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Abstract

For screening effective insecticides for controlling the rice Chilo suppressalis and rice Cnaphalocrocis medinalis, to achieve the pur-

pose of controlling these two pests by applying insecticides once, which can result in reducing pesticide use, field plot investigations were con-

ducted to find the control efficacy of 7 insecticides against the two pests in Feixi, 2021.The research showed that 6% abamectin -

chlorantranil-

iprole SC(750 mL/hm*) and 40% chlorantraniliprole - thiamethoxam WG (120 g/hm”) both had an excellent control effect of two pests in

population of insects and plant protecting. 10% abamectin -

methoxyfenozide SC ( 750 mL/hm’ ), 200 g/L chlorantraniliprole SC

(150 mL/hm*) and 200 g/1 tetrazolanamide SC( 150 mL/hm®) were also controlled to some extent of these two pests. These 5 insecticides
were safe for rice growth and environment, and were ideal insecticides for controlling C. suppressalis and C. medinalis.
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Table 2 Field control effect of different insecticide treatments on rice Chilo suppressalis Walker
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Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different treatments( P<0.05) ;different capital letters indicated
extremely significant difference (P<0.01)
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Table 3 Field control effect of different insecticide treatments on rice Cnaphalocrocis medinalis Giienée
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extremely significant difference ( P<0.01)
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