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Abstract: [ Purpose] To identify species of main pests at perennial rice field, analyze its popula-
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tion dynamics and occurrence, to provide a scientific basis for pest control at perennial rice field.

[ Method ] With the sweep sampling, plate beating and visual inspection, the five points sampling
method was used to record the number of insect species, roll leaves, white panicle and dead heart
seedlings at perennial and conventional rice field. Quartile method was used to analyze the case of
main insects occurrence. [ Result] 17 species of pests were collected at perennial rice field (the 1*
season) and conventional rice field, the main pests were rice planthopper, Chilo suppressalis, Try-
poryza incertulas and Cnaphalocrais medinalis; 13 species of pests were collected at perennial rice
field (the 2™ season), the main pests were rice planthopper and C. medinalis, 12 species of pests were
collected at conventional rice field, the main pests were rice planthopper, C. suppressalis, T. incertu-
las and C. medinalis. The trend of the main pest population dynamics in the perennial rice fields and
the conventional rice field was basically the same. At perennial rice field, the main season of rice
planthopper was from tillering stage to booting stage at the 1" season and from jointing stage to
flowering stage at the 2™ season, the population of planthopper in perennial rice (season second) was
higher than the 1* season, and the population of planthopper in perennial rice (season 1* and 2") were
higher than conventional rice. The main occurrence period of C. medinalis is from heading stage to
milk ripening period whether it’s the perennial or conventional rice. In the 1* season of perennial rice,
the difference of the damage by C. medinalis between the perennial and conventional rice was not sig-
nificant. The damage at the 2™ season were significantly higher than the 1* season and the convention-
al rice. [ Conclusion ] The species of main pests and their main season at perennial rice were the

same as conventional rice, but the damage by main pests at the second season were higher.

Keywords: perennial rice; main pest; population dynamic; population quantity
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Tab. 1 Species and ratio of pests in perennial rice field
LL451/% proportion
5 - 5= HHUKTS FaE = R
family species (2016 £ 6 H—10 H) (2016 -6 H—10 A) (201746 H—10 H) (20174 6 H—10 H)
the 1* season conventional rice the 2™ season conventional rice
(June to October in 2016) (June to October in 2016) (June to October in 2017) (June to October in 2017)
B E
KEF Sogatell j
Delphici e Mkl @ furcifera 25.67 24.95 58.27 35.60
Nilaparvata lugens
AR
Chilo suppressalis
U T 12.13 12.80 2.73 26.73
Pyralidae Tryporyza incertulas
TG IR
Cnaphalocrocis medinalis 12.09 1248 16.08 1249
HLEUE 1%
FEER} Parnara guttata 345 3.38 3.83 3.38
Hesperiidae ISEAE
Pelopidas mathias 2.20 2.30 118 3.1
RIS e AR
Satyridae Melanitis leda 3.09 3.78 241 3.84
KA} FK 867 299 0 0
Ephydridae Hydrellia chinensis ’ ’
Frum FEFF IR
Chloropidae Chlorops oryzae 7.88 793 4.42 8.01
I W R R i
Cicadellidae Nephotettix uirescens 6.98 8.03 8.38 7.06
IR Nezara viridula 3.81 481 1.64 235
Pentatomidae LRI
Eysacoris guttiger 421 6.04 0.87 5.43
Gl Tk i
Coreidae Cletus punctiger 2.35 2.07 0 1.06
g HhAEREE
Acrididae Oxya chinensis 3.35 2.19 0 0.72
FHF TR H
Curculionidae ~ Echinocnemus squameus 1.04 0.16 0 0
Hije FR TE e
Crioceridae Qulema oryzae 2.88 0.99 0.18 140

e B 2 s B T A KRS R RO e

Notes: The ratio of insect pests is the ratio of the number of pests to the total number of insect pests.
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Fig. 2 Percentage of damage dynamic of Cnaphalocrocis medinalis (a) and stem borers (b) in
perennial (the 1* season) and conventional rice fields
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Tab.2 Comparison of the population quantity or percentage damage of main pests between

perennial and conventional rice fields

SPEIR R/ Gk B BTN E R /Y%

ERE *‘E%—EE _7K7F§”Eﬁ EP average population quantity per 100 clumps or average percentage damage
season main pests rice varieties KR early season FEZR A ] main season RAEMH late season
K 44.50+7.22 a 168.50424.21 a 13.71+2.87 a
rice planthopper H 27.00£2.90 b 96.00+21.41 b 14.14+2.60 a
RS Sl I P P 0.73+0.06 a 5.25+0.37 a 3.35+0.03 a
the 1" season stem borers H 0.23+0.05b 4.93+0.77 a 3.30+0.01 a
FE s P 1.48+£0.32 a 4.65+0.49 a 4.73£0.24 a
C. medinalis H 2324042 a 4.95+0.48 a 4.54+0.12 a
R P 186.00+14.06 a 239.00+18.37 a 58.004+29.70 a
P rice planthopper H 139.50+22.58 b 183.00+24.91 b 55.00+26.43 a
nd
the 2% season FE i P 2.76£0.28 a 10.101.81 a 13.330.18 a
C. medinalis H 1.14£0.33 b 5.75+0.77b 6.24+0.18 b

M P ZAEAKAE (PR23); H W HUKHE (LLERTS). f8 CES R ERIHBAL - PR ECE, SO0 k/a A, B VIR s AR IR R
A HEUE FINE R, BN %o FFIRFRFZERORTE 0.05 K TFEREE: T,

Notes: P. perennial rice (PR23); H. conventional rice (Hongxiangruan No.7). The number of each occur period of rice planthopper is average population
quantity per 100 clumps; the number of each occur period of stem borers and C. medinalis is average percentage damage. The different lowercases mean

significant per 100 clumps difference at the 0.05 level; the same as below.

®3 FAEEKENSFEKEEHEEERMBFRERNERLR

Tab.3 Comparison of the population quantity or percentage damage of main pests between perennial rice field

at different seasons

SRR /G H AT BOF RN E /%

EEER EREFT average population quantity per 100 clumps or average percentage damage

main pests season AR early season F 2R A2 W] main season MG late season
A F 44.50£7.22 b 168.50+24.21 b 13.71£2.87 b
rice planthopper S 186.00+14.06 a 239.00+18.37 a 58.00+29.70 a
T\ i F 1.4840.32 b 4.65+0.49 b 4.73+£0.24 b
C. medinalis S 2.76+0.28 a 10.10+1.81 a 13.33+0.18 a

E: F.Z2FAKR G 12); S. 2FAKE (B2 2).

Notes: F. perennial rice (the 1" season); S. perennial rice (the 2" season).
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