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Efficacy Evaluation of Seed Dressing with Tetrazolamide on
Spodoptera frugiperda in Maize Field

WANG Shuzhi, DUAN Aiju,ZHANG Ziqi
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Abstract: In order to clarify the control effect of tetrazolamide seed dressing on Spodoptera frugiperda in maize field, in
this study, indoor and field evaluations were carried out by dressing the maize seeds with different dosages of 20% of
tetrazolamide SC(0.5, 1.0, 5.0, 1.5, and 2.5 g/kg) and the control with different dosages of 20% of chlorantraniliprole SC(1.5,
2.5, and 5.0 g/kg). The results of indoor efficacy determination showed that different dosages of the two agents were safe for
both maize emergence and growth. After 10 days of emergence, the seed dressing treatments with 5 dosages of 20% of
tetrazolamide SC showed better control effects on Spodoptera frugiperda, reaching more than 98.28%. The control effect of
20% of chlorantraniliprole SC seed dressing treatments with dosages of 2.5 and 5.0 g/kg was better, reaching 84.48% and
93.10% , respectively, while the control effect of 1.5 g/kg treatment was poor. After 20 days of emergence, the control effect
of 20% of tetrazolamide SC treatments with 2.5 and 5.0 g/kg was better, with the control effect of 76.27% and 84.75%,
respectively. The control effect of other treatments and the 20% of chlorantraniliprole SC was poor. The results of the field
efficacy test showed that the control effect of maize seedlings treated with 20% of tetrazolamide at dosages of 2.5 and 5.0 g/kg
at 25 days after emergence was more than 80%. The control effects of 20% of chlorantraniliprole SC at 15 and 25 days after
different treatments were poor. Therefore, the use of 20% of tetrazolamide at dosages of 2.5 and 5.0 g/kg for maize seed

dressing treatment had a good control effect on S. frugiperda in both rapid and sustained effects, which could reduce the damage
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caused by S. frugiperda.

Keywords: tetrazolamide; maize; seed dressing; S. frugiperda; control effect
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Tab.1 Analysis of the safety and control effect of different treatments on 3rd instar larvae of

S. frugiperda after 10 days of emergence of maize seedling %
25 44 Bk 251/ (g/kg) Llj,ﬁ% PG CR Control effect
Insecticide Dosage of for-  Seedling emer-
mulation gence rate 24 h 48 h 72h 96 h
20%% DU H kI SC 0.5 93.0041.00a 6.990.00ab  67.24+598bc  98.28+2.98a  98.28+2.98a
20% of tetraniliprole SC 1.0 91.0042.65a  10.3545.97ab  79.31+8.95ab  98.28+2.98a  98.28+2.98a
15 93.33+1.53a 10.3545.97ab  81.03+2.98ab 10040.00a 100+0.00a
2.5 92.33+3.21a  12.074+5.17ab  82.76-7.90ab 10040.00a 100+0.00a
5.0 92.67+2.08a  13.7945.97a 87.932.99a 10040.00a 10040.00a
20 %6 S U e SC 1.5 92.0041.00a 2.884:3.59b 39.66+7.90d  63.79+5.18d  65.5242.99¢
20% of chlorantraniliprole SC 2.5 92.67+1.15a  8.62+5.97ab  63.79+5.18c  82.76+2.98c  84.485.18b
5.0 91.67+1.53a 10.3542.98ab  72.4147.90c 91.384+5.98b  93.1047.90a
2R Control 0 92.67+2.03a

ARG TR R R AN [ b B R 22 53 3% (P<<0.05) . T3,

Note: Different lowercase letters indicated significant differences among different treatments(P<<0.05). The same as below.
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i b7 16 &5 4 Wik 81.03% L 82.76% . 87.93% ,
5.0 g/kg 19 20 %6 5 Ha 2% HE e SC Ak 3 B 6 250R
J72.41% ;M 72 h )5 ,1.5.2.5.5.0 g/kg 9 20 %
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b T Mk 3 4 B ELAT B AR W B IR AR L 2.5,
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I 3% &)y L ELA BT B B TR RO o
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X i BT A 3 0 &)y U AT R R L w2
R AERMNER 2 TR o AN R Ak BEAE A 0 24 b JS BTG
BRI AR . M 48 hJE L 2094 DYk Lt SC 4%
Aab TR B 3 R # 24 h i 3 4R 5 (P<<0.05) , HLFf
253G, PG BCR . 2096 G HUR
it e SC AN [ b 38 04 B 16 OR8N F 1050 . fi] i
72 hJF,5.0 g/kg B 20 % DU d ki SC Ak 3 B
RN 83.05%52.5.5.0 g/kg ) 20 %5 Y s s
Jfie SC Ak B B ¥ ROCR Y KT 60200 1M 96 hm ,
2.5.5.0 g/kg [ 20 %6 P4 me H ik e SC Ak 22 1) B 16 24
HRF 70%, Hodb, 5.0 g/kg &b H (1) B 34 28 1k
84.75% ;20 %0 A W oK Wt i SC A [m] 4k 3 1 B 36
ORI, R 2.5.5.0 g/kg 19 20 % DY mk d e
SC AbFRAE H ¥ 20 d J5 475 BE T b 5 74 Mk 3 1% 4y Ht
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Tab.2 Analysis of the control effect of different treatments on 3rd instar larvae of

S. frugiperda after 20 days of emergence of maize seeding %
255 iz /(g/kg) Biia = Control effect
Insecticide Dosage of formulation 24 h 48 h 72 h 96 h
20 %6 DU Mg I SC 0.5 1.6742.89cd 8.47+5.09d 25.424-2.93d 28.8145.09¢
20% of tetraniliprole SC 1.0 5.00=5.00cd 22.0342.94c 38.984-5.09¢ 42.3745.87b
1.5 8.335.77¢ 28.8145.09bc 42.3745.87c 45.764-2.93b
2.5 15.0045.00b 37.294-10.58b 66.1016.35b 76.27412.79
5.0 36.674-2.89 67.804-7.77a 83.054-7.77a 84.754-8.80a
2020 SRR BRI SC 1.5 0.00+0.00d 0.00+2.93d 0.00+2.93e 0.00+2.93d
20% of chlorantraniliprole SC 2.5 3.3342.89¢d 1.7042.93d 1.70-+2.93¢ 1.70+2.93d
5.0 1.6742.89cd 1.7042.93d 1.704+2.93¢ 1.7042.93d
25 F X Control 0

2.3 [EZHF Ab B X B i 2% 7 i 18] B A SR
W AN [R) 2 550) Ak B K B 7 1 FlUS L 43 I AE
B 15,25 d J5 18 25 45 A B R K AR AR 8 9% 0
PE WA O, S5 R 3 PR . AT 2 50 4 3 7
[i) X B b 7 7 MR Bl VA AR 22 R . i 15 d
A, 1.5.2.5 g/kg 19 20 %0 DU wk s ik Jiie SC Ak 31 % £
SRR L B A AR Y HE 90% LA 150.5.1.0 g/kg
(9 20 %6 1Y s e B i SC Ab B AR 1 3R 4351 N 67.06 %%
80.00%% , M H B ¥ R 43 51l 24 80.49%6.90.24 % .
2.5.5.0 g/kg M9 20 % S8 HUR Wk e SC Ab #LAR 1 2
43 % R 50.59 % F1 77.65% , Ht 11 B A R 4> B A

75.61% F178.05% ,1.5 g/kg (1) 20 %6 G4 HL A< I i i
SC Ab # R 1 e de Ik, AR 31.76 %6, HLUH Bl A 2R
1XUH 58.54 % , B iR s R4 2% .

i 25 d U5, 20 % DY ms L B SC AN [R) b 216
B B 1 B AR A B VR AR ¥ HE 50 %0 DL I
Hrr,5.0 g/kg 1B iR RO B, R 89.04 %0 5 FLik
MR M 2.5.1.5 g/kg 4b B H TR 34 %R 4390 R
82.19% M1 67.12%;1.0.0.5 g/kg 4b B Ayt 11 B ¥4
BB, 43 ) R 57.53% A1 53.43% . 209 S H
R G e SC 45 A B X 50 b 53 0 Mk 1) 7 96 AR 8K
25, A BB T 50% .
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Tab.3 Analysis of the field control effect of different treatments on S. frugiperda %
A/ 15d 25d
255 (g/kg) e RIS RS PeE MR (YRS
. I B 34 % 1 B 14 7%
Insecticide Dosage f)f Rate of dam-  Survival rate of Pfr cfft‘rZI)dclect Rate of dam-  Survival rate of Pfjt co[?t(r';;jclict
formulation aged plants seedlings ‘ aged plants seedlings ’
20 % Y mg iy 0.5 18.67 67.0648.88b 80.49+11.18bc 32.67 55.86+4.13b 53.4346.27cd
P ik SC 1.0 11.33 80.00+4.08b 90.24+4.22ab 30.00 59.46+5.41b 57.5346.28bc
20% of tetra-
niliprole SC 1.5 4.00 92.94+3.53a 95.12+4.22a 26.00 64.86+7.15b 67.12+4.11b
2.5 2.00 96.4743.53a 97.56+4.22a 12.67 82.88+4.13a 82.19+6.28a
5.0 0.67 98.82+2.04a 97.56+4.22a 7.33 90.09+1.56a 89.04+2.37a
209 SR 1.5 38.67 31.76£5.39% 58.54+11.18d 58.67 20.72+£6.80d 34.25+10.87¢
R SC 2.5 28.00 50.59+7.06d 75.61£4.22¢ 43.33 41.44+4.13¢c 42.47+8.22de
20% of chloran-
traniliprole SC 5.0 12.67 77.65+£5.39¢ 78.0520.00c¢ 41.33 44.1545.63¢ 45.21+6.27de
25 I ] 0 56.67 74.33

Control
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Jei ) W M 5 Mk, 96 h B9 BT VA BOH 2 B A
76.27% F184.75% . 2.5.5.0 g/kg [ 20% G H K
FH B e SC A3 1 10 d i ) VR 8 b 57 7% 3, 96 h
Jo B B VA ROCR 1 3k 84.48 % L b s N W) B B9 20 %
SR Y e SC A B T 20 d S R IR B b 5E
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