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Table 1. Date and frequency of insecticidal application

mm

Code Date o(t;)alg[%l)l cation Rice growing stages F;gg]lliigii}(]) r(;f
A 55~60 Initial booting 1
B 85~95 Heading 1
C 100~110 Dongh grain 1
D 55+85 Initial booting. Heading 2
E 55+100 Initial booting. Dongh grain 2
F 85+100 Heading. Dongh grain 2
G 55+85+100 Initial booting. Heading. Dangh grain 3
H Control 0
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Table 2. Number of hoppers® (No/10 Sweeps) afther treatment(First crop, 1978-80)

b) Year Days a often treatment
Code 55 | 65 | 80 | 90 | 100 | 110

A 1978 13 (7.8) 0 (0) 30.0 (32.7) 543 (60.3) 3353 (524.3) 456.0 (442.7)
1979 33 (8.6) 0 (0.7) 2.0 (20) 143 (47) 1040 (65.0) 1743 (88.3)
1980 0.8 (7.3) 0 (0.8) 103 (49.5) 14.0 (54.0) 58.0 (69.5) 46.3(100.3)

B 1978 13 (18.0) 1.7 (11.0) 140.1 (130.0) 5.7 (16.0) 37.3 (42.7) 47.0 (46.9)
1979 3.0 (33) 50 (7.0) 39.0 (293) 4.0 (43) 133 (19.7) 643 (34.6)
1980 0.8 (43) 1.5 (7.5) 278 (161.5) 2.5 (9.51 11.8 (293) 16.5 (38.0)

C 1978 20 (11.3) 2.0 (7.0) 144.7 (126.7) 142.0 (96.7) 584.0 (834.7) 7.7 (11.7)
1979 57 (33) 47 (6.7) 380 (39.7) 67.8 (85.9) 534.0 (387.9) 432 (17.5)
1980 1.0 (6.8) 2.3 (7.5 27.3 (160.3) 27.5(163.0) 59.3 (197.0) 6.0 (57.0)

D 1978 07 (27) 0.7 (1.0) 147 (273) 4.0 (50) 253 (60.2) 733 (53.0)
1979 33 (60) 03 (0.6) 33 (33) 03 (0) 507 (27.0) 98.5 (45.0)
1980 0.5 (5.0) 0 (03) 7.0 (555) 08 (1.8) 10.8 (19.3) 155 (22.8)

E 1978 13 (127) 03 (1.7) 40.0 (28.0) 44.0 (58.0) 163.3 (208.0) 6.7 (19.8)
1979 40 (4.0) 07 (06 12 (7.8) 6.7 (16.7) 1300 (98.6) 156 (2.3)
1980 1.0 (4.0) 0 (0) 103 (51.8) 133 (52.6) 50.0 (60.8) 58 (5.5

F 1978 1.3 (153) 3.0 (10.3) 152.0 (133.3) 16.0 (11.0) 353 (50.3) 3.0 (4.0)
1979 3.0 (82) 116 (64) 449 (563) 6.7 (6.0) 28.0 (43.0) 2.6 (0.7)
1980 1.8 (5.8) 1.3 (10.0) 265 (173.0) 1.3 (17.5) 13.8 (35.0) 1.0 (1.8)
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G 1978 13 (11.3) 03 (13) 313 (26.0) 7.7 (43) 133 (32.7) 3.0 (6.6)
1979 63 (7.0) 05 (03) 12 (62) 03 (12) 83 (29.6) 03 (1.3)
1980 1.0 (6.0) 0 (0.8) 50 (548) 03 (1.0) 53 (31.8) 03 (1.5

H 1978 0.7 (153) 3.0 (9.7) 208.0 (160.0) 196.0 (127.7) 479.3 (894.0) 679.7 (512.3)
1979 33 (62) 7.0 (7.5) 48.6 (45.0) 58.7 (61.2) 525.3 (319.8) 737.0 (492.7)
1980 1.0 (5.0) 1.0 (7.0) 27.0 (143.3) 35.0 (164.5) 59.5 (197.0) 49.8 (183.3)

a) Planthopper (leafthopper)
b) A~C: lappication, D~F:2, G:3, H:0
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Fig 1: Population changes of both planthoppers and leathopper (arrow indicated date of chemical
application).
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Table 3. Comparison of rice yield, Control cost and total profit in different treatments
Date of . 0 R Net profit
Code | application | Frequency Yield (kg/ha) Cost (x1000NT$)
(DAT)” 1978 1979 | 1980 | (NT.S) | 1978 | 1979 | 1980
A 55~60 1 599.70c |6356.1bc [6017.8¢c 1,410 4.3 10.6 3.9
B 85~90 1 6297.3b |6888.5ab |6217.7b 1,840 8.8 19.0 6.8
C 100~110 1 6355.3b |5927.1cd [6180.8bc | 1,840 9.8 3.1 6.0
D 55+85 2 6412.0b |6895.0a |6362.2ab| 3,250 9.3 17.7 7.8
E 55+100 2 6428.0b |6785.6ab [6251.5b | 3,250 9.6 15.9 5.0
F 85+100 2 6573.7ab |7150.2a [6368.3ab | 3,680 11.6 21.5 7.5
G | 55+85+100 3 6778.7a |7143.2a [6460.6a | 5,090 13.6 20.0 7.6
H Control 0 5656.0d [5631.3d |5696.6d 0 — - -

a) DAT=Days after transplanting.
b) Cost=Pesticides+labor.

¢) F=0.05, Duncar’s multiple range test.
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Table 4. Abundance of hoppers and rice yield loss in unteated plots

No of hopper/60sweeps Ratio % . 0
Year Leafhoppers | Planthoppers | Total Leathopers/Planthoppers Yield Loss %
1978 1718 1567 3285 52.3:47.7 19.9
1979 932 1380 2312 40.3:59.7 26.9
1980 694 174 867 80.0:20.0 13.4
Average 1114.7 1040.3 2154.7 51.7:48.3 20.07
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Timing of chemical control for the plant-and leaf-hoppers
on the first crop of rice at Taichung district

T.S.Liu, D. T. Chang'”

Summary

The optimal frequency and best timing for chemical control of both plant-and leaf-hoppers
(mainly Laodelphax strialellus, Sogatella furcifera and Nephoettix cincticeps) were studied in the
first rice crop of 1978 to 1980. Single application each at the initial booting, heading and dought
grain stage as well as 2 and 3 applications at 2 or 3 stages were compared in terms of the net profit
gained. Results showed that the control at the heading was more critical than either at the initial
booting or the doughy graing stage However, the highest net profit was gained when 3
applications were made at 3 consecutive stafges. When only 2 applications were planned, both the
heading and the doughy grain stage would gave better result. In this case, we would like to
recommend that in the first crop season when the hopper number reached 5 Per net sweep at the
initial heading (Ca. 55-60 days after transpianting) a chemical application should be initiated.
Another appli-ation during late booting to heading stage was indispensable. Whenever the hopper
number reached 10-20 per net sweep at the milking to doughy grain stage one more spray was

warranted.

(1) Assistant specialist, and assistant, Taichung District Agricultural Improvement Station, Taichung, Taiwan,

Republic of china.



