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Abstract: [ Purposes] In order to explore and seek high-efficiency and safe green control tech-
niques on sugarcane borers, promote green control of diseases and pests of sugarcane, build a re-
source-conserving, environmentally friendly and sustainable governance system of diseases and pests
of sugarcane. [ Methods ] In 2016, new sex pheromone trap of sugarcane borers, Abamectin-Bacil-
lus thuringiensis (Bt) and tebufenozide were selected and applied in field trials. [ Results ] The use
of new sex pheromone trap of sugarcane borers (6 hm”) in combination with 0.05% Abamectin-10
billion active gemma/g Bt WP (1.8 kg/hm®) or new sex pheromone trap of sugarcane borers (6 hm?)
in combination with 200 g/L tebufenozide SC (1.5 L/hm®) were the best in the sugarcane production.
New sex pheromone trap of sugarcane borers should be installed in early March, and biological agents

were mixed with water 900 kg/hm” and sprayed evenly sugarcane plants at the beginning of April, and
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the control effect of dead heart rate and bored stalk rate could be more than 69.98% and 49.09% re-
spectively, and it was superior to the control pesticide 3.6% bisultap GR (90 kg/hm?). [ Conclu-

sions | The new sex pheromone trap of sugarcane borers in combination with Bt or tebufenozide is

the optimum mode of green control techniques on sugarcane borers. When it was alternately or co-

ordinately used with other technology, it could delay the emergence and development of drug resist-

ance, and it was worthy of widespread popularization and application in sugarcane area.

Keywords: sugarcane borer; new sex pheromone trap of sugarcane borers; biological agents; green

control; control effect evaluation
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Tab. 1 Control effect of dead heart rate and bored stalk rate in different treatments
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Kb PR HE AbFAS[A])/(mm-dd)  control effect of dead heart rate  control effect of bored stalk rate
treatment amount time of treatment F0 2% i %0/% IEFE R/ % 5 %80 %
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M 1 7% b B
SRR AT 6 hm™ 03-05 9.55 52.00d 51.67 29.54d
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L SR 5 7R R 5 4 4 0.05% BT B 2 - 03-05. 04-13 4.65 76.62a 31.02 5770 a
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gemma/g Bt WP
U5 PR R A 4 5+200 /L 03-05. 04-13 597 69.98 b 37.33 49.09 b
U B A 6 hm >+
new sex pheromone trap of borers + 1.5 L/hm’ 03-5. 04-22 743 62.64¢ 4317 4ld3e
200 g/L tebufenozide SC 03-5. 05-3 7.63 61.64 ¢ 43.33 4091 ¢
0 X T

i:ﬁ;; {fﬁiﬁ?}?ﬂ 90 kg/hm’ 04-13 6.48 67.42b 36.67 50.00 b
CK 19.89 — 73.33 —
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Note: The different letters in the same column mean difference at 0.05 level.
2.2 HALFRXTUEE AR R BTV R

HE 1 IR TT AL A AR P A [F) b B
W ERROR BAT AR R B R . i dupE a7
LAY 6 hm® MR 2E, WA KT H AR
YIS AL BN 3.6% A& HUOBUERE 7 90 kg/hm?; i
PR ) T A7 i 2% 6 hm 2+0.05% Pl 4k 7 % -
100 {2527 g F4h T (Bt) TREHER 1.8 kg/hm’

T4 A 13 H Wit iy B Ry, & m T H A
Yyl AL BRFN 3.6% A% OSBRI 90 kg/hm®; H
A=y FIAL BRS 3.6% A% HUXSUBURL 71 90 kg/hm?
FIBH AN 1R
3 i

AIRIR LRI W AR A 2 S



AR

R, A HEIRE R s @R B AR DT 171

A= SR BT 4 TR 2R - O 2 AT e R B ES A 1EH
X H R d B BB IR RCR, Sk 2
HRLPHA A L A RO . RS
PRI A BRI . AT A IR AT
M, ATOL, B AR P RS RS A
BT B 2 - 5 2 AT TR o G 5o FH R B
HRE A R AR ) SR B R AR, (EAR AR X
T RRAE 0 o FH )t DA a5 500 i 7 15
7% 6 hm *+0.05% BZERR 25100 147 246/ 95 =
SAFH (BY) AR PR 1.8 kg/hm? BIE g1 7557
B AW 2% 6 hm 24200 /L H BE F & i )
1.5 L/hm’® Feff, 3 RPEE R AR #e B7E 3 H
WIEAE, 15~20 d B4 1 7.0 A=Wl 500 B 4
[P ek L e o WS E Ik /N
ZHEXEIK 900 kg 45T WHTRERE

WAL XAk 2 A 25 AR, L R A 5
R G, TFHRER. B ek
OB R SE YT M R, A O A A
R OBIE. M. RIREE . <Ad TRl K
AR (SRR S5 Z P (0 B4 B H e
HARLF PR, R R BN IE
220 7ol e i g e A RAEt ) ki bl | (115 [ e
FF 1R L R JE X H R e B R R B ROR
REEA BT H IR R T — 4B i ts, X
HEH R Ak B, MR AT A
YR e AT R EIG PR R B H B A A
TR RN RS o )0 AR A 0 A
- SEYHRIFIBTAE R - 9 s ST IR B e, AE
W B F = | R IR TG Y P A
TAREIRM I AR, A BT H s
R R, S R AR B . AR 209
EEE . HEER IR

U PR AR R A A PR — 0 FH L RR A R K
M xfeE BRI IeRL, PSR 2 R ERT
X HRAR 2 5 W HUME R B RS i -5 26 W il 3] T
HeW R I o AT R BEEES & ERE IS A R
=00 . AT ROR K G E Bk d, H
Bl P S5O AT LT — il R ik 2h, X5
PRI 5SRO SR A SR — B, C LR
HPEEF A 28 6 hm+0.05% Bl 4 4 2100
L5 /g T 4T (Bt AlIEPER ] 1.8 kg/hm?
T4 H 13 H Wit B B3R 18 76.62%, i =
FHAbAARE, FZIEHGEZG S5 1 QI ) i9F
R A, Xl EAG TSR R K IR

[ &E 3k ]

[11 SALLAM N, ACHADIAN E, KRISTINI A, et al. Monit-
oring sugarcane moth borers in Indonesia: towards better
preparedness for exotic incursions[J]. Proceedings of the
Australian Society of Sugar Cane Technologists, 2010,
32: 181.

[2] GOEBEL F R, ACHADIAN E, KRISTINI A, et al. In-
vestigation of crop losses due to moth borers in Indone-
sia[J]. Proceedings of the Australian Society of Sugar
Cane Technologists, 2011, 33: 9.

[31 MAGAREY R C, KRISTINI A, SALLAM N, et al. Ex-
tension of better control practices for moth borers in the
indonesian sugar industry[J]. Proceedings of the Aus-
tralian Society of Sugar Cane Technologists, 2012, 34:
10.

[4] B E, 2 SCR. BUACH s s R S e [ M. b
A i ER AL, 2011

[5] LEUL M, THANGAVEL S. Diversity of sugarcane
borer species and their extent of damage status on cane
and sugar yield in three commercial sugarcane planta-
tions of Ethiopia[J]. Journal of Agricultural Technology,
2013, 9(6): 1461.

[6] RGN, 2R, o B, S i i DCH 6 T U AR
LR BT H[T]. BT EYZAR, 2010, 31(12): 2243.

(71 W/INBE, RBINE, Mgt St R XU e o 35 o L R
BRI [0]. HBEREE, 2012(6): 26.

[8] ZESCR, FRLLWN, BN K, 4. o r H O o R R A
A E PR K], T EREEL 2013(1): 59.

[91 Bz, £ITE, BAER, & 5% MBI Hmpa
TS HUH A 29 0BR[], T TR RO R, 2010, 41(5):
441.

[10] J7U, JITF, 5, &5, 8% i JLMA - S5 R B RGURE 771 Xof
HRERE By v ARG [T]. TR MR, 2010, 41(1):
24.

[11] AFRTJ5, BRMG, 22 M Pk, . 200g/L & H 2K Bk 207
FH R SR B VA AR [T, AR AL RNE, 2012(11):
102. DOI: 10.16768/j.issn.1004-874x.2012.11.034.

[12] %A, EIRTE, G0, 5. 30% &80 207 B V6 16 1)
JRE WS e A1 405 dF 1) () 24 2R T]. b [ BE R, 2015,
37(1): 28. DOI: 10.13570/j.cnkn.scc.2015.01.012.

[13] L/, BF5E, W5EAR%, 55, 20% Wk HUfi AT R 7 B
I6H RS RS 06F 1) 25 0 [0]. ) PR AR AR, 2015,
28(4): 11.

[14] EFF, HHkiE, BR2s, %5 22% f i FS Bhvd H i is
HORNE] i A 245 R0 e 0], WAL R ML B2, 2016,
55(13): 3334. DOI: 10.14088/j.cnki.issn0439-8114.2016.
13.016.

[15] VFOLE, ARBINT, 224808, &5, HIRIR R ap P is iR &
J5 B[], A58 B AR, 2016, 38(3): 589.

[16] WREEAN, LR, W SCR, &6, J0 + PR 4R s a0 H
PR BB R 0] T PERE R, 2016, 29(2): 1.

[17] ZHER, 258, T, & By S Hrya H s il
NVET]. AR ZAR, 2015, 30(2): 25.

(18] fEMRAK, Wt AT, HHE — riER o SO 2
F TR 5 55 7 B [J]. A EY 3K, 2010, 31(1): 113.


http://dx.doi.org/10.16768/j.issn.1004-874x.2012.11.034
http://dx.doi.org/10.13570/j.cnkn.scc.2015.01.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.14088/j.cnki.issn0439-8114.2016.%3Clinebreak/%3E13.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.14088/j.cnki.issn0439-8114.2016.%3Clinebreak/%3E13.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.16768/j.issn.1004-874x.2012.11.034
http://dx.doi.org/10.13570/j.cnkn.scc.2015.01.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.14088/j.cnki.issn0439-8114.2016.%3Clinebreak/%3E13.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.14088/j.cnki.issn0439-8114.2016.%3Clinebreak/%3E13.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.16768/j.issn.1004-874x.2012.11.034
http://dx.doi.org/10.13570/j.cnkn.scc.2015.01.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.14088/j.cnki.issn0439-8114.2016.%3Clinebreak/%3E13.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.14088/j.cnki.issn0439-8114.2016.%3Clinebreak/%3E13.016

