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Abstract

The occurrence of rice brown planthopper and white back planthopper in Nanxiong City showed
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an increasing trend due to the influence of multiple factors such as climate and pharmaceutical
factors, for effective prevention and control of brown planthopper and white back planthopper
in the safe rice production process of Nanxiong City, efficient, low toxic and environmentally
friendly prevention and control agents, four kinds of chemical agents used in the process of grain
production to control rice brown planthopper and white back planthopper were selected for com-
parative evaluation of field efficacy. The test results show that the control effect of 20% trifluor-
opyrimidine water dispersing granule against rice brown planthopper and white back planthop-
per was better than that of 25% pyrhidone suspension and 80% endine-pyrhidone water dispers-
ing granule at the initial stage of application, and also showed good durability, It also has a high
yield guarantee rate. Therefore, it is recommended as the main agent for the control of rice brown
planthopper and white back planthopper in Nanxiong City, recommended application concentra-
tion is the highest concentration of 8 g/mu. To prevent pests from developing serious resistance,
it can be applied alternately with 25% pyrhidone suspension and 80% endine-pyrhidone water
dispersible granule.
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Table 1. Experimental insecticide information
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Figure 1. Control effect of different insecticides on Nilaparvata lugens (Stal)
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Figure 2. Control effect of different insecticides on Sogatella furcifera (Horvath)
2. REAFILEIKFEEE CEBIBTAMR

3.3. T RIZFIAIER K FE~= B AR

AR = B e 25 A AR 2R =, R wE 3 for, S5WUEE KX BRAA L, & F 2577 kb3
AR~ 2 B R B AR O AL EE B (R 20% = SR AR M IE 7K 20 BRI B R i P 8 /i) AR EE A (R 20% = 87K
WA IE K 3 BRI B R IR PE 6 /7). AbEE D (R 80%JnE « NI B /K 2 BRI 77 B = iR FE 40 g/ ) RIALER C
(B 25% Mt f J 2 V7 751 B3t v A 15 40 mL/ T ) o FL AR AL B #E HEAT P B E 2 JG T8 377 412.13 Kg/Hi,
TR 2L 40.55%, BURMEZIRKFERIALEE A {7 B0 B BRAC, 841770 398.04 Kg/m, fRi™Hik
35.74%, TMALEE C FIALEE D IR 2 MIAHR, 5308 13.40%H01 20.69%. SEKE, 20% =R ABELEK
SYHORLTR DR 7= RO BT, B it 25 9% B R 7= RO B TR 259k %

450 45%
2
300 30% Tﬁ
(1]
B ®
oD
&
i)
i
150 15%
0 0%
Pyraxalt 20%WG  Pyraxalt 20%WG  ILIFER 25%SC 75 I L A
6g/ B 8g/H 40mL/F 80%WG 40g/H

R —.—{ERER

Figure 3. Effects of different insecticide treatments on rice yield
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