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Yield Loss Caused by Whitebacked Planthopper and Its Economic Threshold at

Heading Stage of Early Rice
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Abstract: The cage experinicut ind'cated that the relatiorship: betcen the yicld loss (Y) and the number of whitebacked

planthonr=:, Sogatella jurcijera per nill (X) ot the heading stage of carly rice coincided with the following equation :

Y = 14.0£35+10.025X 1: 28.95. The main reason of yield loss was the increase of the rate of unfilled gram in infested rice. Ac-

cording to the present price of grain and the control cost etc. , the economic threshold of S. furcifera was about 12—16

nymphs per hill, which was verified to accord with the practice basically 1n the field.
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Tabel 1. The regression equation of insect siumier ( x) and vield loss (v)

dn AR Varieties .5y Year EY 7 AL Regrossion equation r

HME 49 Xieyou 48 1990 Y = 10,3320+ 1 1.0355X 0.9700" *
1991 Y = 19.3050+10.6995X% 0.9928° "

#i2T R 1 5 Louhongzao | 1990 Y = 186900+ 10.6965X 0.9739" °
1991 Y = 2.4795411.6320X 0.9979 " *
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Table 2. Covariance analysis of 4 regression equation

AmE XMHE YHY XY B IR 11 5y

kiR 30
i # Fi#i Fefifu a b The part away from regression

Origin of variation . : — 3

DF  S§  SS /15° SP/15 DF S5/15" MS/ 157 F Tyes
B 49 1990 4 R90.143 5)2.083 654.898 10.3320 11.0355 3  30.26
Xie you 49 1991 4 1832.639 936.79 1307.251 19.3050 10.6995 3  4.307
WL LY 1990 4 945123 506.79 674.003 18.6900 10.6965 3  26.133
Luhongzao | 1991 4 989.1635 599.073 768.395 2.4795 11.6520 3 2174
RRE Sl 16 4657.07 2554.736 3404.547 - 109665 15 65845 4389
Inside the variety
B i dd Ml 3 113.89  51.438  76.013  39.5220 100110 2 0.7048 0.3524
Betwcen variety and year
PR Total 19  4770.96 2606.174 3480.56 14.0835 10.9425 [} 66999 3722
B & ST A 12 62.874 52395 N
The residue away from each regression
I} U3 5 B Tl i 25 I 1455 G.385 0.074 3.49

The difference between regression coefficients
EERES:RINHIE=E ]
The difference between regression cut— distances

L4 AL ol (1) U4 2 B R s Al % &

(%]

2971 0.990  0.226 3.29

15 65845 4389

To express each regression relationship by common regression coefficient
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Table 3. Correlation coefficient and path coefficient of unfilled grain rate, 1000-grain weight and yield

iR MR AR R 3 RREN TER R~ L ESTREER ]
Correlation Direct path Indirect path Residual path
Character
coefficient cocfhicient coetficient coefflicient
i 49 Xieyou 49
ft# % Unfilled grain rate -0.95 —0.5726 —0.3742
. . . 0.0604
THr&E 1000 grains weight 0.93 0.4%95 04382
#FR 1% Luhongzao |
RtA#F  Unfilled grain rate —0.98 —0.5720 —u. 4 \g3
0.4573
THE 1000 grains weight 0.63 0.223: 0.3984
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Table 4. The field inspection of the control index

H 40 5 B MRk ) Fe i 4
Locality and Variety Yield (kg / hm?) Number ol insect(head / hill) Yield loss( kg / hm?)
M M AR BB

#4815 Luhongzao 1 5197.5 7.2 127.5

114 195

21.4 465

56.0 532.5

64.8 015
73.2 11925

WL 49  Xieyou 49 6135 4.0 105
16.53 454.5

23.73 570

343 855

49.3 1230

HE VR

¢ 1 5 Luhongzao 1 4560 3.79 116.25
6.53 122.7
11.62 223.95

19.99 355.2

31.34 606.3
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