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Abstract

B-Ocimene is a plant communication signal molecule capable of inducing defense responses in plants.
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This paper aims to study the control effect of -basil on rice dicarborer and its effect on yield. Under
field conditions, the control effects of f-Ocimene and conventional chemical pesticides on the Chilo sup-
pressalis in rice and their influences on rice yield were analyzed simultaneously. The field experiment
results indicated that the growth and agronomic traits of rice were not affected after treatment with -
Ocimene. Moreover, the control effect of -Ocimene against the Chilo suppressalis in rice was superior
to that of chemical pesticides. The rates of early dead sheath plants and late white panicle plants were
both lower than those of the blank control. The control efficacy against dead sheath and white panicle
could reach 56.81% and 41.33%, respectively. Compared with chemical pesticides, the rate of early
dead sheath plants was reduced by 2.15%; the rate of late white panicle plants was 0.7% lower than
that of chemical pesticides. The rice yield increased by 16.83% with f-Ocimene compared to the con-
trol, and there was no significant difference from chemical pesticides. The above results all suggest that
B-Ocimene has significant efficacy in controlling the Chilo suppressalis in rice. This study provides a
new approach for the green control of the Chilo suppressalis in rice.
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—ALUE(Chilo suppressalis) @ i H d kAL, ERE OB RO H, RREKRERRE B R
faH XN ENEF R —. BESRGERRE, T AL BT TN, AEREK, AT
PSR, WIS R BRI B R[] 24ur, AR KR AR I B IR 0 LA 2ER VR N, AR ZH
AR RBURAFEK EUE RIS QN e, KRG IOK A AR 2 5R B 3G, r AT {8 i Sk gy

B-BEET I AFAE T AR R, ANFERRE RS R p-2 BaE[2]. FHYTEZ BRI 2 B -
i, AR AR R3], AU AR A ANEREIN B2 Wit RE B S E Y B A s R, I HL
B A SR AT RE J1[4]-[6]

TENLE 52 305 R B S AE Pt i AR = A — I R SR, U R SRR 25 o A R A
YHRGUR R FEEFHIIREN[7]-[9]. BN CHIFTERY, B-Z 8l I B i 80R[10]. p-Z 8id
SR — AN R — Gy, B SN E S VIR SR RS 5. DA RRE, p-
T R IR AR K IR (salicylic acid, SA)I%4E 5 SR FiK (jasmonic acid, JA)EIEZ B s ST, 15 ik
PR1 JEK LI K PDF1.2 BRIRAE RN ETF, o8k A IEIE[11]. DLERT TR p-2 BiafE
SFHEMBTRTIAEEERE S, MENINER I -2 8id it KT REBE R, aRiIxs -
X KRB AR IR R HATHE A, /K UE SR Cpia 2 At 1R 8K

2. MM 5RHE
2.1. KA
AKFERF: A 100 (e 73R A EAERRAL).
2.2. WHR&
WA T A2 I R KR D S R B, PR PR AR % 5 AU TR S St b,
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80% e ML IF i 15 50 25 UK. 7T FH 10%F 4E B HUs 45 50 + 5% 4E B % 150 ml + 75%/f5 B [ EE 15
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2.3. IR S

R RN KA 5 LR R =, KT EMXHE 2 H =N TR SE(EE:
112.82°, #i%: 28.34°),
RIS E]: 2023.07~2024.08.

2.4, WEEt

KRS A AIRPARCR . KRR ZMR, P EEATT. @ 100 BET AN, L
AR, RWEBALE(—), BAEGUEE(T) IR, K ax i, BEgUEE(—). BEFGECC)A
TEAERT A 2 A 2, AN ALEE 2 (A R REL AR, LIRS 5 m G Lo, B GAC RN SR AT T 0
IORHE R I )UEAT AR B, RN ACEE R0 1 m? IR A REHLIER 30 AR K3 —BUKIKAS, IdRH I BE
o FhEEL BAEEG BREEL ETFSRREMRR S AR JREKREE B I IIE LR R ZTEIR: o BE
e, PR, SIHH, SRR, 2SR, rEAE.

25. BERBRFZE

Rk A I 56 1R 75 3 J5 G o5k 2% A B 7K R FE e fin SR ORI 2 AR 2, R 1 0 e o SR A B — IR AR R
A E S AR A, R AR AR A TS ORI 7 AT S h, A RO 30 SOUKRE, HTIA
SEEECS R, IF B A AR R NS L, S IR A SRS AR, R — AR IR, &
JE AT =B E o FEKFERRAE AR ARIE, TN A SBERRE (4 om x 12 cm) i, 5 [ SE 4G 2
BRESEE. FEMAE, SOOEFEILPE = AR S, NI S EUZ AT 1 m? A KRS AT
PR, A S AR, uk . TRIE, BRI HTARE, dohEEE, FREL 500 g AKFERET
A 80 LA HLE, THHE S KE . W HE A Microsoft Excel 2019 #HT 411402, KA 1BM SPSS
Statistics 26 #1777 24> HT(ANOVA), ifid LSD 1 Duncan 772347 £ 5 L& (P < 0.05), 3% H Origin
2022 At AT

B vA 2R 5 S i A S
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3. KRENH
3.1. p-BEE I L IRBI BT AR

3.11. ARAE THERNTL
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Figure 1. The number of withered sheath and white ear under different treatments

E 1. TEAERHEEHES AEY

3.1.2. AELIE TR AKEH_LIENR

KRG R IR AAE R, RIS AR, E 1 Pis, ERAAARARBNT, R EE K
TR, FRK T 1.34%, BiRul®) 22.78%; HEHZIEAC 7 1.35%, PiaUAH] 29.07%. 7t FH B A BT
BT, FHER S ZCT IR, 2 HIK T 3.42%. 2.72%, BhE0AE] 64.24%. 49.37%; RS f#
fiKT 1.29%. 2.48%, Bixuk®] 29.77%. 52.89%, H o BAR( ) AR B &L T XA, BAGMHLT
TR ZG, FEEER KT 2.08%. 1.38%, A REMER; AR BEERC)FIKT 1.13%, F
BEMES. KW TR AEH BT B VA R

Table 1. Effect of different treatments on control of Chilo suppressalis in paddy field

® 1 NEETRE7KFEE ZEHR

Ak F Hili B R (%) Fili B R 2 7 280 (%) FIAEIE 2 (%) IR 6 77 20 (%)
Xt iR 5.53a — 5.22a —
Ry &) 4.19b 22.78 3.87a 29.07
BAG() 211c 64.24 3.93a 29.77
BAEH(Z) 2.81c¢ 49.37 2.74b 52.89

T ANFARET R ) 2 BEE A RN 5 RO SRR T 20 /e 0.05 AT, 2R &R

3.13. FNEAEBETH _HIREKLZERRI

TEAN A AbEE B PRik 3 /X i O™ (KRS, Il IR AR K. B, Wik 2 55K 2
fia, BEgiit &M, MR LaE. K, EENE TSRS BEHUHEA. HhibEry
ExtRAAaE, SR Buk T 4 %, SPIKEES 0N 1.26 cm A1 1.38 cm, 4k [ 8.70%; “FIYE 5
749 0.047 g F10.055 g, F#AIK 1 14.55%; it tra RN R BT WAEHA S IR, &l
IR T 3 4%, 54, TR RN 1.03 cm AT 1.02 cm, SXHIEAHEL 2 BI4E % T 25.36%F1 26.09%:;
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Y E RS> 08 0.038 g F10.034 g, 5%t REAHEL 20 Al BEAIG T 30.91%F1 38.18%; Siit /3 #irah R NE i
FVEZER . JEHAEN p-Z A Re g A0 AR KK E .

Table 2. Impact on Chilo suppressalis under different processing
2 2. T EIIE T ZHIERI R0

AbFp HH(%) S5 (cm) PR EE(Q)

it Hi 9 1.38+0.31a 0.055 + 0.007 a
iR 2 5 1.26+0.30a 0.047 £0.007 a
BAG(—) 6 1.03£0.17 b 0.038 % 0.006 b
BA() 4 1.02+0.25b 0.034 +0.008 b

T AN AEERLXTBE# TEE AR )N T REROR SRR R TT Z 0T AE 0.05 KPR, ZFRE#H.

E: WEBLRIOIN IR AR BAAg(—). BEH(T)

Figure 2. The size of Chilo suppressalis under different treatments
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Figure 3. Effects of g-Ocimene on agronomic characters of rice
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3.3. p-B#mFKFE T 2R

Wi 3, BAEG(C)AMIFEEEE S T RA, 3T T 17.04%; {2 254 5 B )RR 2
SEETXEA, ST T 28.10%. 23.97%1 36.36%; B FH(Z)AMEhrE R E s TAEAH, 7
T 25.99%; SxHERAAEL, LRGP EIRTET 16.62%; BEAEABRLALTIRTET 16.83%, SRy
k. LR BTk, p-% W@ Rets sl piG A TS BIRE FIROCR . H H SR R — 3.

Table 3. Effects of different treatments on rice yield after controlling Chilo suppressalis

= 3. NEAIERTIA IR E X7k FE = B AT

A3 FEEL (A7) AR B ) S5 (%) TR (g) SR B (kg/667 m?)
it 135+3.1b 121+75b 659+11.4a 24.67+0.58 a 495.9+26.9b
Ry &) 147+42ab 155+9.8a 60.2+7.2a 2435+0.71a 578.3+52.5a
HWEH(—) 149+3.7ab 150+215a 68.8+26a 23.89+0.87a 533.7 +71.9.ab
() 158+4.2a 165+ 10.7 a 68.9+5.0a 2470+0.87a 624.8+50.0a
T AR LB R % EUE AN R /NS - RER R R R 7 240 I TE 0.05 /KPR, R .
4. &g
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5, BRI S A G R 2R

5525 AR S VR 5 A B R KK R R SR AT IIE , 45 SR ER -5 A2 S KRG 0 1E 3 AR
HREMWR. FEEIATIRE, SRR B IR R B D AR TTIA B R . I, -
BT DL A B AL R 25T IR B, -5 S A 1T DL — Fh G B i KR AR
BTk
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(RRAE ], SEOX S AR REA KRR, BN, I SR 2 25 R I 5 R 10 f5 5
Fi[15], FEEIXFOTEERAE A, AT AR HCH R . 6 DL s, BUF g-B #hiabiih —
MBS BF IR A ORI EBRERI S T, AU PR L2 R 2], AR SR A i 7
B, XURE e R E T AR AW, AT LI L, WA R
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