 208 326 418 520

T : [RF B AN ) R/ ING R4 53R 0. 01 F1 0. 05 RF22 57 35

Note: Different capital letters and lowercases in the same column stand for significant differences at 0. 01 and 0. 05 level ,respectively
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